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  One asks: can you point to even a single spirit who counts from a European point of view, as your Goethe, your Hegel, your Heinrich Heine, your Schopenhauer counted? That there is no longer a single German philosopher—about that there is no end of astonishment.


  §4 of “What the Germans Lack”

  Twilight of the Idols (1887)

  (Walter Kaufmann translation)


  

  

  

  

  



  Preface to “A German Trilogy”


  It was never my intention to attach a preface to this book; the whole point of writing in Nietzsche’s own style was to demonstrate how much power over his readers he gains by plunging them into the midst of what may be a pathless ocean, confusing them as to their destination while always bending the bow for a deadly Parthian shot. In the course of trying to find a publisher, however, I did create a synoptic table of contents that provides an overview of what might be called “the structure of the argument”; whatever it may be worth, it is included here as an appendix for those who may find it useful in gaining their sea legs or for dodging the arrows. As for those already familiar and comfortable with Nietzsche, they will recognize that his Morgenröte has served as model:1 a series of numbered aphorisms varying in length, each introduced by a title, and the whole divided into five “books.” As for the scholarly apparatus—each section is equipped with an endnote—its primary purpose is to point the reader to the texts in question. Sensible of Nietzsche’s contempt for traditional scholarship, 2 my intention has been to avoid inspiring Nietzsche’s contempt; as a Platonist, 3 however, I naturally welcome his enmity on the level of thought (see §100 below).


  Why this preface, then? Because it was likewise never my intention that a lecture about Nietzsche inspired by this book’s epigraph would ultimately lead to “A German Trilogy.” Thanks to Johannes Fritsche, 4 a long-standing interest in the First World War—rekindled by linking Nietzsche to the Second Reich—led me to Heidegger; while I was writing about Being and Time, 5 Karl Löwith forced me to confront Leo Strauss. 6 In other words, this book, which is being published last, was written first and led to the other two. Or did it? It is this question that has caused me to write this preface; I am hoping that one of my readers will understand me better than I understand myself. One thing is certain: while writing what became chapter 8 of The German Stranger, I realized that Strauss had left a place for himself as the third member of his “Third Wave of Modernity.” 7 What did it mean that I had recently written books about Nietzsche and Heidegger, the first and second members of Strauss’s Third Wave? Teleology is not in fashion, but it is impossible for me to assert its nonexistence in this book’s case, particularly because the reader would never know from reading it that the unmasking of Strauss might well have been its final cause.


  Since Heidegger joined the Nazis and Nietzsche, for better or worse, is frequently linked to National Socialism8 —not least of all by Strauss9 and the Nazis themselves10 —it may come as a surprise, then, that the first two parts of this trilogy are exculpatory where Nazism is concerned. As indicated by its subtitle, my Nietzsche was not the philosopher of the Third but rather of the Second Reich11 ; as for Heidegger, I argued that his decision for National Socialism in 1933, like the writing of his masterpiece Being and Time in 1926, could only be understood in the context of the World War; becoming a Nazi in his case was a strictly derivative phenomenon. 12 Thus, there is a meaningful sense in which Heidegger’s thought is less “Nazi” than Strauss’s despite the fact that only one of them joined the Party. As bizarre as the claim that Strauss, born a Jew, was the secret theoretician of National Socialism’s war to the death against “Jerusalem” unquestionably is, 13 I have not bandied about the justly opprobrious term “Nazi” in situations where doing so would hardly have seemed bizarre. My “German Trilogy” is a “Nazi Trilogy” only to the extent that it shines some light on the desperate darkness at the hidden center of National Socialism. Names aside, it is probably the unmasking of this hidden core—not of Leo Strauss—that is best understood as its final cause no matter how unconscious its author was of this gruesome te/loj at the outset.


  For all my admiration for Dawn with respect to style, section §205 (“Of the people of Israel”)14 made a deep impression on me from the start and I remain unable to accept the claims that this passage is “perhaps the most positive assessment of the Jews in Nietzsche’s entire oeuvre” 15 or that “Nietzsche’s intention and tone are unmistakable,” 16 especially because Strauss was absolutely correct to say about this disturbing passage: “Nietzsche has not written without irony.” 17 Having discovered through Strauss the theoretical basis of National Socialism, and having moreover seen repeatedly that he could never have gotten all the way there without Nietzsche, 18 I was gradually forced to wonder whether it had been a mistake to divorce Nietzsche as radically from the Nazis as I do below. Having now returned to Nietzsche after a sobering sojourn in Weimar and the Third Reich, my conclusion is that even though all of the components of National Socialism as Strauss understood it are already present in Nietzsche, they did not even come close to being crystallized into the final form that Strauss eventually gave them. 19 I would compare this process to the inner workings of a kaleidoscope: each and every one of the individual pieces of glass were prepared by the founder of the Third Wave, but only Strauss, understood as its “Hegel,” 20 synthesized them into the fearful symmetry of an utterly radical solution. 21 The five pieces in question are: (1) a radical anti-Christianity that explains even Nietzsche’s rejection of Christian anti-Judaism, 22 (2) a crystal clear sense of the Jewish origins of Christianity, 23 (3) an interest in the use of exotericism, 24 (4) a rejection of racialist anti-Semitism, 25 and (5) the valorization of Israel’s kings as opposed to her prophets. 26 As readers of The German Stranger will discover, the National Socialism that Strauss recognized as “the last word in ‘secularization’” 27 is paradoxically most visible in his Zionist writings28 ; in the words of Jacob Klein—the words that began to light my way through the darkness—National Socialism is “a perverted Judaism: Judaism without God, a true contradiction in terms.” 29 It bears emphasizing that the important point here is not how “Nazi” Strauss’s thought was or remained but rather how “Straussian” the most radical form of National Socialism turns out to be: racialist anti-Semitism was not the core of National Socialism but merely the exoteric surface of its necessarily secret and long-term “holy war” on God. 30 As a matter of theory, the annihilation of Jews would necessarily cause the destruction of Judaism and pave the way for extirpating the “Jewification” (Verjudung) wrought by Christianity31 ; on the practical level, this anti-religious crusade would succeed by turning Judaism against itself32 : based on a decision for a faithless faith,33 an atheistic “king,” masquerading as “Messiah,” will effect an “Exodus” from the modern “Egypt” of the “Last Men” and lead the self-“Chosen People” to a post-liberal “Promised Land.” 34


  It was only while revising this book for publication that I first came across the work of Uriel Tal (1926-1984)35 ; he provides the all-important link to political reality that my strictly theoretical analysis of Strauss’s writings had lacked. Having emphasized the distinction between Christian and anti-Christian antiSemitism in Germany before 1914, 36 this careful Israeli scholar had documented the terrifying transformation of anti-Christian anti-Semitism during the Weimar years into the “political theology” of the Third Reich. 37 Without mentioning Strauss, he proved the existence of exactly the kind of National Socialism toward which Strauss had already pointed me. In a series of essays, several of which have been recently republished, 38 Tal meticulously documented (1) National Socialism’s use of Messianism, 39 (2) its appropriation of “the Chosen People” trope, 40 (3) the identification, made by contemporary critics of the Nazis, of the parallels between National Socialism and Judaism, 41 (4) the “secularization”42 of biblical language by Nazis, 43 (5) the existence of an intellectual dialogue between Nazis and Zionists during the Third Reich, 44 (6) evidence that racialist anti-Semitism was not the core of National Socialism’s war against the Jews, 45 and (7) Hitler’s “political discretion and caution” in opposition to overt anti-Christianity. 46 While it may well be true that Nietzsche had already imagined the component parts of what would eventually become the esoteric core of National Socialism, he certainly never applied the exoteric/esoteric distinction to resolving what Strauss called “the theological-political problem,” and the three studies introduced here will show that this problem only became acute—and the Nazi solution to it only became possible—because Germany had lost the First World War. What motivated me from the start was the conviction that just as holding Germany responsible for the First World War makes it impossible to understand how her leaders succeeded in initiating the Second, so also sympathy for the Second Reich opens the door to grasping the origins of the Third. The limits of that initial sympathy are illustrated by the fact that it had never occurred to me that the greatest thinker of the Second Reich was not Nietzsche (1844-1900), as I had thought, but rather Hermann Cohen (1842-1918), Strauss’s principal opponent, 47 a believing Jew and German patriot whose humane synthesis of “Athens” and “Jerusalem” may someday point the way forward to the study of a far better “German Trilogy” than the one I have explored.


  In the meantime, I am much struck by the relationship between the three members of this “German Trilogy” and Platonism. As a Platonist, I was particularly interested from the start in Nietzsche’s troubled relationship with Plato. As I wrote in §139 below: “he wants the ethos of Platonism without Plato’s metaphysics.” Although I didn’t know it while writing those words, Strauss is best understood as resolving this conflict, and thereby redeeming the self-contradiction that bedeviled his master. To put the important point more simply: Strauss’s interpretation of Plato responds to the problems in Nietzsche’s approach identified below. Armed with the elitism intrinsic to exotericism, Strauss simultaneously preserved “the ethos of Platonism”—that is, the timeless gulf between the wise and the vulgar—and then used it to deconstruct the dualism of Being and Becoming basic to “Plato’s metaphysics,” creating, in the process, his “Plato.” 48 Heidegger, for his part, facilitated this process by domesticating Nietzsche for respectable academic discourse, 49 showing the way forward to circumvent a distorting “tradition,” and most importantly by redefining Being in a strictly anti-Platonic way, or rather by transforming Plato’s Becoming into what he called “Being.” 50 Once having configured “A German Trilogy” in Strauss’s terms as the Third Wave, it is tempting to consider the triad of Nietzsche, Heidegger, and Strauss as the synthesis of an original thinker, a trained philosopher, and a brilliant tactician. 51 Better yet would be a dialectical reconfiguration of this triad in Hegelian terms, but I will reserve that project for oral presentation, since it too will require “stammering like a poet” (§90).


  The pressing matter, however, is Plato. It simply cannot be an accident that two Heidegger-inspired schools of Plato-interpretation emerged from Germany in the second half of the twentieth century, and that both of them use the notion of “Plato’s secret teaching” to circumvent Platonism, i.e., Platonism as Nietzsche accurately understood it. I refer, of course, to Strauss and Tübingen. 52 This coincidence bears eloquent witness to the awesome power of ideas, and, more specifically, to the awesome power of the Platonic Idea. Having never grasped anything so clearly as Plato’s Kluft between Being and Becoming, I have been repeatedly dumbfounded by the fact that this understanding has proved both necessary and sufficient for unlocking the darkest secrets of post-Nietzschean thought. “Can there be a transcendent experience of immanence?” When I asked this question in §108, I thought it was merely rhetorical; I’ve since learned better. 53 But leaving aside the desperate darkness of National Socialism’s self-contradictory solution to “the theological-political problem,” 54 the striking thing for me at the end of this long journey is the evident necessity for post-war German thought to have found some way to use Plato against himself. How great must Plato be to require these distortions? Clearly Nietzsche was far too honest for this kind of nonsense; he was at war with Platonism (§140), and did not try to appropriate Plato, but rather, to refute him On the other hand, his relationship with Plato was far from untroubled—this indeed was uppermost in my mind while writing Friedrich Wilhelm Nietzsche—and his successors, starting from Heidegger’s tentative and scarcely consistent steps, evidently found several ways both to preserve “Plato” while annihilating Platonism. But despite their brains, scholarship, and recondite ways, their subtle answers and erudite solutions are even more deeply flawed than Nietzsche’s merely maddening failure. Eventually a comparative study of Tübingen and Strauss by a critic of Heidegger will lay bare not only the parallel philosophical impostures involved in both cases, but the political considerations that necessitated them; if I ever have a brilliant graduate student more interested in modern philosophy than Plato, toward this topic I will happily point the way. In any case, quite apart from a natural antipathy to Nazis, and speaking as one who has learned so much from Germany, I sincerely hope that someday German students will rediscover and return to the real Plato. Of course no self-respecting German academic is likely to receive any guidance in philosophy from an American schoolteacher.


  In addition to the professionals at Lexington Books—whose open-mindedness has made the publication of this trilogy possible—and to the five scholars who were willing to endorse this book, I owe a special debt of gratitude to J. H. J. Andriessen. Hans and I “met” as a result a World War One discussion group online, and we became comrades in arms by fighting together against the traditional view that Germany was responsible for the First World War—that is, that Great Britain was guiltless. Hans was the first person to think that my books deserved to be published, and he was kind enough to include one of my longer online messages as an appendix to his book on Kaiser Wilhelm. 55 He also reprinted there the anonymous 1901 article “British Foreign Policy” 56 to which all thoughtful students of the twentieth century should give careful attention. If I were given the chance to teach graduate students more interested in history than philosophy, it would be great fun to collaborate with them in producing a commentary on this crucial text. But even though it is my dream to end my career teaching the dialogues of Plato to graduate students in philosophy and classics, Nietzsche has taught me the invaluable lesson that gaining recognition can be hazardous to a philosopher’s mental health.


  The last word here is therefore for my wife, Zo: whatever the success of the trilogy produced by your “Nietzsche-Boy,” my darling, it would not even exist without your love, patience, and unflagging support. All the words, especially “deeply,” “meaningless,” “on the planet,” and “boon,” are from the heart, mine to yours and back again, with love forever and two days.


  September 1, 2012

  Lynchburg, Virginia
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  Book I

  



  §1


  The self-destruction of a classicist.—Nietzsche repeatedly presents himself as an “untimely” man and his professional training as a classicist lends credence to this pose. But even as he whips the present with antiquity’s scorn, he does not, he cannot, ignore the present. To every classicist, of course, the present is inescapable in a very tangible way (i.e., the classicist dwells here now). This is no drawback; the great didactic classicists make conscious, deft, tacit (or at least judicious) comparisons with the present in order to instruct the present. Perhaps the ancients themselves do this best (e.g., Thucydides intends to instruct the future about both future and past); the better classicists simply follow their masters. But when a classicist gives the appearance (it being perhaps impossible to avoid the actuality) of making propaganda for modern ideas in the guise of writing about antiquity, he courts controversy at best and professional suicide at worst. So Friedrich Wilhelm Nietzsche did in his The Birth of Tragedy (1872). An attack on the book by a young professor who would soon become the greatest German classicist of the era (Ulrich von Möllendorff-Wilamowitz) supplied the controversy; Nietzsche’s propaganda for Richard Wagner (not yet the Reich’s most lionized composer) constituted the suicide. Brilliant on “the birth of tragedy” in ancient Athens, introducing enough creative ideas to fuel several modern careers, Nietzsche boldly dispenses with scholarly apparatus; this was (and continues to be) perilous for a classicist. But when, having intruded his controversial contemporary Wagner into a book about classical antiquity, he then describes the process by which a modern Wagnerian is actually “reborn with the rebirth of tragedy,” this is self-destruction. Was Nietzsche infatuated with Wagner? Or was he simply tired of being a professional classicist? Perhaps both are true. But one thing is certain: he proves that his interest in tragedy is not simply antiquarian. Tragedy is born in the past; it is reborn in the present. In other words, he is interested—perhaps all too interested—in the present. For all his fascination with antiquity, he is, to a self-destructive extent, unwilling (or unable) to be untimely.1


  §2


  The rebirth of tragedy.—“Yes, my friends, believe with me in Dionysian life and the rebirth of tragedy. The age of the Socratic man is over; put on the wreaths of ivy, put the thyrsus into your hand, and do not be surprised when tigers and panthers lie down, fawning, at your feet. Only dare to be tragic men; for you are to be redeemed. You shall accompany the Dionysian pageant from India to Greece. Prepare yourselves for hard strife, but believe in the miracles of your god.” So concludes section 20 of The Birth of Tragedy. Even before introducing Wagner, he is already well beyond the limits of any “untimely classicism.” He is making a speech, an exhortation—he is well nigh preaching a sermon—to his contemporaries. His auditors are tragic men and must believe that they are living in an age that will witness the rebirth of tragedy: a tragic age. But he warns them to be prepared: there will be a hard struggle ahead. This proved to be true, all too true.2


  §3


  1871.—The year that Nietzsche wrote The Birth of Tragedy was also the year that a unified Germany came into being: the birth-year of the Second Reich. The Franco-Prussian War of 1870-1871 (which led to the proclamation of the Reich in Versailles on January 18, 1871) is the historical background of Nietzsche’s first published book; when he writes a preface for a reissue of it in 1886, he will emphasize this point. He himself served in the war, albeit as a medical orderly and one, at that, who quickly became ill himself and was discharged. When he points out that the Athenians who witnessed the birth of tragedy had just won a war of their own, he observes that “the people who fought these wars in turn needs tragedy as a necessary potion to recover.” Now it is the Germans who are entering their tragic age. The passage continues: “Who would have supposed that precisely this people, after it had been deeply agitated through several generations by the strongest spasms of the Dionysian demon, should still have been capable of such a uniformly vigorous effusion of the simplest political feeling, the most patriotic instincts, and original manly desire to fight?” Who indeed, especially when the people in question are the Germans of 1870? The birth-lands of great musicians, those towering composers animated by the Dionysian demon, have become a united nation. A tragic age begins.3


  §4


  Tragedy and pessimism.— Looking back on his first book in Twilight of the Idols (1887), Nietzsche makes it clear that his view of tragedy is a radical departure from both Aristotle’s literary criticism and Schopenhauer’s philosophy. Tragedy, as Nietzsche understands it, is not a purging of “fear and pity”; neither is it a confirmation of philosophical pessimism. “Saying Yes to life even in its strangest and hardest problems, the will to life rejoicing over its own inexhaustibility even in the very sacrifice of its highest types—that is what I called the Dionysian, that is what I guessed to be the psychology of the tragic poet.” For Schopenhauer, tragedy taught the audience renunciation of what he called “the will to life”; given a pessimistic evaluation of existence, tragedy taught wisdom. Moreover, just as Nietzsche was willing to fight under Wagner’s banner when it came to music-drama, so also did he begin (and not just begin!) his career as a foot soldier for Schopenhauerian pessimism. The reference to life “in its strangest and hardest problems” is not simply a description of the theatrical situations in which, e.g., Oedipus and Antigone find themselves. Nietzsche never abandons Schopenhauer enough to affirm that pessimism is simply a false view of human existence; life is both strange and hard. But Schopenhauerian pessimism as an evaluation of existence requires a Nietzschean modification. As he puts it in the 1886 “Attempt at a Self-Criticism”: “Is there a pessimism of strength? An intellectual predilection for the hard, gruesome, evil problematic aspect of existence prompted by well-being, by overflowing health, by the fullness of existence?” In tragedy, therefore, whether in its Greek or reborn form, Nietzsche found a pessimism of strength. The German Reich (seemingly in “over-flowing health” when it came into being in 1871 along with Nietzsche’s powerful new understanding of tragedy) surely encountered (in its short forty-seven years of life) “the hard, gruesome, evil problematic aspect of existence.” This was especially true at the end—between 1914 and 1918.4


  §5


  An Alexandrian prophecy.—Before proclaiming the end of the “age of the Socratic man,” at the end of section 20 of The Birth of Tragedy, Nietzsche describes the last form of that age; he calls it “Alexandrian culture.” Although this name relates to a seemingly distant era of Greek history, Nietzsche states that “our whole modern world is entangled in the net of Alexandrian culture.” Thus Nietzsche—the didactic classicist (§1)—is using the ancient world to draw some lessons for the modern one. The Alexandrian Age is based on optimism; earthly happiness is possible for all. Nietzsche views Schopenhauer’s pessimism as a reaction against this very illusion. To prove that it is an illusion, Nietzsche examines the forces that threaten the Alexandrian culture with destruction; presumably it is an awareness of these forces that makes a Schopenhauer possible. Dancing between an ancient and a modern Alexandria—using both ancient and modern terms to describe what is also a modern phenomenon—Nietzsche describes the past in a most prophetic manner: “Let us mark this well: the Alexandrian culture, to be able to exist permanently, requires a slave class, but with its optimistic view of life it denies the necessity of such a class, and consequently, when its beautifully seductive and tranquillizing utterances about the ‘dignity of 4 Book I man’ and the ‘dignity of labor’ are no longer effective, it gradually drifts towards a dreadful destruction. There is nothing more terrible than a class of barbaric slaves who have learned to regard their existence as an injustice, and now prepare to avenge, not only themselves, but all generations. In the face of such threatening storms, who dares to appeal with any confidence to our pale and exhausted religions, the very foundations of which have degenerated into scholarly religions?” In other words, of what use is a “pale and exhausted” Christianity in the face of an angry Proletariat infused with Socialism? Nietzsche’s “Alexandrian prophecy” predicts that any modern regime—like the new Reich—which fails to find a post-Christian palliative for the sufferings of an exploited working class will face not only storms but destruction.5


  §6


  The tragic alternative.—“An age full of danger such as is even now commencing, in which bravery and manliness become more valuable, will perhaps again gradually make souls so hard they will have need of tragic poets,” writes Nietzsche in Daybreak (1881). Ten years after writing The Birth of Tragedy, it appears that the tragic age proclaimed there has been somewhat delayed. He continues: “in the meantime, these would be a little superfluous—to put it as mildly as possible.” There is bitterness behind the understatement. And why not? Nietzsche is no longer a classicist; he is living on a pension—granted because of poor health—from the University of Basel. He and Wagner have broken: since just after the Bayreuth Festival (1876) there has been no more propaganda for the composer from Nietzsche’s pen. The creator of affirmative pessimism is not completely despondent, however: “—For music, too, there may perhaps again come a better time (it will certainly be a more evil one!) when artists have to make it appeal to men strong in themselves, severe, dominated by the dark seriousness of their own passion.” These strong and serious men are tragic men girded for the hard struggle ahead; there may yet be a need for them despite the fact that the tragic age has been delayed. “But of what use is music to the little souls of this vanishing age, souls too easily moved, undeveloped, half-selves, inquisitive, lusting after everything!” So the question is: where are we now? Alexandria?6


  §7


  Fire magic.—“Let no one try to blight our faith in a yet-impending rebirth of Hellenic antiquity; for this alone gives us hope for a renovation and purification of the German spirit through the fire magic of music.” Thus spoke Friedrich Nietzsche in The Birth of Tragedy. The cause for hope is presumably what Richard Wagner still has in store for us. But it could also be “the strongest spasms of the Dionysian demon” that Germany had already experienced: Beethoven had long since set the words wir betreten feuertrunken to “magic music” in his Ninth Symphony. “What else could we name that might awaken any comforting expectations for the future in the midst of the desolation and exhaustion of contemporary culture?” How about the newly created Reich? A new and united Fatherland: the fulfillment—at least the half-fulfillment—of the nationalist dream, has come into being! But this is not Nietzsche’s inspiration. Music alone (the full 1872 title of his book was The Birth of Tragedy out of the Spirit of Music) can deliver us from Alexandrian culture. Music alone? “What else could we name?” If not the momentous political events of the day, then what about the contemporaneous emergence of a certain gifted thinker, a visionary—perhaps even something of a prophet—Nietzsche himself? Is he blind or being devious? “In vain we look for a single vigorously developed root, for a spot of fertile and healthy soil: everywhere there is dust and sand; everything has become rigid and languishes.” I suspect him of being didactic: he asks his readers to look within and find there this fertile soil. They can prove him wrong by embracing his ideas. This interpretation makes him devious (and a gifted teacher). But he could be blind. And if he is, it is interesting that he can’t see precisely these two alternative sources of “fire magic” rooted in the German spirit: himself and the new Reich.7


  §8


  Schopenhauer as Knight.—“One who is disconsolate and lonely could not choose a better symbol than the knight with death and devil, as Dürer has drawn him for us, the armored knight with the iron, hard look, who knows how to pursue his terrible path, undeterred by his gruesome companions, and yet without hope, alone with his horse and dog.” Nietzsche continues in this vein: the knight is riding through the “dust and sand” where “everything has become rigid and languishes.” Who is this lonely knight? Is it Nietzsche himself? He says that it isn’t: “Our Schopenhauer was such a Dürer knight,” he continues (suggesting, however, that there could be many such knights), “he lacked all hope, but he desired truth. He has no peers.” No peers? Surely this is not to be believed. Nietzsche himself is neither horse nor dog—neither are his readers! This is a challenge to his readers to become those very tragic men who will usher in the tragic age and deliver us from the illusions of Alexandrian optimism (and, presumably, from the destruction of Alexandrian class war). But not perhaps from all wars—he is, after all, a knight.8


  §9


  Stahlhelm.—Dürer’s knight is both armed and armored. Nietzsche emphasizes this when he describes him as “the armored knight with the iron, hard look.” His look is the only armor that Nietzsche mentions specifically; since the knight is intended as a symbol for a spiritual quality, a state of mind, this makes perfect sense. The knight who keeps on and does not despair symbolizes the “renovation and purification of the German spirit through the fire magic of music.” By choosing a specifically German knight, Nietzsche suggests the continuity of a certain spiritual and distinctively German Tapferkeit that unites Dürer’s Christian soldier to Nietzsche’s own “affirmative pessimist” version. But there is a piece of actual steel in Dürer’s drawing that has more resonance for us, who know not just the birth of the Reich in 1871—as of course Nietzsche himself did—but also its death in 1918: the knight’s helmet. More specifically it is the flange of that helmet that suggests the German warriors of the Great War. And not all of those millions of warriors either; the headgear of the German Army was not steel in 1914; it was late in the war before the Pickel-haube (the spiked and useless monstrosity that took the soldiers through Verdun) gave way to the Stahlhelm. Germany’s army won the war neither in 1914 nor in 1916. Perhaps it was more difficult to believe that it was about to win in 1916 (for Verdun was a long, long way from Paris while the spires of Verdun itself were only glimpsed but once) than they were in 1918. But the optimism of 1918 (if such it can be called) was a world removed from the optimism of 1914 (if such it can be called). Whatever it was that attacked in 1918—and it was surely much more like affirmative pessimism than optimism—this much was certainly true about it: like Dürer’s knight, it wore the Stahlhelm, the steel helmet.9


  §10


  An aphorism.—“Fighter’s vanity.—He who has no hope of winning a fight, or has plainly lost it, is all the more anxious to secure admiration for the way in which he has fought it.” This aphorism is found in Assorted Opinions and Maxims that Nietzsche published in 1879. There is no attempt here to be either prophetic or timely; the aphorism is intended to be timeless. And perhaps it has no relevance to Dürer knight who is “without hope” but also without any concern for anyone’s admiration, not even, perhaps, his own. But there must have been a time when it was relevant to the German soldiers of 1918. Take as an example Lieutenant Ernst Jünger, who published his war memoir The Storm of Steel in 1920. In the book’s final chapter (“My Last Storm”) he recounts an incident from August 1918. “I paraded my company in battle order in a small orchard; and then, standing under an apple-tree, I said a few words to them as they stood around me in a horseshoe. The expression on their faces was serious and manly. There was little to say. By this time there was not a man who did not know that we were on a precipitous descent, and the fact was accepted with an equanimity that only the moral force which in every army accompanies its armed force can explain. Every man knew that victory could no longer be ours. But the enemy should know that he fought against men of honor.”10


  §11


  Disciples at the front.—“Type of my disciples.—To those human beings who are of any concern to me I wish suffering, desolation, sickness, ill-treatment, indignities—I wish that they should not remain unfamiliar with profound self-contempt, the torture of self mistrust, the wretchedness of the vanquished: I have no pity for them, because I wish them the only thing that can prove today whether one is worth anything or not—that one endures.” This aphorism Nietzsche never published; he wrote it 1887. In the case of this aphorism, it is difficult to name anyone who matches it better than the German soldiers of 1918. At the close of March 21, 1918 (the first day of the last great German offensive), Ernst Jünger led his company of storm troopers (Stosstruppen) into a captured British dugout stocked with all kinds of tasty luxuries. “This sight I often remembered later when we spent weeks together in the trenches on a rigid allowance of bread, washy soup, and thin jam. For four long years, in torn coats and worse fed than a Chinese coolie, the German soldier was hurried from one battlefield to another to show his iron fist yet again to a foe many times his numbers, well equipped and well fed. There could be no sure sign of the might of the idea that drove us on. It is much to face death and to die in the moment of enthusiasm. To hunger and starve for one’s cause is more . . .”11


  §12


  Where are the barbarians?— Nietzsche ponders the future of Europe and jots down a paragraph sometime between November 1887 and March 1888. Within a year, his breakdown will render him incapable of writing anything more. This paragraph and more than a thousand others never sent by him to the press will be published in 1901—the year after his death—under the title The Will to Power: “Overall view of the future European:” he muses, “the most intelligent slave animals, very industrious, fundamentally very modest, inquisitive to excess, multifarious, pampered, weak of will—a cosmopolitan chaos of affects and intelligence. How could a stronger species raise itself out of him?” He suggests what is necessary: “To fight upward out of the chaos to this form—requires a compulsion: one must be faced with the choice of perishing or prevailing.” Once again not simply the soldiers of the Great War—not 1914, not 1916—but the German soldiers of 1918 come to mind. The English soldiers, the French—to say nothing of all the others, least of all the Americans—need only to prevent the Germans from winning. For the Germans, however, it is the last throw of the dice: the great offensive of 1918 can only mean prevail or perish. 8 Book I This last gamble is thirty years away while Nietzsche ponders the future of Europe. “A dominating race can grow up only out of terrible and violent beginnings.” For Nietzsche this is a truism—essentially a fixed principle—it is obvious and never intended to be read by others. He rephrases his question; doubtless he paused after writing the first word: “Problem: where are the barbarians of the twentieth century?” Where indeed?12


  §13


  What Europe requires.—“Culture can in no way do without passions, vices and acts of wickedness.” Perhaps Nietzsche’s writings should be examined in this light: every thought and aphorism is an act of wickedness designed to arouse the passions of the reader by pointing out that most of what our culture regards as virtue is really vice. How else explain the deliberate provocation of, for example, the “War is indispensible” section of his Human, All Too Human (1878)? The title itself is a provocation and Nietzsche castigates those who will be provoked in the first sentence: “It is vain reverie and beautiful-soulism to expect much more (let alone only then to expect much) of mankind when it has unlearned to wage wars.” Human, All Too Human is Nietzsche’s first book after The Birth of Tragedy; the Untimely Meditations (which fall in between) are in fact four distinct essays published one at a time. Here, for the first time, Nietzsche expresses himself in a series of semi-connected sections; this will become his preferred style. It is provocative and more: “For the present we know of no other means of by which the rude energy that characterizes the camp, that profound impersonal hatred, that murderous cold-bloodedness with good conscience, that common fire in the destruction of the enemy, that proud indifference to great losses, to one’s own existence and that of one’s friends, that inarticulate, earthquake-like shuddering of the soul, could be communicated more surely or strongly than every great war communicates them.” Perhaps a great war would accomplish these things on a grand scale, but Nietzsche manages to achieve something remarkably similar by writing such things as this. He too is rude and cold-blooded; he too shudders and takes his losses. His career as a classicist lies in ruins—he remains proudly indifferent to such losses. He is, in fact, at war; perhaps it would be more accurate to see his writing such things as a surrogate for war. He explicitly describes other such surrogates ancient and modern: the mountain-climbing of the English and the gladiatorial contests of the Romans for example. He only hints at himself in the last sentence, a sentence that is far more important for other reasons. “One will be able to discover many other such surrogates for war, but they will perhaps increasingly reveal that so highly cultivated and for that reason necessarily feeble humanity as that of the present-day European requires not merely war but the greatest and most terrible wars—thus a temporary relapse into barbarism—if the means to culture are not to deprive them of their culture and of their existence itself.”13


  §14


  Wars great and small.—Nietzsche would have been seventy in 1914; he died in 1900. Despite having lived through several wars, including the Franco-Prussian, he seems to be suggesting that none of those are “the great and terrible wars” he envisions. On the other hand, every war has both advantages and disadvantages. In Human, All Too Human he writes: “War.—Against war it can be said: it makes the victor stupid, the defeated malicious. In favor of war: through producing these two effects it barbarizes and therefore makes more natural; it is the winter or hibernation time of culture, mankind emerges from it stronger for good and evil.” Nietzsche has been so voluble about the threat to German culture posed by the victory of 1871 that it is easy to see this aphorism as referring to his own time and not the future. The vocabulary of “barbarism,” by the way, is here revealed to be a deliberately provocative; “more natural” and “stronger” have none of its shock value (although the addition of “for good and evil” is hardly tame). He is saying (I will offer a paraphrase), “Our very stupidity—the fruit of our victory over France—has the advantage of provoking me into writing my books. I am the spring that follows the War’s winter. Since for you it is not yet a ‘winter of discontent,’ this proves you stupid.” A greater war may be the necessary antidote.14


  §15


  Living dangerously.—If Nietzsche is still looking back to 1871 in Human, All Too Human (1878), he is looking forward, perhaps all too forward, in The Gay Science (1882) when he writes: “I welcome all signs that a more virile, warlike age is about to begin, which will restore honor to courage (Tapferkeit) above all.” Yes, at first this sounds like the rebirth of tragic men when Dürer’s knight shall ride again. Is Nietzsche still feeling as he was when he wrote The Birth of Tragedy? “For this age shall prepare the way for one yet higher, and it shall gather the strength that this higher age will require some day—the age that will carry heroism into the search for knowledge and that will wage wars for the sake of ideas and their consequences.” That this age is two ages removed (there’s our age, the warlike age about to begin and only then this one) hardly sounds promising. Can Nietzsche really not see that he is already waging such wars, already living in such an age? He suggests not; before the fight for ideas there will be needed “many preparatory courageous human beings” who must somehow emerge from “the sand and slime of present-day civilization and metropolitanism.” Dürer’s knight (who searched for truth) rode through sand as well—but not slime! Who are these preparatory men? Are they not the soldiers of 1918? “Human beings who know how to be silent, lonely, resolute, and content and constant in invisible activities; human beings who are bent on seeking in all things what in them must be overcome; human beings distinguished by as much cheerfulness, patience, unpretentiousness, and contempt for all great vanities as by magnanimity in victory and forbearance regarding the small vanities of the vanquished; human beings whose judgment concerning all victors and the share of chance in every victory and fame is sharp and free; human beings with their own festivals, their own working days, and their own periods of mourning, accustomed to command with assurance but instantly ready to obey when that is called for—equally proud, equally serving their own cause in both cases; more endangered human beings, more fruitful human beings, happier beings!” What a homily! A “more virile, warlike age is about to begin” to be sure. But then again, the horrors—so much death and fear, pity and disgust, such slime—to be overcome! Are such men possible? After he became popular in the 1890s, his readers could not but ask themselves: “Can we ourselves be such men—can we believe?” Their pastor has no doubts: “For believe me: the secret for harvesting from existence the greatest fruitfulness and the greatest enjoyment is—to live dangerously!”15


  §16


  The thrusting will.—Nietzsche’s belief in the need for war—for opposition and resistance—takes him to some interesting places in some fragments from 1887 to 1888 published in The Will to Power (1901): “It is not the satisfaction of the will that causes pleasure (I want to fight this superficial theory—the absurd psychological counterfeiting of the nearest things—), but rather the will’s forward thrust and again and again becoming master over that which stands in its way.” There he goes, fighting again! But in a nearby section, he uses sexual intercourse to illustrate this same idea: it is an example of “a rhythmic sequence” that is a “game of resistance and victory.” It is the most explicitly sexual section in his books—if indeed The Will to Power can be called one of his books. The passage continues, “The feeling of pleasure lies precisely in the dissatisfaction of the will, in the fact that the will is never satisfied unless it has opponents and resistance.—‘The happy man:’ a herd ideal.” War and sex (as Nietzsche sees them) are connected. “The happy man” of the herd lives dangerously enough for only one of them.16


  §17


  Looking forward and back.—The last of Nietzsche’s books to be published was Ecce Homo (1908). Here he looks back on all of his writings (and his life as whole) and offers comments. Of his 1876 essay “Richard Wagner in Bayreuth” he writes: “A tremendous hope speaks out of this essay. In the end I lack all reason to renounce the hope for a Dionysian future of music.” This second sentence means that he still has the hopes of 1876 (he wrote Ecce Homo in 1888). The next sentence shows how hard it is for Nietzsche to look backward at all: “Let us look ahead a century;” he blithely suggests, as if we, his readers, shared his prophetic insight, “let us suppose that my attempt to assassinate two millennia of antinature and desecration of man were to succeed.” Always a soldier, here an assassin, Nietzsche shows that the “barbarism” he has called for is aimed at reversing Christianity in the names of “man” and “nature.” To have achieved this success, he confidently assumes he will have gained the followers—many of them—that he lacked during his life: he doesn’t call them an army; he uses a more political word: “That new party of life which would tackle the greatest of all tasks, the attempt to raise humanity higher, including the relentless destruction of everything that was degenerating and parasitical, would again make possible that excess of life on earth from which the Dionysian state, too, would have to awaken again.” Out of destruction comes a rebirth; this is characteristically “Nietzschean.” And so is this: “I promise a tragic age: the art of saying Yes to life, tragedy, will be reborn when humanity has weathered the consciousness of the hardest but most necessary wars without suffering from it.” It seemed easier in 1872. He doesn’t seem to remember that the first time he promised a tragic age, the war he mentioned was the one Germany had won.17


  §18


  Cows and Englishmen.—Nietzsche’s discussion of liberalism in Twilight of the Idols (1887) again turns on the question of war. Liberal institutions “undermine the will to power; they level mountain and valley, and call it morality; they make men small, cowardly, and hedonistic—every time it is the herd animal that triumphs with them. Liberalism: in other words, herd-animalization.” On the other hand, the achievement of Liberalism—or better yet, the fight for it—has what Nietzsche regards as praiseworthy effects. He explains this paradox brilliantly: “On closer inspection, it is war that produces these effects, the war for liberal institutions, which, as a war, permits illiberal instincts to continue. And war educates for freedom.” Nietzsche’s vision of freedom once again seems strangely to recall the Stosstruppen of 1918 (see §11): “For what is freedom? That one has the will to assume responsibility for oneself. That one maintains the distance which separates us. That one becomes more indifferent to difficulties, hardships, privation, even to life itself. That one is prepared to sacrifice human beings for one’s cause, not excluding oneself. Freedom means that the manly instincts which delight in war and victory dominate over other instincts, for example over those of ‘pleasure.’” To begin with, there is a war within against the instinct for pleasure that makes contemporary Europeans pampered hedonists. But Nietzsche also seems to be suggesting that there must also be a war without. Does Nietzsche have any specific war in mind? Certainly not a war for Liberalism; it is only war, not Liberalism, that promotes freedom. Shall we fight, then, against Liberalism? And what would that mean? “The human being who has become free—and how much more the spirit who has become free—spits on the contemptible type of well-being dreamed of by shopkeepers, Christians, cows, females, Englishmen, and other democrats. The free man is a warrior.” And with whom will such a warrior fight? Perhaps Nietzsche has just told us.18


  §19


  And Utilitarianism and Darwinism too.—Liberalism isn’t the only thing Nietzsche doesn’t like about England. “The struggle for existence” of the Darwinists is far too narrow for him; his own doctrine of the Will to Power seems to be a reaction to it: “The struggle for existence is only an exception, a temporary restriction of the will to life. The great and small struggle always revolves around superiority, around growth and expansion, around power—in accordance with the will to power which is the will to life.” In this passage from Book V of The Gay Science (1887), his relation to both Schopenhauer and Darwin is revealed: they both require modification. But there is something distinctively English that Nietzsche finds repellent in the latter: “The whole of English Darwinism breathes something like the must air of English overpopulation, like the smell of the distress and overcrowding of small people.” If the urban life of the British working class repels him, he hardly seems enamored with the country squire of merry olde England either. This is made clear in his attack on Utilitarianism, this time from Beyond Good and Evil (1886): “Ultimately, they all want English morality to prevail: inasmuch as mankind, or the ‘general utility’, or ‘the happiness of the greatest number’, no! the happiness of England would best be served; they would like with all their might to prove to themselves that to strive after English happiness, I mean after comfort and fashion (and as the supreme goal, a seat in Parliament) is at the same time the true path of virtue, indeed that all virtue there has ever been on earth has consisted in just such striving.” Not only are these utilitarians “a modest and thoroughly mediocre species of man,” they must also have an uneasy conscience in order “to advocate the cause of egoism as the cause of the general welfare.” Or perhaps they don’t. In another passage from Beyond Good and Evil, Nietzsche shows just how baneful English influence has been: “—Finally, let us not forget that the English, with their profound averageness, have once before brought about a collective depression of the European spirit: that which is called ‘modern ideas’ or ‘the ideas of the eighteenth century’ or even ‘French ideas’—that is to say, that which the German spirit has risen against in profound disgust—was of English origin, there can be no doubt about that.”19
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  English hypocrisy.—“They are rid of the Christian God and now believe all the more firmly that they must cling to the Christian morality.” Thus Nietzsche sums up his understanding of the hypocrisy of the English—this remark is found in a discussion of George Eliot in Twilight of the Idols. “That is an English consistency,” he continues, “we do not wish to hold it against little moralistic females a la Eliot.” This consistency seems to have crossed the Atlantic as well; of both New England Puritans and their descendents does the following seem accurate: “In England one must rehabilitate oneself after every little emancipation from theology by showing in a veritably awe-inspiring manner what a moral fanatic one is. That is the penance they pay there.” Nietzsche contrasts the hypocrisy of “the English flatheads” with his own position: the whole nexus of Christian values must go: “We hold otherwise. When one gives up the Christian faith, one pulls the right to Christian morality out from under one’s feet.” The whole of English morality is based on a lie; it seeks logical and naturalistic demonstrations of certain revealed truths so that it can dispense with revelation. Nietzsche and what he called in Ecce Homo (1908) his “party of life” must battle against this dishonest rear-guard action—in a Great War perhaps? On the other hand, C. G. Jung reported that the young Professor Nietzsche had a most unusual habit: “In Basel it appealed to his fantasy to appear in society as elegant Englishmen. In those days Englishmen were considered the summit of everything marvelous, and they then used to wear grey gloves and grey top hats; so Nietzsche went about in a grey redingote, a grey top hat, and grey gloves, and thought he looked like an Englishman.”20
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  The Great Game.—In the important “Peoples and Fatherlands” chapter of Beyond Good and Evil (1886), Nietzsche places his most extended treatment of the English directly after a section on the Jews that somewhat mysteriously links them to the Russians. His comments on the English emphasize their lack of music and philosophy; the contrast with the Germans is explicitly drawn. But this spiritual conflict seen by Nietzsche between Britain and Germany is a mere sideshow compared to the great geopolitical battle between Britain and Russia that dominated the world scene between the Crimean War (1854-1856) and the immediate antecedents to the Anglo-Russian Entente of 1907. Of the Jews, Nietzsche writes: “they change, when they change, only in the way in which the Russian Empire makes its conquests—an empire that has the time and is not of yesterday—: namely, according to the principle ‘as slowly as possible’!” Slow as that expansion might be, it was all too swift for the English: the Pendjeh crisis of 1885 (Russia was expanding into Afghanistan, which threatened British India) almost brought England and Russia to war at the very time that Nietzsche was writing this. “A thinker who has the future of Europe on his conscience,” he continues (and we are well prepared to believe he refers here to himself), “will, in all the designs he makes for this future, take the Jews into account as he will take the Russians, as the immediately surest and most probable factors in the great game and struggle of forces.” The year after Nietzsche’s death, Rudyard Kipling will christen the conflict between Russia and Britain waged in what is now Pakistan and Afghanistan “the great game.” With or without a name (or by some other name), it was a significant arena of geopolitical conflict throughout Nietzsche’s life and well beyond it.21
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  World Powers.—“Primary question: the domination of the earth—Anglo-Saxon.” Thus prognosticates Nietzsche in an unpublished notebook entry during the spring of 1884. Musing with pen in hand, he dismisses German power pretensions on the Continent: “The domination of Europe is only German when it has to do with tired and senile peoples,” he remarks, referring here to the French—the very superiority of French culture is “a sign of Europe’s decay.” But England’s hegemony (and Europe’s imbecility) is apparently not inevitable: “Russia must become the lord of Europe and Asia—it must colonize and win both China and India.” This prescription for Czarist Russia’s foreign policy is precisely what provoked British anxiety; there was a crisis over Pendjeh in 1885 precisely because the Russians were moving closer to India. But Nietzsche seems more interested in the ramifications of expanding Russian power for Europe than for the British Empire in Asia; immediately after the remark about Russia in China and India, he writes: “Europe as Greece under the domination of Rome.” His train of thought seems to be based on an analogy between Russia and the Roman Empire: as the Greeks were to the conquering Romans, so the Europeans will be the cultural center of a new Slavic imperium in Europe. “Thus Europe is to be understood as cultural center,” he continues, “nationalistic follies must not blind us to the fact than in the higher realm, there is already an enduring mutual dependency.” National rivalries on the continent, particularly between France and the new Reich, are folly. He gives shorthand examples of international cultural enrichment leading to a striking conclusion: “France and German Philosophy. R. Wagner from 1830-1850 and Paris. Goethe and Greece. Everything strives for a synthesis of the European past in the highest spiritual types” (presumably he has himself in mind; this émigré German of allegedly Polish descent is in fact writing this while wintering in Nice, on the French Riviera). “Might is for now divided between Slavs and Anglo-Saxons.” But this Great Game rivalry in turn permits a third Great Power: a post-nationalist Europe. “The spiritual influence could be in the hands of the typical European (who bears comparison to the Athenians, also the Parisians—see Goncourt’s description in Renee Mauperin).” Presumably because the entire “Russia : Europe :: Rome : Greece” analogy (on which Nietzsche’s vision of European interconnection and its resulting cultural influence depends) is an alternative to the domination of what Churchill will call “the English-speaking peoples,” he adds, “As yet are the English stupid, the Americans will necessarily be superficial (haste)—.” Should Anglo-Saxon dominance (and democratization) be accomplished, the future does not look so bright for those “higher spiritual types.” “But if Europe should come into the hands of the Masses, then European culture is gone.”22
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  The Russian threat? —Beginning with the words “Sickness of will is distributed over Europe unequally,” Nietzsche proceeds to assess the nations with respect to this quality. In France the will is sickest, in Germany, while strength of will is growing (particularly in northern Germany), it is stronger yet in England. After brief remarks about Spain, Corsica, and Italy, he takes up the subject of Russia (it is the last nation with which he deals): “—but strongest of all and most astonishing is that huge empire-in-between, where Europe as it were flows back into Asia, in Russia.” This time, Nietzsche’s geopolitical reflections are found not in his notebooks but among his published writings; in this case it is Beyond Good and Evil (1886): “There the strength to will has for a long time been stored up and kept in reserve, there the will is waiting menacingly—uncertain whether it is a will to deny or a will to affirm—in readiness to discharge itself, to borrow one of the physicists’ favorite words.” It is as if he sees Russia as a loaded gun aimed at the heart of Europe. But as was suggested in his private musings, Nietzsche is not convinced that Russian hegemony is inevitable: “It may need not only wars in India and Asian involvements to relieve Europe of the greatest danger facing it,” he continues, suggesting that Russia’s Asian advance (presumably in China as well as India/Afghanistan) may be a threat to Britain but a relief to Europe. Not only imperialistic wars in the East (like the Russo-Japanese War of 1904-1905, perhaps?) but domestic political events could weaken Russia; more than one detail in what follows suggests the coming Revolution of 1905: “but also internal eruptions, the explosion of the empire into small fragments, and above all the introduction of the parliamentary imbecility, including the obligation of everyone to read his newspaper at breakfast.” Nietzsche’s flip and ironic tone in this last remark should not obscure the fact that his observations are remarkably prescient. But the most remarkable thing about the passage is the sentence that follows; it is here that Nietzsche, having examined the forces that might weaken Russia (and thereby would relieve the danger to Europe), reveals that he has important reasons for deploring this weakening: “I do not say this because I desire it: the reverse would be more after my heart—I mean such an increase in the Russian threat that Europe would have to resolve to become equally threatening, namely to acquire a single will by means of a new caste dominating all Europe, a protracted terrible will of its own which could set its objectives thousands of years ahead—so that the long-drawn-out comedy of its petty states and the divided will of its dynasties and democracies should finally come to an end.” Here Nietzsche returns to his subject: the strength of will. Whatever new caste it is that he sees dominating Europe, it is presumably no single national group. He is calling for the end of what he had earlier called in his notebook “nationalistic follies”; these serve merely to divide and weaken the will. Franco-German solidarity seems very dear to his heart. His attitude toward England would appear to be far more hostile than toward Russia and far more complex.23
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  Good Europeanism.—With or without a Russian role in the process of breaking down the barriers between the nations of Europe, Nietzsche clearly insulates himself from any charge of German Nationalism in many places throughout his writings. In “European man and the abolition of nations,” a section in Human, All Too Human (1878), he attacks nationalism as vigorously as one would expect a Marxist to do: “It is not the interests of the many (the peoples), as is no doubt claimed, but above all the interests of certain princely dynasties and of certain classes of business and society, that impel to this nationalism; once one has recognized this fact, one should not be afraid to proclaim oneself simply a good European and actively to work for the amalgamation of nations.” Nietzsche is really being somewhat inconsistent with this exhortation; since he regards the process as inevitable, he has no reason to call for it. Many factors (he mentions international trade and travel, for instances) “are necessarily bringing with them a weakening and finally an abolition of nations”; Nietzsche himself as a case in point. Spending his winters in France or Italy and his summers in Switzerland (where, of course, he lived during his professional years as a Classics professor), he outwardly embodies the “good Europeanism” of “the railway age.” Is Nietzsche a German at all? He almost makes the reader—at least the reader reading him in translation—doubt it. But then again, perhaps Nietzsche is most German especially when he exhorts his readers to further this cause: “one should not be afraid to proclaim oneself simply a good European and actively to work for the amalgamation of nations: wherein the Germans are, through their ancient and tested quality of being the interpreter and mediator between peoples, able to be of assistance.”24
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  What great men want.—“Europe wants to become one,” declares Nietzsche in Beyond Good and Evil (1886). Here he uses the phrase Nationalitäts-Wahnsinn (“the lunacy of nationality”) to describe the petty and shortsighted politics of his day. While contemporary politicians pursue “the politics of disintegration,” great men work in the opposite direction: “In all the more comprehensive men of this century the general tendency of the mysterious workings of their souls has really been to prepare the way to this new synthesis and to anticipate experimentally the European of the future.” It is interesting that he presents this process as more or less unconscious. Although he does not mention himself in the list of such men that follows (Napoleon, Goethe, Beethoven, Stendhal, Heine, Schopenhauer, and Wagner are the ones he does mention), it is not insignificant that all but two are German. What is even more significant is that Nietzsche seems to know from firsthand experience why such men are not always consistently anti-nationalist (Wagner being the most obvious case of inconsistency on this score): “Only in their foregrounds, or in hours of weakness, in old age perhaps, were they among the ‘men of the fatherland’—they were only taking a rest from themselves when they became ‘patriots.’” Did Nietzsche himself have such moments of weakness? Perhaps this is why he emphasizes that Europeanism is in them merely “the general tendency of the mysterious workings of their souls”; it seems to bubble up from below. “It is Europe, the one Europe, whose soul forces its way longingly up and out through their manifold art—whither? into a new light? towards a new sun?” For Nietzsche it seems to be exactly the opposite: for him, “good Europeanism” is what is conscious and what he is explicitly committed to; it is his unconscious Germanism that bubbles up and out at times.25
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  Continental Systems.—“Finally, when on the bridge between two centuries of decadence, a force majeure of genius and will became visible, strong enough to create a unity out of Europe, a political an economic unity for the sake of a world government—the Germans did Europe out of the meaning, the miracle of meaning in the existence of Napoleon.” There is no unconscious pro-Germanism in this passage from Ecce Homo (1908); Nietzsche is directly and vigorously attacking all things German. Napoleon is the greatest “good European”; both he and Nietzsche aim for the same goal: a European unity whose greatest enemy is nationalism. Having shown that the Germans destroyed all that was strong and fine about the Renaissance, he slashes them for working against Napoleon’s vision: “Hence they have on their conscience all that followed, that is with us today—this most anti-cultural sickness and unreason there is, nationalism, this nevrose nationale with which Europe is sick, this perpetuation of Eurpean particularism, of petty politics: they have deprived Europe itself of meaning, of its reason—they have driven it into a dead-end street.” One would almost suppose that the Germans alone had defeated Napoleon; the role of Britain—it was, of course, against “the nation of shopkeepers” that Napoleon directed his Continental System—is invisible here. But in the heady final days of mental clarity when Nietzsche is writing Ecce Homo—days of grandiosity when he gives us ample reason to believe that it is not Napoleon alone but also himself who is “a force majeure of genius and will”—little that he says in praise of another does not apply to himself. Having shown that Napoleon’s defeat at the hands of the Germans has led Europe into the dead-end street of petty nationalism, he asks: “—Does anyone besides me know the way out of this dead-end street?—A task that is great enough to unite nations again?” If Nietzsche really did know the way to revive Napoleon’s Continental System, there was no way to ask him about it by the time his countrymen read these words. By 1908, he was dead and 1914 was looming. Perhaps this really was because no one besides him knew. But perhaps there are other reasons.26
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  Goethe.—Of the great Europeans, Nietzsche seems to have a special connection with Goethe (“the last German for whom I feel any reverence”), with whom he also shares an appreciation for Napoleon. (“In the middle of an age with an unreal outlook, Goethe was a convinced realist: he said Yes to everything that was related to him in this respect—and he had no greater experience than that ens realissimum called Napoleon.”) Like Napoleon, Goethe is a “good European”; Nietzsche calls him “not a German event, but a European one.” But Goethe’s viewpoint has been ignored by the decadent nineteenth century and this seems to comfort Nietzsche not a little: “One misunderstands great human beings if one views them from the miserable perspective of some public use. That one cannot put them to any use, that in itself may belong to greatness.” Nietzsche too is ignored or at best misunderstood: “I am often asked why, after all, I write in German: nowhere am I read worse than in the fatherland. But who knows in the end whether I even wish to be read today?” If the index of Goethe’s greatness is that he cannot be put to any public use, the same must apply to Nietzsche: “To create things on which time tests its teeth in vain; in form, in substance, to strive for a little immortality—I have never yet been modest enough to demand less of myself.” The public response to his writings, especially in nationalistic Germany, is, as he would have us believe, a matter of indifference to him. And what he says of Goethe is true of himself as well: “Such a spirit who has become free stands amid the cosmos with a joyous and trusting fatalism, in the faith that only the particular is loathsome, and that all is redeemed and affirmed in the whole—he does not negate any more.” Perhaps this has a political dimension: it is particularistic nationalism (Nationalitäts-Wahnsinn) that negates; the “good European” affirms.27
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  Why “good Europeans” must write well.—Since the supranational unity of Europe is the goal of all “good Europeans,” it is particularly important that the art of writing be as carefully cultivated as the art of speaking was in the city-states of the ancient world: “To write better, however, means at the same time to think better; continually to invent things more worth communicating and to be able actually to communicate them; to become translatable into the language of one’s neighbor; to make ourselves accessible to the understanding of those foreigners who learn our language; to assist towards making all good things common property and freely available to the free-minded; finally, to prepare the way for that still distant state of things in which the good Europeans will come into possession of their great task: the direction and supervision of the total culture of the earth.” This is Nietzsche’s internationalist program as expressed in The Wanderer and His Shadow (1879) which was eventually incorporated into Human, All Too Human. A controversial political element thus comes to dominate a discussion (the title of the section is “Learning to write well”) of a completely uncontroversial proposition: who could deny that it is important to write well? But Nietzsche, as always, sees a fight ahead: “Whoever preaches the opposite and sets no store by writing well and reading well—both virtues grow together and decline together—is in fact showing the peoples a way of becoming more and more national: he is augmenting the sickness of this century and is an enemy of all good Europeans, an enemy of all free spirits.”28
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  The free spirit.—“He is called a free spirit who thinks differently from what, on the basis of his origin, environment, his class and profession, or on the basis of the dominant views of the age, would have been expected of him.” In the nationalist climate of the late nineteenth century, then, it is easy to see that “good Europeans” are basically a sub-set of what are here called “free spirits”; indeed the latter term proves to be even more important to Nietzsche’s thinking than the former. In 1887, when Nietzsche published a second and expanded edition of The Gay Science, the following notice was placed on the back: “This book marks the conclusion of a series of writings by FRIEDRICH NIETZSCHE whose common goal is to erect a new image and ideal of the free spirit.” This series began with the 1878 Human, All Too Human (from which the quotation at the beginning of this section is taken), and continued with The Wanderer and His Shadow (1879), Daybreak (1881), and The Gay Science itself (first edition 1882). The same notice also mentions two other earlier works by the same author: The Birth of Tragedy (1872) and Untimely Meditations (1873-1875; reissued in a single volume in 1886). On the other hand, two of Nietzsche’s later publications are not mentioned: his groundbreaking Zarathustra and Beyond Good and Evil (which in many ways seems like a continuation of the “free spirit” series). In short, by 1887, at least half of his published writings dealt with what he called the “free spirit.” “In any event, however, what characterizes the free spirit is not that his opinions are the most correct but that he has liberated himself from tradition, whether the outcome has been successful or a failure. As a rule, though, he will nonetheless have truth on his side, or at least the spirit of inquiry after truth: he demands reasons, the rest demand faith.”29
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  Weapons for the free.—Not surprisingly, Nietzsche’s “new image and ideal of the free spirit” is a warrior, a warrior who marches forth to do battle with his enemies. The greatest enemy is dogmatism: the fixed conviction. At the very beginning of the ninth and final chapter of Human, All Too Human (entitled significantly, “Man alone with himself”), Nietzsche places the following: “Enemies of truth.—Convictions are more dangerous enemies of truth than lies.” One must avoid the fixed conviction; it is our certainties that fetter us. Nietzsche fights this war of the free spirit against fixed convictions with three important weapons. His first (and most direct) attack is through relativism; later in the chapter “Man alone with himself” from Human, All Too Human he writes: “Conviction is the belief that on some particular point of knowledge one is in possession of the unqualified truth. This belief thus presupposes that unqualified truths exist; likewise that perfect methods for attaining them have been discovered; finally, that everyone who possesses convictions avails himself of these perfect methods. All three assertions demonstrate at once that the man of convictions is not the man of scientific thought; he stands before us in the age of theoretical innocence and is a child, however grown up he may be in other respects.” The free spirit does not acknowledge the existence of any unqualified truth. The self-contradictions that arise from the use of this double-edged weapon are subsumed under the second one wielded by Nietzsche: intentional and deliberate inconsistency. “Are we obliged to be faithful to our errors, even when we realize that through this faithfulness we are injuring our higher self?—No, there exists no law, no obligation, of this kind; we have to become traitors, be unfaithful, again and again abandon our ideals.” Nietzsche will demonstrate that he has no fixed convictions by repeatedly contradicting himself. The reader’s recognition of Nietzsche’s methodological commitment to inconsistency becomes, indeed, a key element in being able to read him well. But even if one were to master the hermeneutics by which his self-contradictions must be read and assimilated, how could one then become his disciple? Which Nietzsche would the disciple follow? Perhaps his greatest inconsistency is on this score: his third weapon is his self-proclaimed solitude (espoused in book after book; preached, as it were, to all who hear him); he, as the free spirit par excellence, is the “man alone with himself.” A free spirit must thus arouse itself from futile dreams of absolute certainties and accept the reality that there are none; he must repeatedly incur the charge of inconsistency along the way, and must finally be willing to embrace its (resulting?) isolation.30
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  Suspending judgment.—“One must learn to see, one must learn to think, one must learn to speak and write: the goal in all three is a noble culture.” Nietzsche is describing his educational requirements in a chapter of Twilight of the Idols (1887) called “What Germans lack.” The first and most important of these requirements is learning how to see things for what they are without imposing some traditional set of convictions on what actually exists. The good student, like the free spirit, must avoid the fixed conviction or even “the will to convictions”: “Learning to see, as I understand it, is almost what, unphilosophically speaking, is called a strong will: the essential feature is precisely not to ‘will’—to be able to suspend decision.” Nietzsche suggests that the Germans lack this capacity; it is not so clear that this was really the case.31
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  Skeptics.—“One should not be deceived: great spirits are skeptics. Zarathustra is a skeptic.” It is near the end of his sanity that Nietzsche writes these words in The Antichrist (published 1894). The identification of the sage Zarathustra as a skeptic shows the continuity of Nietzsche’s commitment to the “new image and ideal of the free spirit,” for skeptics and free spirits are united by their enmity toward convictions. The passage continues: “Strength, freedom which is born of the strength and overstrength of the spirit, proves itself by skepticism. Men of conviction are not worthy of the least consideration in fundamental questions of value and disvalue. Convictions are prisons.” With the exception of the word “overstrength,” which is perhaps intelligible only in the post-Zarathustra context, there is little here that Nietzsche could not have said, and did not in fact say, in Human, All Too Human (1878). But his extensive experience with “the revaluation of values” in the interim allows him to draw some striking corollaries: if “freedom from all kinds of convictions” is strength, then the man of conviction—the man with “his backbone in it”—is weak! What is more, such men are the enemies of the truth: “Not to see many things, to be impartial at no point, to be party through and through, to have a strict and necessary perspective in all questions of value—this alone makes it possible for this kind of human being to exist at all. But with this they are the opposite, the antagonists, of what is truthful—of truth.” The Second Reich did not suffer from this weakness.32
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  The great Frederick.—In Beyond Good and Evil (1886), Nietzsche gives a historical sketch of “the evolution of a new and stronger species of skepticism” that focuses on the role of Frederick the Great of Prussia. He refers to “the skepticism of audacious manliness, which is related most closely to genius for war and conquest and which first entered Germany in the person of the great Frederick.” The warrior-king is responsible not only for this strong form of skepticism, his influence has also brought into being “that new type of German which has just triumphantly emerged” (presumably with the victory over France and the establishment of the Reich in 1871): “This skepticism despises and yet grasps to itself; it undermines and takes into possession; it does not believe but retains itself; it gives perilous liberty to the spirit but it keeps firm hold on the heart; it is the German form of skepticism which, as a continuation of Frederickism intensified into the most spiritual domain, for a long time brought Europe under the dominion of the German spirit and its critical and historical mistrust.” Although Nietzsche doesn’t remind us of his earlier project to make his readers into “free spirits” (freie Geister), he makes it plain that this distinctively German skepticism “gives perilous liberty to the spirit” (giebt dem Geiste gefährliche Freiheit). “Thanks to the indomitably strong and tough masculinity of the great German philologists and critical historians (who, seen aright, were also one and all artists in destruction and disintegration), there became established, gradually and in spite of all romanticism in music and philosophy, a new conception of the German spirit in which the trait of manly skepticism decisively predominated: whether as intrepidity of eye, as bravery and sternness of dissecting hand, or as tenacious will for perilous voyages of discovery, for North Pole expeditions of the spirit beneath desolate and dangerous skies.” The claim that the spirit of Frederick the Great lives on in the great biologists and classicists of late nineteenth century Germany sounds suspiciously like nationalist propaganda—scarcely the sort of thing we might expect from a “good European.” On the other hand, there can be little doubt that Nietzsche sees himself as a far better example of this “manly skepticism” than his remarks about intrepid eyes and “dissecting hands” would seem to indicate. His is the perilous voyage; over his head are “desolate and dangerous skies.” But those dangers loomed over the Second Reich as well; the symbol of Dürer’s knight remains capacious enough for both—for them all.33
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  Germans and Germany.—“Handel, Leibniz, Goethe, Bismarck—characteristic of the strong German type. Existing blithely among antitheses, full of that supple strength that guards against convictions and doctrines by employing one against the other and reserving freedom for itself.” This brief but important remark comes from Nietzsche’s notebooks and was published after his death in The Will to Power (1911). It serves to tie up a number of loose ends. To begin with, these Germans possess the attributes that Nietzsche has been praising with his descriptions of “manly skepticism” and the “free spirit.” Goethe, the “good European,” we would naturally expect to find praised in this way: “the only German I admire,” he had said. But here also is Otto von Bismarck, Nietzsche’s own contemporary and the architect of the new Reich. To begin with, Nietzsche is praising Bismarck; not only that, he is praising him for precisely those qualities that are cited to vilify him among “the English-speaking peoples.” Is not the inventor of Realpolitik often criticized here precisely for “that supple strength that guards against convictions and doctrines”? A new light is being shed on “the Iron Chancellor”: we are not in the habit of considering iron to be “supple.” Although instances from Bismarck’s domestic policies might be (and indeed will be) cited as examples of his ability to play “one against the other and reserving freedom” of action to himself, it is in foreign affairs, in what the Germans of the day called “High Politics” (die grosse Politik) that the threads of the previous sections must begin to come together. The important thing to grasp is that it was Bismarck’s plan—just as it was the plan of his less able successors—to maintain German freedom of action between the English and the Russians, who were fighting for control of the world in the “Great Game.” Thus, it was not only Bismarck and his successors but the Reich itself (Bismarck’s creation) that tried “existing blithely among antitheses, full of that supple strength that guards against convictions and doctrines by employing one against the other and reserving freedom for itself.” In the last decade of Nietzsche’s life, while he remained unproductive and insane, this strategy came to be called “the Free Hand.” Its failure was forcefully demonstrated on August 4, 1914.34
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  Between two deadly hatreds.—Nietzsche professes to be indifferent to contemporary Germany; by the end of his travels, this “good European” will be passing himself off as a Polish nobleman. The inspiration that sparks Zarathustra will strike him 6,000 meters above the national rivalries that will eventually put a torch to the continent in 1914; he revels in his Alpine homelessness. “Among Europeans today there is no lack of those who are entitled to call themselves homeless in a distinctive and honorable sense: it is to them that I especially commend my secret wisdom and gaya scienza.” This is the opening sentence of “We who are homeless”—section 377 of the fifth book of The Gay Science (1887)—a crucial text for catching sight of Nietzsche’s complex relationship with his native Germany. “We children of the future, how could we be at home in this today?” Whether as classicist or prophet, Nietzsche insists that he is out of place and time; of that he is sure. “We feel disfavor for all ideals that might lead one to feel at home even in this fragile, broken time of transition; as for its ‘realities,’ we do not believe that they will last.” He reveals here that he is tempted to feel at home but realizes that it is unsafe to do so. Even in the most real of contemporary institutions—and what appears more real than the Reich created by Bismarck’s Realpolitik?—our “homeless one” senses the impermanence of imminent destruction. It is not safe to rely on something that will not last. But Nietzsche could not know this if he had not made some preliminary and conjectural attempt precisely “to feel at home” here and found the ice too thin to be reliable: “The ice that still supports the people today has become very thin; the wind that brings the thaw is blowing; we ourselves who are homeless constitute a force that breaks open ice and other all too thin ‘realities.’” Here Nietzsche identifies with—indeed takes credit for—the forces that will destroy the fragile realities of his present. But is this not mere bravado? He has revealed that he had been weak enough to embrace “ideals that might lead one to feel at home” and only after sensing their impermanence does he present himself as the agent of their destruction. When he attacks the humanitarian ideals of his time later in the section—the pride of those who were truly “good Europeans”—it is easier to take seriously Nietzsche’s claim to be the ice breaker than to entertain the notion he was ever tempted to embrace those humanitarian ideals himself. “Is it not clear that with all this we are bound to feel ill at ease in an age that likes to claim the distinction of being the most humane, the mildest, and the most righteous age that the sun has ever seen?” Unlike the humanitarians, “we are delighted by all who love, as we do, danger, war, and adventures, who refuse to compromise, to be captured, reconciled, and castrated; we count ourselves among conquerors.” But these sentiments threaten to move Nietzsche in the direction of his age’s other great ideal: nationalism. Of course he presents himself as a man who has avoided both of these ideals, both the gentle and the aggressive. “We are no humanitarians; we should never dare to permit ourselves to speak of our ‘love of humanity;’ our kind is not actor enough for that. . . . No, we do not love humanity; but on the other hand we are not nearly ‘German’ enough, in the sense in which the word ‘German’ is constantly being used nowadays, to advocate nationalism and race hatred and to be able to take pleasure in the national scabies of the heart and blood poisoning that now leads the nations of Europe to delimit and barricade themselves against each other as if it were a matter of quarantine.” Nietzsche reveals here that German nationalism is a greater temptation for him than humanitarianism—he seems to object only to being German in the current sense of the word, whereas humanitarianism offers nothing but what is weak and dying. But his alienation from that current sense is strong enough to render him homeless in the most literal sense and he seems to revel in his Zarathustra-like distance from the doings of his native flatland—he cannot be German: “For that we are too openminded, too malicious, too spoiled, also too well informed, too ‘traveled;’ we far prefer to live on mountains, apart, ‘untimely,’ in past or future centuries.” Yes, here is the joyous declaration of independence of either the classicist or the futurist—the pose of untimeliness, any kind of untimeliness—whatever is required to distance himself from the present. But the sentence continues in a way that makes us realize that Nietzsche was tempted to go the other way, that he is escaping from the present—from the thin ice of that which appears most real in the present. “We far prefer to live on mountains, apart, ‘untimely’ in past or future centuries, merely in order to keep ourselves from experiencing the silent rage to which we know we should be condemned as eyewitness of politics that are desolating the German spirit by making it vain and that is, moreover, petty politics.” Like the nationalists, Nietzsche seems to believe there actually is something called “the German spirit” and he decries its desolation. The agent of this desolation is, presumably, nationalism—“the national scabies of the heart and blood poisoning.” To be German in that current sense of the word destroys the true German spirit. But the sequel makes clear that Nietzsche means something even more specific; he is not attacking nationalism in the abstract but a specific aspect of the foreign policy of the Reich. The purpose of this spirit-desolating and petty politics (the contrast is with der Grosse Politik— what the Germans called “foreign policy”) is not to glorify the German Reich, but simply to save it: “politics that are desolating the German spirit by making it vain and that is, moreover, petty politics: to keep its own creation from immediately falling apart again, is it not finding it necessary to plant it between two deadly hatreds? must it not desire the eternalization of the European system of a lot of petty states?” We are not in the habit of seeing the Second Reich as so vulnerable; here is Nietzsche making it clear that the apparently Europe-dominating creation of Bismarck’s victorious wars is on thin ice. To maintain a united Germany—to prevent it from “immediately falling apart again”—Bismarck’s foreign policy requires that the Reich steer a middle course “between two deadly hatreds.” Nietzsche feels alienated from this course: it is part of what renders him homeless. And why? To be sure it is a politics that perpetuates the warring national states of the continent—a condition that thwarts the cosmopolitanism that this “good European” desires. Perhaps he really does see himself as the warm southern wind that will melt the ground beneath its feet. But it also alienates Nietzsche because he sees that, quite apart from him, it is doomed to failure: “as for its ‘realities,’ we do not believe that they will last.” In short, the prophet recognizes that it is a vain and desperate measure. Nietzsche’s homelessness is therefore at least partly defensive: it prevents him (and any other “homeless ones” there may be) “from experiencing the silent rage to which we know we should be condemned as eyewitness” to his homeland’s ultimately futile actions. Of course Bismarck’s policy is defensive as well. Does Germany have any other choice? Given the reality of the Great Game—and Realpolitik simply means accepting that things are as they are—Germany must steer between Russia and Britain. It is dangerous but necessary. And Nietzsche is doubtless too pessimistic: surely those “two deadly hatreds” are far too deadly to ever coalesce into an anti-German entente!35


  §36


  Homeless? — In the “We who are homeless” section of The Gay Science, Nietzsche plants himself between “two deadly hatreds” of his own—he seems perfectly unconscious of how similar to Germany his positioning himself between nationalism and humanitarianism makes him. He actually takes up “the neither this nor that” motif from the beginning of the section. After declaring his homelessness, he explains that he is neither liberal nor conservative: “We ‘conserve’ nothing; neither do we want to return to any past periods; we are not by any means ‘liberal;’ we do not work for ‘progress;’ we do not need to plug up our ears against the sirens who in the market place sing of the future: their song about ‘equal rights,’ ‘a free society,’ ‘no more masters and no servants’ has no allure for us.” Although Nietzsche’s rejection of the conservative right is briefer (and far less convincing) than his tirade against liberalism, he is doubtless aiming for even-handedness. But his comment about “no more masters and no servants” (hardly a watchword of left liberalism!) betrays him into shifting the focus of his attack to socialism. “We simply do not consider it desirable that a realm of justice and concord should be established on earth (because it would certainly be the realm of the deepest leveling and chinoiserie),” he continues, and this comment is not balanced by a corresponding remark about capitalism. Indeed, it is at this point that he launches into his hymn to the warrior: “we are delighted by all who love, as we do, danger, war, and adventures, who refuse to compromise, to be captured, reconciled, and castrated; we count ourselves among conquerors; we think about the necessity for new orders, also for a new slavery—for every strengthening and enhancement of the human type also involves a new kind of enslavement.” Nietzsche revels in being provocative. Would it be humorless to suggest that he seems only to fear a chinoiserie of the left? Doubtless he could reply that in the future era of the enhanced and strengthened “human type,” leveling will exist only for the herd. But even if Nietzsche does lose his balance here, he quickly regains it: the critique of humanitarianism and nationalism that constitutes the remainder of the section makes very clear that he is strongly and equally opposed to both. But there is an irony to this. For example, his attack on humanitarianism takes on a distinctly nationalistic tone: “We are no humanitarians; we should never dare to permit ourselves to speak of our ‘love of humanity;’ our kind is not actor enough for that. Or Saint-Simonist enough, not French enough. One really has to be afflicted with a Gallic excess of erotic irritability and enamored impatience to approach in all honesty the whole of humanity with one’s lust!” This is scarcely the sort of talk that could conduce to the development of good Europeanism! And yet he attacks German Nationalism in the name of a cosmopolitanism that seems almost liberal and progressive in the face of “the mendacious racial self-admiration and racial indecency that parades in Germany today.” “We are, in one word—and let this be our word of honor—good Europeans, the heirs of Europe, the rich, oversupplied, but also overly obligated heirs of thousands of years of European spirit.” Too cosmopolitan to be nationalistic, but too warlike for a flabby humanitarianism—in this way, Nietzsche plants himself between two ideologies for which he professes deadly hatred. The section “We who are homeless” is the result. But who exactly is this we? Nietzsche reveals no awareness that his position is identical with the one to which, according to his detached but disgusted political analysis, the foreign policy of her leaders has condemned Germany (§35). Nietzsche willingly takes up his lonely position—despite his use of the first-person plural, it is perfectly clear that he is willing to go it alone—but tells us that he cannot even bear to watch his native land doing the same thing. He will detach himself so as not to experience “the silent rage to which we know we should be condemned as eyewitness”; if we are willing take his refusal to be an eyewitness seriously, it is as if he knows already what he would see if he could bring himself to look. And perhaps he can. But he doesn’t ask himself to explain what kinship makes this insight possible. He prefers to be alone: he is “the homeless one.” But his home—the Second Reich—will soon enough come to share an all-too-similar solitude: Germany will choose neither Great Britain nor Russia and she will end up fighting against both in the summer of 1914. Although humanitarianism is rarely ascribed to Realpolitik, there was more than a little good Europeanism to Bismarck’s policy of neutrality in the Great Game—after all, as long as a united Germany endured, the much-anticipated war between Britain and Russia did not materialize. As long as a united Germany endured, there was no war, cold or otherwise, between Russia and “the English-speaking peoples.” As for nationalism, the Third Reich reveals how ambivalent the Second was by comparison; ein Volk, ein Reich, ein Führer could never have been its watchword. The story of Germany between 1871 and 1918—the years of the Second Reich—is too complex: it is both troubled and troubling. And so is the story of its greatest thinker. Nietzsche can flee from Germany and refuse to read the daily papers that bring him news of her. But, for all of that, he is an eyewitness, and a brilliant one at that. And he is more than that—he can’t escape the fact that he is, in some sense or other, a product of his time and place. He insists that he prefers “to live on mountains, apart, ‘untimely.’” Well and good—he doubtless did so prefer. But perhaps it is not as easy as that. In any case, he is hardly as detached and untimely as he pretends to be. Nor is he as homeless.36


  §37


  The honest broker.—“The congress of Berlin demonstrated that a new Balance of Power, centered on Germany, had come into existence. None of the statesmen at Berlin expected the settlement to last so long, and they would have been astonished to learn that the congress would be followed by thirty-six years of European peace.” So writes A. J. P. Taylor in his classic The Struggle for Mastery in Europe, 1848-1918. The thirty-six years to which he refers are those between the August outbreak of the Great War and 1878, when, under the auspices of Otto von Bismarck, Chancellor of the new Reich, representatives of the nations of Europe met in Berlin to confirm the measures that had just barely avoided a war between Great Britain and Russia. The British had been ready to fight—the verse that gave rise to the name “jingoism” was coined during the crisis that preceded the congress—and the Russians were already in the field, having just emerged victorious from the Russo-Turkish War of 1877-1878. But the peace was kept and that peace held, defying all expectations, as Taylor points out. The British and Russians had already fought the Crimean War of 1854-1856, which had in turn emerged from the last Russo-Turkish conflict; Europe had ample reason to believe that the pattern would repeat itself. But something had happened in the interim between 1856 and 1878: “The congress of Berlin marked an epoch in where it met, not in what it did. In 1856 Prussia had entered the congress of Paris late and under humiliating conditions; now Germany attained full stature as a European Power—and, with it, full responsibilities.” How responsibly would the new Reich use this stature? Taylor observes of Bismarck: “A continent dominated by Germany was abhorrent to him—not from any deep principle of respect for others, but simply because he believed that it would mark the end of the conservative order that he valued.” That order was preserved and Germany sought no reward for herself at the Congress that met in her capital. The Congress of Berlin symbolized the fact that a deal between Britain and Russia had been brokered and that Bismarck had done it; he earned for himself the name “the honest broker” as a result. Nietzsche never refers directly to this event in his writings, either those he published or in his notebooks. But in Human, All Too Human (1878) he writes: “It is not the interests of the many (the peoples), as is no doubt claimed, but above all the interests of certain princely dynasties and of certain classes of business and society, that impel to this nationalism; once one has recognized this fact, one must not be afraid to proclaim oneself simply a good European and actively to work for the amalgamation of nations: wherein the Germans are, through their ancient and tested quality of being the interpreter and mediator between peoples, able to be of assistance.”37
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  A Bismarck joke.—“One pays heavily for coming to power: power makes stupid.” This is Nietzsche’s succinct response to the new stature Bismarck has given Germany—he is writing the Twilight of the Idols in 1887. “The Germans—once they were called the people of thinkers:” he continues, “do they think at all today? The Germans are now bored with the spirit, the Germans now mistrust the spirit; politics swallows up all serious concern for really spiritual matters. Deutschland, Deutschland über alles—I fear that was the end of German philosophy.” Thus speaks the great German philosopher. Perhaps because that great philosopher is still unread and not yet the household word in his homeland that he will become within a decade, perhaps even because he has really persuaded himself that his homeland is not his homeland, Nietzsche excludes himself from consideration: “Are there any German philosophers?” He imagines himself being asked this. He also imagines himself being unable to answer this question, unable, that is, to give a straight answer to it. “‘Are there any German philosophers? Are there German poets? Are there good German books?’ they ask me abroad. I blush; but with the courage I maintain even in desperate situations I reply: ‘Well, Bismarck.’ Would it be permissible for me to confess what books are read today? Accursed instinct of mediocrity!” What are we to make of this facetious answer? To paraphrase: “Thanks to Bismarck—despite, no! rather because of the Reich’s political strength—German philosophy is dead.” Surely this is what Nietzsche is saying. But if that is his meaning, he opens himself to a paradox: “Bismarck’s Reich is the end of German philosophy,” thus spake the German philosopher. Shall we say then that Nietzsche is no German? You wish, Friedrich Wilhelm! Better try: is he then no philosopher? Perhaps there is some merit to this view. Nietzsche is light-years away from being a metaphysical system-spinner like Hegel; he is hardly a German philosopher in the classic and heroic mold. Perhaps he conceives of himself as being something entirely new. But this reflection gives us pause. Precisely because he is no metaphysician, precisely because he has no Hegelian System that can render and reduce a great leader—such as Napoleon, for example—to being “a merely temporary embodiment of the World Spirit” (or some such Hegelism) Nietzsche runs the risk that his Bismarck joke will fall flat. His facetious remark has too much truth in it to be funny, especially because taking it as a joke involves him in the logical puzzle created by his own existence as a German Philosopher. Why can’t a great man of action (like Bismarck), a realist, a leader who stands (thanks to Realpolitik), as it were, beyond good and evil, why—given Nietzsche’s understanding of philosophy (as opposed to Hegel’s, for example)—why can’t “Well, Bismarck!” be a straight, an all too straight, answer? Surely it should surprise no one to learn that it was taken to be a straight answer by German patriots—a popular war-time (1915) anthology of Nietzsche’s sayings, by omitting the context and placing it at the beginning of a section entitled “Leader,” presents it as exactly that. But even with the context—the complete context of Nietzsche’s writings, his philosophy—are we not entitled to wonder: “How much more Nietzschean would Bismarck need to be to make this snide reply to some foreigner’s question a perfectly Nietzschean answer?” It would not necessarily be a straight answer, exactly—we must have due regard for Nietzsche’s “will to shock,” to provoke, his will to paradox—but still a plausible and indeed characteristic answer, especially if the questioner were, par example some decadent Frenchman or some stolid canting Englishman. In any case, those who were closer to the spirit of the time were more sensitive to the parallels between Nietzsche the thinker and Bismarck. In 1895, when Nietzsche was just becoming the household word he wasn’t even close to being in 1887, the critic Adolf Silberstein wrote this about the widely held view that Germany in the 1880s had been a cultural backwater: “And yet, it was not so, for the most original, the deepest among the deep, was once again a German. It was a lonely thinker, now languishing in an insane asylum, Friedrich Nietzsche, who was not known to the world of his contemporaries, who is only now becoming known, and of whom posterity will say this idolater of energy and worldly joy could only have appeared in the Iron Age among the Germans, as the literary double of the great Chancellor.” Silberstein was clearly wrong about posterity: we don’t link Nietzsche either to Bismarck or his time. But perhaps we should.38
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  The pilot.—Bismarck’s career came to an end in 1890, the year after Nietzsche entered what Adolf Silberstein (and popular tradition) has imagined to be “an insane asylum”—in truth, the philosopher was cared for by his mother at home. When the Chancellor was dismissed by the Kaiser, the influential British weekly Punch ran its famous cartoon “Dropping the Pilot,” which showed the old man walking reluctantly but nobly down the gang-way while the young man watches from the ship’s railing. It is interesting to note that Nietzsche, whom Silberstein called “the literary double of the great Chancellor,” had already christened Bismarck “the pilot of the passions” in Human, All Too Human (1878). The section bearing this title is a fascinating analysis of Bismarck’s Kulturkampf—his “culture war” against the Roman Catholic Church that was raging at the time. The Kulturkampf is always discussed as one of the two or three most important aspects of Bismarck’s domestic policy; Nietzsche suggests, quite plausibly, that the driving motive behind the attack on the Church is to be found in the Iron Chancellor’s foreign policy. He begins the section with a general observation but moves quickly to the real subject: “The statesman excites public passions so as to profit from the counter-passions thereby aroused. To take an example: any German statesman knows well that the Catholic Church will never form an alliance with Russia, but would indeed rather form one even with the Turks; he likewise knows that an alliance between France and Russia would spell nothing but danger for Germany.” While the Rome/Russia conflict is no longer intuitive for most of us, textbooks always emphasize that “the dropping of the pilot” led, calamitously for Germany, to the Franco-Russian Alliance of 1894—a combination the great Bismarck, it is usually said, would have found a way to prevent. Certainly Bismarck has a plan to forestall this eventuality in 1878: “If, therefore, he is able to make of France the hearth and home of the Catholic Church he will have abolished this danger for a long time to come. Consequently he has an interest in exhibiting hatred towards the Catholics and, through hostile acts of all kinds, transforming those who acknowledge the authority of the Pope into a passionate political power which, hostile to German policy, will naturally ally itself with France as the opponent of Germany: his goal is just as necessarily the Catholicization of France as Mirabeau’s was its decatholicization.” It is noteworthy that Nietzsche has not even mentioned Bismarck by name nor will he ever do so in this section. But from the perfectly general “statesman” of the first sentence and the “any German statesman” of the second, each additional “he” brings Bismarck and the Kulturkampf more clearly into focus. As for Nietzsche’s meaning, he seems to be saying that Bismarck is willfully driving German Catholics into the arms of France and “just as necessarily” manipulating France into more fully embracing Catholicism. And his real motive in so doing, Nietzsche would have us believe, is to prevent any combination of France with the Russian Empire (which is, as we may have forgotten, actively and simultaneously suppressing the Roman Catholics of Poland and is therefore at loggerheads with the Pope). Quite apart from the accuracy of this analysis, two things are quite obvious: Nietzsche is a thoughtful and hardly “untimely” observer of the contemporary scene and he attributes to Bismarck a brilliant and devious policy. Does he therefore admire the unnamed Bismarck? After a grammatical pause, the section continues: “—One state thus desires the darkening of millions of minds of another state so as to derive advantage from this darkening.” This sentence implies an ethical criticism of Bismarck’s policy (the first state mentioned is obviously Germany and the other is France). While Nietzsche has not yet proclaimed himself, as it were, Beyond Good and Evil (1886), we may wonder whether, even in 1878, this comment really amounts to a condemnation of his policy. It is highly unlikely that it does so not only because Nietzsche is not so squeamish in ethical matters but also—and this is the crucial point—because he is endorsing the Kulturkampf premise that the Catholicization of France constitutes precisely a “darkening of millions of minds.” Nietzsche reveals the complex and calculated deviousness of Bismarck’s Realpolitik (which would seem to constitute at least a kind of admiration) but he also embraces (and is it not surprising that he does so?) the distinctly emotional anti-Catholic sentiment that furnished Bismarck with his popular support among German Protestants.39
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  Ecrasez l’infame!— Certainly Voltaire would regard the recatholicization of France as a disaster: it was precisely the Roman Catholic Church against which he directed his famous curse. And Nietzsche admired Voltaire enough to dedicate Human, All Too Human to his memory in 1878. Just as his first book on mixed subjects (all of his earlier writings had been essentially essays devoted to a single topic) sails under the banner of the great anti-Catholic, Voltaire is still in the forefront of his thoughts in Ecce Homo, the last book he finished in 1888. While the last line in that whirlwind retrospective is “Have I been understood?—Dionysius versus the Crucified—”, the words immediately preceding them are: “Ecrasez l’infame!” While everyone knows that Nietzsche was hostile to Christianity, it should not be forgotten that he was also anti-Catholic, and not simply because he regarded Roman Catholicism as a subspecies of a belief system that he detested in general. The fact is that there are no passages in Nietzsche’s writings that are hostile to the Kulturkampf while there are many (including his attacks on Christianity in general) that add fuel to its fire. Consider, for example, the way Nietzsche, the son of a Lutheran pastor, uses the word “priest. ” We resist the vision of Nietzsche as a foot soldier in Bismarck’s cynical “Culture War.” We are more comfortable with Nietzsche’s Nietzsche: a timeless Dionysus taking on Christianity’s “Crucified One” and laying Him low once and for all—Ecrasez l’infame! But even without regarding him as “the literary double of the great Chancellor,” a far more timely Nietzsche is visible with respect to the Kulturkampf. Nor is this an isolated instance.40


  §41


  Anti-socialism.—The publication of Human, All Too Human in May 1878 came, coincidentally, at an interesting moment of transition for Bismarck. The death of Pope Pius IX in February provided an excuse for ending the Kulturkampf; his successor, Leo XIII, was a pope with whom Bismarck could make peace. But if Bismarck was burying the hatchet with an old enemy while playing “the honest broker” between Russia and Great Britain in 1878, he was also beginning a new war: his campaign against Socialism. The “pilot of the passions” exploited public outrage about an assassination attempt against the Kaiser in May and then another in June to persuade the Reichstag to enact a draconian Socialistengesetz aimed at suppressing the Social Democratic Party. It proved to be an uncomfortable shift of enemies for the National Liberals: they had supported the Kulturkampf but opposed anti-Socialist legislation. But Nietzsche was no Liberal—Human, All Too Human showed the brilliant classics professor (for thus he still was) to be strongly opposed to socialism. His approach to the subject is historical (“socialism is the fanciful younger brother of the almost expired despotism whose heir it wants to be”) with a characteristically classical flavor: “it always appears in the proximity of all excessive deployments of power, as the typical old socialist Plato did in the court of the Sicilian tyrant; it desires (and sometimes promotes) the Caesarian despotic state of the present century because, as aforesaid, it would like to be its heir.” Despite the fact that he is writing in 1877, Nietzsche’s comments seem, if not prophetic of Bolshevism, then at least timely with respect to the assassination anxiety (and the bogey it conjured) that would sweep Germany the following year: “But even this inheritance would be inadequate to its purposes: it requires a more complete subservience of the citizen to the absolute state than has ever existed before; and since it can no longer even count on the ancient religious piety towards the state but has, rather, involuntarily to work ceaselessly for its abolition—because, that is, it works for the abolition of all existing states—socialism itself can hope to exist only for brief periods here and there, and only through the exercise of the extremest terrorism. For this reason it is secretly preparing itself for rule through fear and is driving the word ‘justice’ into the heads of the half-educated masses like a nail so as to rob them of their reason (after this said reason has already greatly suffered from exposure to their half-education) and to create in them a good conscience for the evil game they are to play.” Once again, the Iron Chancellor has found an unlikely ally.41
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  Similar instincts.— Bismarck was under no obligation to explain any connection between the two great domestic initiatives of his tenure as Chancellor, the campaign against Socialism and the Kulturkampf. But it is generally agreed that they were, precisely, his two great domestic initiatives. Historians have seen connections of a strictly political kind—it was expedient for the master of Realpolitik to attack those whom he did—and to do so when he chose to do so. But the thinker Nietzsche can see a sort of connection, and he describes it in Twilight of the Idols (1889): “When the Christian condemns, slanders, and besmirches ‘the world,’ his instinct is the same as that which prompts the socialist worker to condemn, slander, and besmirch society. The ‘last judgment’ is the sweet comfort of revenge—the revolution, which the socialist worker also awaits, but conceived as a little farther off. The ‘beyond’—why a beyond, if not as a means for besmirching this world.” This insight will be embodied by Thomas Mann in his stunning creation Leo Naphta, the knife-edged little Jesuit and Communist whom simple Hans Castorp meets in The Magic Mountain (1924). Naphta explains why it is particularly Catholicism among Christian denominations that is most similar in spirit with Bolshevism and Nietzsche’s insight that both are at war with “the world” in the service of “the beyond” is at the heart of that explanation. If Nietzsche’s anti-metaphysics is itself a metaphysics, then it might well be tersely expressed by the proposition that there is no world beyond the world— in Wittgenstein’s later formulation (1921), “the world is all that is the case.” This explains Nietzsche’s antipathy to both Christianity/Catholicism and Socialism. But how would he explain his own similarity to Bismarck in combating both? He won’t.42


  §43


  Present at the creation.—Nietzsche added a kind of preface (he called it “Attempt at a Self-Criticism”) when he reissued his first book, The Birth of Tragedy, in 1886. The first sentence of this reads: “Whatever may be at the bottom of this questionable book, it must have been an exceptionally significant and fascinating question, and deeply personal at that: the time in which it was written, in spite of which it was written, bears witness to that—the exciting time of the Franco-Prussian War of 1870-1871.” In the course of the opening paragraph, he mentions three specific events (the battle of Wörth, the siege of Metz, and the peace talks in Versailles) during Bismarck’s fateful war, and, describing himself (the man he then was) in the third person, he links himself to each of them. Of the last he writes: “Eventually, in that month of profoundest suspense when the peace treaty was being debated at Versailles, he, too, attained peace with himself and, slowly convalescing from an illness contracted at the front, completed the final draft of The Birth of Tragedy out of the Spirit of Music.” Would he be making this kind of connection—would he even have felt called upon to tell us that he himself was at the front—if the book was really written in spite of its time? So he would have us believe. In his reference to the first of these events, the language of the Zarathustra time—of the detached Alpinism of 1883—is retroactively applied, but even so he refuses to deny that he was completely unconcerned with the stunning events that would bring the new Reich (and his literary career) into being: “As the thunder of the battle of Wörth was rolling over Europe, the muser and riddle-friend who was to be the father of this book sat somewhere in an Alpine nook, very bemused and beriddled, hence very concerned and yet unconcerned, and wrote down his thoughts about the Greeks—the core of the strange and almost inaccessible book to which this belated preface (or postscript) shall now be added.” Here he also reveals that the discussion of the Greeks—what he calls the core of the book in order to distinguish it from the non-Greek sections about Wagner and the rebirth of tragedy in Germany (see §1)—was written first. Why did he supplement that core? Presumably it was not simply self-destructiveness. It was, rather, the influence of “the exciting time of the Franco-Prussian War of 1870-1871” that led him to add the more timely sections—those directly addressed to his contemporaries and that constituted an exhortation to action—to become tragic men (see §2). Whether he was inspired to imitate Bismarck by embarking on his own course of heroic deeds or to counteract him and all his works, as he would later claim, his strange twinned dance with the Chancellor began in 1871, a signal year for them both.43
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  The new colossus.— Although he too is opposed to Socialism (§41) and is prepared to attribute a brilliant Machiavellianism to the Kulturkampf (§39), Nietzsche, likewise in Human, All Too Human, pits himself against Bismarck. When Nietzsche made his “Bismarck joke” in 1888 (§38) he set it up with his indictment of the Chancellor’s influence on Germany: “The Germans are now bored with the spirit, the Germans now mistrust the spirit; politics swallows up all serious concern for really spiritual matters.” This metaphorical swallowing of “the German spirit” is also found in an attack on compulsory military service that Nietzsche entitled “Grand politics and what they cost”—it is the next to last section in the eighth chapter (“A Glance at the State”) of Human, All Too Human. “It is true that from this moment on a host of the most prominent talents are continually sacrificed on the ‘altar of the fatherland’ or of the national thirst for honor, whereas previously other spheres of activity were open to these talents now devoured by politics.” Perhaps it is because the politicization of life engendered by Bismarck’s Reich is so all-devouring that Nietzsche is willing to permit himself no more than a glance at the state—it is a Medusa that may well turn us into stone if we stare at it as well as a Cyclops that will eat us alive. “But aside from these public hecatombs, and at bottom much more horrible, there occurs a spectacle played out continually in a hundred thousand simultaneous acts: every efficient, industrious, intelligent, energetic man belonging to such a people is dominated by this lust and no longer belongs wholly to his own domain, as he formerly did: questions and cares of the public weal, renewed every day, devour a daily tribute from the capital in every citizen’s head and heart: the sum total of all these sacrifices and costs in individual energy and work is so tremendous that the political emergence of a people almost necessarily draws after it a spiritual impoverishment and enfeeblement and a diminution of the capacity for undertakings demanding great concentration and application.” It is not just military service, it is the required reading of the daily papers that devours the spirit. Nietzsche reveals himself to be in a zero-sum game with Bismarck’s Reich. The spirit-consuming fascination with “grand politics” is the cost of “the political emergence of a people”—Nietzsche is the bulwark against “spiritual impoverishment and enfeeblement.” He alone is willing to ask the important question: “Finally one may ask: is all this inflorescence and pomp of the whole (which is, after all, apparent only in the fear of other states for the new colossus and in the more favorable terms for trade and travel extorted from them) worth it, if all the nobler, tenderer, more spiritual plants and growths in which its soil was previously so rich have to be sacrificed to this coarse and gaudy flower of the nation?” It is interesting to see the man who will soon become the philosopher of “the will to power” so concerned with the “nobler, tenderer, more spiritual plants and growths.” But Nietzsche may well have changed by the time he developed that doctrine. Perhaps he was not wrong to fear “the new colossus.” Perhaps he too was eventually devoured by it.44


  §45


  A dangerous game.—A clue to the complexity of his relationship with Bismarck can perhaps be found in a series of three aphorisms in Assorted Opinions and Maxims (1879), which was eventually added to an expanded edition of Human, All Too Human in 1886. The first is “Need for pro and contra.—Whoever has not grasped that every great man has not only to be supported but, for the good of the general wellbeing, also opposed, is certainly still a great child—or himself a great man.” Bismarck was probably the greatest statesman of the age; certainly he was the greatest German, statesman or otherwise. Does Nietzsche then feel compelled to oppose him for “the good of the general wellbeing”? Does this mean that because the masses support the great man that the classicist must contradict them and oppose him? Or is a dialectical game of pro and contra necessary not only in the body politic as a whole but in the individual—the lonely classicist’s books, for example—as well? Surely Nietzsche is no child in his own eyes; he is more likely to consider himself “a great man.” But if he is a great man, he would not feel it to be necessary to oppose the great man whom the masses support. He would seem to be somewhere between great child and great man where Bismarck is concerned. A clue about how Nietzsche sees himself in all of this is found in the very next aphorism: “Injustice on the part of genius.—Genius is most unjust towards geniuses, when they happen to be contemporaries: in the first place, it believes it has no need of them and thus regards them as superfluous—for it is what it is without them—then their influence clashes with the effect of its electric current: on which account it even calls them harmful.” Here Nietzsche offers another explanation for why he—undoubtedly a man of genius—would oppose a great contemporary. The first aphorism suggested that this was a kind of public service. Here he reveals that it is more a question of self-interest: the rival genius is harmful. In the case of Bismarck, for example, Nietzsche knows that his insights into “the birth of tragedy” exist independently from the contemporaneous Franco-Prussian War—this would tempt him to ignore the Chancellor as a superfluity. But he may well have felt that the attention given to Bismarck and his stupendous achievements had diverted attention away from him and his books. And if Bismarck was capable of “stealing his thunder” (or weakening the effect of his electric current, as he puts it), it would only be self-preservation for one man of genius to be unjust toward another, at the very least to playfully balance—where the great man was concerned—every pro with a contra. Even if the lonely classicist is the greater genius, what avails that genius if it is being starved of electricity by a more brightly shining contemporary? This train of thought would then explain Nietzsche’s next aphorism. “The worst fate that can befall a prophet.—He labored for twenty years at persuading his contemporaries to believe in him—finally he succeeded; but in the meantime his adversaries had also succeeded: he no longer believed in himself.” The man of genius has now become a prophet; that is a simple step for Nietzsche to take. But the rival genius whose influence had previously caused—as it were indirectly—a diminution of electrical current has now become one of the prophet’s actual adversaries. And the rivalry with adversaries works a powerful change in the prophet himself. It could be that the prophet no longer believes what he was originally saying twenty years ago. Or is it that this rivalry with a contemporary genius has caused the prophet, in the course of his lonely twenty-year battle, to so alter his message (by assimilation with his rival’s?) that he can finally make himself believed only at the expense of no longer believing in himself? The latter explanation seems more likely in that Nietzsche tells us that the prophet’s goal was not to get his message believed but rather to persuade “his contemporaries to believe in him.” But in either case, the prophet appears to be in a zero-sum game with the great man of his time. The game seems both lonely and dangerous—especially because the prophetic genius can lose at the very moment of victory.45
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  A fourth great man? —In Daybreak (1881), Nietzsche grapples with three great contemporaries and countrymen in a section entitled “Unconditional homage.” He announces that he is thinking of “the most read German philosopher, of the most heard German composer and of the most respected German statesman,” Bismarck (died 1898) is here keeping notable company (at least given Nietzsche’s values) with Richard Wagner (d. 1883) and Arthur Schopenhauer (d. 1860). By 1881, Nietzsche had already written almost wholly adulatory essays about the latter two: “Schopenhauer as Educator” in 1874 and “Richard Wagner in Bayreuth” in 1876. Nietzsche claims that because “each is a stream in its own, self-fashioned bed,” it is difficult even for Germans (“that nation of unconditional feelings”) to render any of the three, as the title of the section would have it, “unconditional homage.” Of the statesman he writes: “And finally, how many would want to be of one opinion with Bismarck, even if he showed any sign of being of one opinion with himself!” How, he asks, can one escape balancing pro and contra with so complicated and inconsistent a man? Nietzsche suggests that a dialectical dance with Bismarck is unavoidable for any German. He seems perfectly unaware that the lack of consistency he attributes to Bismarck is also one of his own chief characteristics. He continues: “To be sure: no principles but strong drives—a volatile mind in the service of strong drives and for that reason without principles—ought not to be anything strikingly uncommon in a statesman, but on the contrary something right and natural; only hitherto this has not been German!” Many Germans might find this description repellent; Nietzsche, on the other hand, values what is “right and natural” more highly than he does conventional morality. This is therefore high praise from him. But once again he seems unaware that his description of Bismarck also applies to himself. On the basis of what principles (there can be no question about volatility) would it be unfair to call Nietzsche “a volatile mind in the service of strong drives and for that reason without principles”? The ruling principle of the yet-to-be-discovered will to power? That strongest of drives masquerading as a philosophical principle? And while such a description seems “not to be anything strikingly uncommon in a statesman, but on the contrary something right and natural,” what could be more uncommon than a German philosopher—a tribe famous for their will to systematize—who could be described in terms like these? Is he not—by his own description of the statesman—a Bismarck among German philosophers? He gives these connections no thought. His point is that no one of the three can be accepted wholly by the German people: one is tempted to pick out what one admires in each and forget the rest. “And what an enormous amount ‘the rest’ is that one would have to forget if one wanted to go on being a wholesale admirer of these three great men of our age!” This certainly has been Nietzsche’s own peculiar fate: no philosopher has been the victim of more partisan anthologizing (because it ignores “the rest”) than he! Nietzsche’s point, however, is that the Germans ought to do no such thing: wholesale admiration (which would lead us to cull from the words or actions of our hero only those things to which we can do homage) is itself an error. “It would thus be more advisable to take the opportunity here offered of attempting something more novel: namely to grow more honest towards oneself and to make of a nation of credulous emulation and blind and bitter animosity a nation of conditional consent and benevolent opposition.” Nietzsche thus recommends to his countrymen a kind of moderation—taught by the very complexity of their age’s three great men—he exhorts them to practice “benevolent opposition” in preference to “bitter animosity.” Surely we are entitled to ask just how honest he is being with himself. It is not just that no philosopher’s opposition was ever more bitter or less benevolent; the self-blindness runs deeper. When he advises his readers to avoid “unconditional homage,” he doubtless expects that they will have forgotten that he himself—as his essays on Schopenhauer and Wagner (as well as the propaganda for the composer he had added to the classical core of The Birth of Tragedy) had proved—was prone, all too prone, to serving it up. And he seems to have blinded himself to the fact that, at least in the case of Bismarck—despite the camouflage of pro and contra—he seems to be at it again.46
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  Two madmen.—Bismarck receives a section all to himself in Beyond Good and Evil (1886); this time, curiously, it is Nietzsche who is divided—who divides himself—into three parts. Section 241 (the second section in what he calls “Part Eight: Peoples and Fatherlands”) contains a dialogue about Bismarck between “two old patriots” introduced by a third party, apparently Nietzsche himself. It would be difficult to say which of these three best represents Nietzsche’s own views; it is probably impossible to deny the claims of any of them. Rather than trying to adjudicate the question, let’s proceed on the assumption that he needs all three to express his opinion of Bismarck: that the necessity for a dialogue of pro and contra is dictated both by the complexity of the great statesman himself and the complexity of Nietzsche’s own response to him. Two of the three voices attack Bismarck; the third—who offers a defense—speaks by far the least. The two who oppose Bismarck are united against German nationalism, but their orientation is radically different. The narrator rejects “atavistic attacks of patriotism and cleaving to one’s native soil” in the name of “good Europeanism.” His voice is progressive: patriotism is “a lapse and regression into old loves and narrownesses.” While the first of the “old patriots” builds up a case against this same German nationalism, he takes a conservative approach: nationalism is something new to Germany and must be resisted as a dangerous innovation. Of the three voices, the first patriot sounds the most familiar: his is the voice, for example, of “the Bismarck joke” (§38). He first puts forward the theory that “power makes stupid”: “‘He has and knows as much philosophy as a peasant or a fraternity student,’ said one of them: ‘he is still innocent. But what does that matter nowadays! It is the age of the masses: they fall on their faces before anything massive. And in politicis likewise.’” Then he adds the argument that the Reich is “the end of German philosophy”: “‘A statesman who builds for them another Tower of Babel, some monstrosity of empire and power, they call ‘great’—what does it matter if we, more cautious and reserved than they, persist in the old belief that it is the idea alone which can bestow greatness on a deed or a cause.’” This is the vision of “the new colossus” (see §44) devouring “the German spirit.” “‘Suppose such a statesman were to put his nation in the position of having henceforth to pursue ‘grand politics,’ for which it was ill equipped and badly prepared by nature, so that it had to sacrifice its old and sure virtues for the sake of new a doubtful mediocrity—suppose a statesman were to condemn his nation to ‘policizing’ at all, while that nation had hitherto something better to do and think about and in the depth of its soul still retained a cautious disgust for the restlessness, emptiness and noisy wrangling of those nations which actually do practice politics—’” How can there be philosophers in this new Germany? The old pre-Reich contempt for politics is gone—the Germans no longer have “something better to do and think about.” It is important to note that this line of attack belongs in the mouth of an “old patriot”; it is patriotic precisely because the speaker claims that Bismarck is destroying what makes Germans great: “‘—suppose such a statesman were to goad the slumbering passions and desires of his nation, turn its former diffidence and desire to stand aside into a stigma and its predilection for foreign things and its secret infiniteness into a fault, devalue its most heartfelt inclinations in its own eyes, reverse its conscience, make its mind narrow and its taste ‘national’—what! a statesman who did all this, a statesman for whom his nation would have to atone for all future time, assuming it had a future—would such a statesman be great?’” Under Bismarck’s influence, Germany’s turn toward nationalism is not only a narrowing of perspective (the narrator had already said the same thing) but a devaluating reversal that threatens the nation’s future existence. But the dialogue is not over. The rhetorical question (“Would such a statesman be great?”) receives an unexpected answer: “‘Undoubtedly!’ the other patriot replied vehemently: ‘otherwise he would not be able to do it!’” The second patriot turns the argument of the first against him: it could only be a great statesman who could work such a sea change in his countrymen, quite apart from the merits of the change itself: “‘Perhaps you may say it was mad to want to do such a thing? But perhaps everything great has been merely mad to begin with!’” This is all that Nietzsche permits the second patriot to say. But isn’t it enough? The master of Realpolitik has been associated, if only for a moment, with the frenzy of a possibly Dionysian creativity! A powerful—above all, a distinctively Nietzschean—pro has been inserted in the midst of two dueling contras. To be sure, both the first patriot and the narrator are duly allowed their replies. But this allowance only dramatizes the fact that Nietzsche has given the second patriot center stage: he alone speaks only once and he does so in the middle of the dialogue. The reply of the first patriot is mere spluttering: “‘Misuse of words!’ cried the other: ‘strong! strong! strong and mad! Not great!’” Strong, doubtless, strong but mad. How many of Nietzsche’s own detractors have spoken of him in exactly these terms! But this isn’t a description of Nietzsche; this is Bismarck. Both can be seen as great. Both can be seen as mad. Although the revelation of their kinship is hidden in the midst of contrary voices, it is there.47
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  Declaration of war. —Nietzsche, as everyone knows, went mad. What is not generally known is how political his last recorded thoughts were. In a letter to Ruggiero Bonghi (end of December 1888) about an Italian translation of Twilight of the Idols, he wrote: “Prince Bismarck has never thought about the Reich—with all his instincts he is no more than the tool of the House of Hohenzollern.” This is an often-repeated theme in his final notebook. In these final days, he declares a “war to the death against the House of Hohenzollern”; the very last entry is: “In that I eliminate the Hohenzollern, I eliminate the lies.” But if he is enraged at the ruling dynasty, he seems disappointed by the realization that Bismarck, as he likes to put it, “has never thought one inch beyond the Hohenzollern Dynasty.” Only ten years before he had seen the relationship between Bismarck and the old Kaiser in a completely different light: “In the service of the prince.—To be able to act with complete ruthlessness, a statesman will do best to perform his work not on his own behalf but on behalf of a prince. The glitter of this general disinterestedness will dazzle the eye of the beholder, so that he will fail to see the knavery and harshness in the work of the statesman.” This is found in the same chapter of Human, All Too Human (1878) as “Pilot of the passions” (§39). In the complete contempt for Bismarck he expresses at the end (he calls him “the idiot par excellence among all statesmen”) he seems to have finally achieved a vision of the Chancellor uncomplicated by any dialectic of pro and contra. Is it accidental that he has, at this very moment, also lost his own mental balance?48
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  Bismarck’s mouthpiece.—Six years before his “declaration of war,” Nietzsche writes in The Gay Science (1882): “Unquestionably, the Germans are becoming militarized in the sound of their language. Probably, once they are accustomed to speaking in a military tone they will eventually also write that way.” He identifies the new sound as follows: “Something scornful, cold, indifferent, and careless in one’s voice—that is what the Germans now consider elegant.” He blames this development on the great influence that military officers—especially Prussians—have nowadays. While he is willing to admit that “as military men and specialists these same officers possess an admirable tactful modesty,” there is something more: “But as soon as he speaks and moves, the German officer is the most immodest and distasteful figure in old Europe—quite unselfconsciously, no doubt.” This lack of self-awareness is not confined to the officer, however. “Nor are our dear Germans aware of this when they admire him as the paragon of the highest and most elegant society and gladly let him ‘set the tone.’ And that is precisely what he does.” And now, a tone of voice, a manner of speaking, has begun to affect the not only the written word but the thinking behind it: “Becoming accustomed to certain sounds has a profound effect on the character; soon one acquires the words and phrases and eventually also the ideas that go with these sounds.” Despite the fact that he himself employs so often a belligerent and scornful tone—a tone that will ultimately lead him to his grandiose “declaration of war” in those last days—it appears that he does so, in his phrase “quite unselfconsciously.” Although he claims that his knowledge of the ways of the homeland may be deficient, he still knows arrogance when he hears it: “Perhaps the Germans have already begun to write like officers; perhaps I merely read too little of what is now written in Germany—but there is one thing I know much more certainly: the public German proclamations that are heard in other countries, too, are not inspired by German music but by this new sound of distasteful arrogance. In almost every speech of the foremost German statesman, even when he is heard only through his imperial mouthpiece, we hear an accent that repels and disgusts the ears of foreigners.” Nietzsche has apparently not yet realized, as he eventually will in his incipient madness, that Bismarck is “no more than the tool of the House of Hohenzollern.” He concludes the section “Of the sound of the German language” with the words: “But the Germans tolerate it—they tolerate themselves.” And so, at least for another six years or so, will Nietzsche tolerate himself.49
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  The young Kaiser.—Nietzsche’s Zusammenbruch—his famous breakdown—came in January 1889; his declaration of war against the Hohenzollern Dynasty belongs to the previous month. The last complete year of Nietzsche’s sanity, 1888, was also an eventful one in the history of the Hohenzollern Dynasty: it was known as the Drei-Kaiser-Jahr (“the year of the three Kaisers”). The old Kaiser (whom Nietzsche had called Bismarck’s “imperial mouthpiece”) died in March; his critically ill son, Frederick III, would live for only ninety-nine days; his grandson, Wilhelm II, would reign from 1888 until the end of the Reich in 1918. Kaiser Wilhelm has been called many things in the English-speaking countries, but “Bismarck’s mouthpiece” is not one of them. Wilhelm’s decision to dismiss Bismarck in 1890—usually presented as a calamity for Germany—is always identified as the great turning point for the Second Reich. The circumstances of Bismarck’s dismissal were unknown to Nietzsche—he was already unaware of such things—but it is important to realize that he was quite wrong about the chancellor: he proved himself far more than a “tool of the House of Hohenzollern” who had “never thought one inch beyond” it. Bismarck’s own actions, especially his attempt to prevent the young Kaiser from speaking to any cabinet ministers without himself being present, left Wilhelm little choice, in the end, but to dismiss him. In any case, insofar as the quarrel between the two was not a matter of loyalty or simply a clash of two strong personalities—that is the usual view—it was about Bismarck’s anti-socialist campaign. In fact, Wilhelm was called “the Labor Emperor” because his influence was thought to have prevented the renewal of the Chancellor’s draconian socialist legislation by the Reichstag. It certainly was the convoluted chain of events arising from this issue that led to Bismarck’s resignation, by imperial command, on March 18, 1890. Twelve years earlier, in Human, All Too Human, Nietzsche had described something remarkably similar to what the Germans witnessed in 1890. “The great man of the masses.—The recipe for that which the masses call a great man is easy to give. Under all circumstances one must procure for them something they find pleasant, or first put it into their heads that this or that would be very pleasant and then give it to them.” Although the young Kaiser did not demonstrate the consummate Machiavellianism (this might well require a Bismarck!) whereby the leader gives the masses something of his own choosing, his termination of the anti-socialist campaign was certainly giving the majority of the public what it already wanted. “But at no price do it immediately: one has to gain it by greatest exertion and struggle, or seem to do so.” Even with the considerable power the constitution of the Reich gave the Kaiser, it was a prolonged and difficult struggle for Wilhelm and appeared to be such: Bismarck was a not inconsiderable opponent. “The masses must receive the impression that a mighty, indeed invincible force of will is present; at least it must seem to be present.” This is a precise prognostication of Kaiser Wilhelm; even in the midst of vacillations, he appeared to be strong willed. It is almost as if the young man were simply following Nietzsche’s advice, which, of course, he was not—he never read the philosopher. “Everyone admires strength of will because no one has it and everyone tells himself that if he did have it he and his egoism would no longer know any limitations. If it now appears that such a strong will, instead of listening to the dictates of its own desires, performs something the masses find very pleasant, everyone marvels on two accounts and congratulates himself.” In the very next section, Nietzsche explains how his own time’s “cult of genius” (one thinks of the Wagner cult, for example) could make it possible to rekindle an “almost uncanny mood of reverence and fear and shame” that used to attach itself to princes. As befits the leader of a Reich based on universal manhood suffrage, the Kaiser achieves something intermediate: “For the rest, the great man possesses all the qualities of the masses: thus are they all the less embarrassed in his presence, thus is he all the more popular. He is violent, envious, exploitative, scheming, fawning, cringing, arrogant, all according to circumstances.” For those who have studied Wilhelmine Germany, this list of qualities reads as uncannily prophetic.50
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  Heavy thoughts.—It is not, of course, for “a great man of the masses” that Nietzsche waits; such a man is by no means Nietzschean enough. Nor was the new Kaiser. But there were qualities in Wilhelm II, easily visible in his decision to “drop the pilot,” that made him far more in tune with Nietzsche’s dreams than his own grandfather had been. To begin with, he was too headstrong—was possessed of too much will—to be anybody’s, even Bismarck’s, mouthpiece. And although he first masqueraded as “the Labor Emperor,” there is no doubt that his commitment to democracy was by no means as deep as that of his short-lived father, Frederick III, the last best hope of German liberals. In Beyond Good and Evil (1886), Nietzsche explains what he looked for in the future: “Towards new philosophers, we have no other choice; towards spirits strong and original enough to make a start on antithetical evaluations and to revalue and reverse ‘eternal values;’ towards heralds and forerunners, towards men if the future who in the present knot together the constraint which compels the will of millennia on to new paths.” Not surprisingly, he is describing himself as the hope of the future. But as he warms to his subject, it becomes clear that he is, in the manner of Plato, either envisioning the philosopher as king (i.e., himself) or, as it were, a Nietzschean Kaiser: “To teach man the future of man as his will, as dependent on human will, and to prepare for great enterprises and collective experiments in discipline and breeding so as to make an end to that gruesome dominion of chance and nonsense that has hitherto been called ‘history’—the nonsense of the ‘greatest number’ is only its latest form—: for that a new kind of philosopher and commander will some time be needed, in face of whom whatever has existed on earth of hidden, dreadful and benevolent spirits may well look pale and dwarfed. It is the image of such leaders which hovers before our eyes—may I say that aloud, you free spirits?” This last question suggests that, once again, he has himself in mind: that he is conspiratorially asking his readers—“you free spirits”—to accept his leadership of this great movement. His rejection of utilitarianism (the greatest good for “the nonsense of the greatest number”) is probably best understood as a call for war: his dream of “great enterprises and collective experiments in discipline and breeding” would probably be most easily fulfilled by “culling the herd” or “weeding out the weaklings” as a more explicitly Darwinian Age might think of a general European war. But perhaps he really is envisioning something beyond himself, something to which he—and the rest of the “free spirits”—will be but the midwives: “The circumstances one would have in part to create, in part to employ, to bring them into existence; the conjectural paths and tests by virtue of which a soul could grow to such height and power it would feel compelled to these tasks; a revaluation of values under whose novel pressure and hammer a conscience would be steeled, a heart transformed to brass, so that it might endure the weight of such a responsibility; on the other hand, the need for such leaders, the terrible danger that they might not appear or might fail or might degenerate—these are our proper cares and concerns, do you know that, you free spirits? These are the heavy, remote thoughts and thunder clouds that pass across our life’s sky.” Nietzsche is “watching the heavens” for a sign of “the coming commander.” How far ahead can he see? Or should the question rather be: “How effective has he been in preparing the way for one?”51
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  Departing in peace. —“But grant me from time to time—if there are divine goddesses in the realm beyond good and evil—grant me the sight, but one glance of something perfect, wholly achieved, happy, mighty, triumphant, something still capable of arousing fear! Of a man who justifies man, of a complementary and redeeming lucky hit on the part of man for the sake of which one may still believe in man!” Here (having properly sanitized the allusion of anything Christian) Nietzsche casts himself as the old man in the Gospel who, on seeing Jesus, says, “Lord, now lettest thou thy servant depart in peace!” In this passage from On the Genealogy of Morals (1887), he yearns for the sight of a real man, someone who can still inspire, who still wishes to inspire, fear. The bourgeoisie of the present day, the flabby Christians of the herd, these disgust him: “For this is how things are: the diminution and leveling of European man constitutes our greatest danger, for the sight of him makes us weary.” Perhaps he qualifies “man” with the adjective “European” because “diminution and leveling” are not simply a danger, in Nietzsche’s view, to Asiatic man, they are an accomplished fact. He frequently uses China as an example of precisely this danger; in rejecting a socialist utopia, for example, he wrote in The Gay Science: “it would certainly be the realm of the deepest leveling and chinoiserie” (§36). The Kaiser too was known to speak of “the Yellow Peril”; his most famous (and most imprudent) utterance was addressed to his soldiers as they departed for China on July 27, 1900, to crush the Boxer Rebellion—less than a month before Nietzsche himself “departed in peace” (August 25). Although the Kaiser is too Christian to be Nietzschean, he does seem bound and determined to be feared: “Show yourselves Christians, happily enduring in the face of the heathens! May honor and fame attend your colors and arms. Give the world an example of virility and discipline. Anyone who falls into your hands falls on your sword! Just as the Huns under King Etzel created for themselves a thousand years ago a name which men still respect, you should give the name of Germany such cause to be remembered in China for a thousand years that no Chinaman, no matter whether his eyes be slit or not, will dare to look a Christian in the face.” Wilhelm’s chancellor, the polished and slippery Bülow, did everything he could to keep this impolitic speech out of the newspapers—there can be no question of any imperial mouthpiece here. The jarring juxtaposition of nationalism, Christian phraseology, and openly barbaric cruelty reveals how far from Nietzsche’s ideal this complicated Kaiser was. What would Nietzsche have thought of Wilhelm? Certainly by 1900 he was no longer capable of reading the newspapers and forming a judgment—newspapers that, in any case, he had pretended to ignore. But in 1887 (to continue the passage from On the Genealogy of Morals), there is apparently nothing even so Nietzschean as the Kaiser on the horizon: “We can see nothing today that wants to grow greater, we suspect that things will continue to go down, down, to become thinner, more good-natured, more prudent, more comfortable, more mediocre, more indifferent, more Chinese, more Christian—there is no doubt that man is getting ‘better’ all the time.” It seems that he was wrong.52
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  Coincidence of opposites.—The Kaiser’s “jarring juxtaposition” of Christian piety with an exhortation to emulate Attila the Hun is a thought-provoking phenomenon in its own right. An added interest arises from the fact that precisely this “coincidence of opposites” is attacked by Nietzsche in the “Epilogue” to The Case of Wagner (1888). Moreover, in a letter to his friend Peter Gast dated September 16, 1888, Nietzsche directly links this “Epilogue” to the man he calls “our young German Kaiser.” He tells Gast that he has been reading through the proofs of The Case of Wagner, which his friend has already read: “In the course of re-reading it I was strongly persuaded of the need to add to it an ‘Epilogue’; the level of the work is mightily increased thereby,—it appears to me no longer as an exception, a curiosity among my writings.—That I refer to our young German Kaiser in a passage one will no doubt detect.” This “Epilogue” concludes Nietzsche’s “declaration of war” against Wagner (this is what he calls it in the letter to Gast), but it does indeed broaden the attack to include a more general phenomenon of which Wagner is but the clearest and most revealing example. And this phenomenon is simply “the coincidence of opposites” in morality: as Nietzsche points out, “one cannot find a greater contrast than that between a master morality and the morality of Christian value concepts.” This “master morality” is what has come to be thought of as Nietzschean: it takes, he says, “the will to power as the principle of life.” But in the “Epilogue” he is not simply repeating the analysis of the first section of On the Genealogy of Morals; he builds on that analysis and attacks not only Christian morality but singles out for particular abuse those (like Wagner) who combine the elitist morality of “the will to power” with diametrically opposed Christian values. In short, he is already attacking in 1888 that very juxtaposition that is so striking in the Kaiser’s “Hun Speech” of July 1900: “What alone should be resisted is that falseness, that deceitfulness of instinct which refuses to experience these opposites as opposites—as Wagner, for example, refused, being no mean master of such falsehoods.” Not only is Wagner explicitly only an example of “such falsehoods,” the letter to Gast makes clear that he has the young Kaiser specifically in mind here. If it is a specific passage to which he refers in the letter to Gast, it most likely is the following: “But such falseness as that of Bayreuth is no exception today. We are all familiar with the unaesthetic concept of the Christian Junker. Such innocence among opposites, such a ‘good conscience’ in a lie is actually modern par excellence, it almost defines modernity.” But the greater probability is that the entire “Epilogue” is the passage to which he refers: its central point is to attack the mixture of these two antithetical moralities. Nietzsche thus remained sane long enough to form an important conclusion about the new Kaiser. He lived just long enough for the whole world to discover for themselves that his conclusion was true—all too true.53
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  τραγέλαφοι.—“This union of audacity and weakness, of rash words and cowardly acquiescence, this subtle assessment of how and with what expressions one can now impress the philistine, now flatter him, this lack of character and strength masquerading as strength and character, this defectiveness in wisdom with the affectation of superiority and mature experience—all this, in fact, is what I hate in this book.” The words are from what might be called Nietzsche’s first “declaration of war”: he is attacking “David Strauss, the Confessor and the Writer,” the subject of the first of his four Untimely Meditations (1873). He has not yet formulated the distinction between a master and a slave morality (like Christianity), but he already deplores the juxtaposition of strength and weakness that is at its base. Just as he can see many examples of this combination (including Wagner and the young Kaiser) in 1888, he had already caught sight of something similar in the early 1870s. In the third of his Untimely Meditations (“Schopenhauer as Educator” in 1874), he gives a name to the mixed men of modernity of whom Strauss was a particularly vile example: the still active classics professor finds the name (“goat-stag’”) in ancient Greece—the Frogs of Aristophanes: “And whoever has felt what it means to discover among our tragelaphine men of today a whole, complete, self-moving, unconstrained and unhampered natural being will understand my joy and amazement when I discovered Schopenhauer: I sensed that in him I had discovered that educator and philosopher I had sought for so long.” Nietzsche pillories D. F. Strauss; he adulates Schopenhauer. It is noteworthy that for Nietzsche, Schopenhauer is something more than a philosopher: he is an Erzieher, the “educator” of the essay’s title. In 1873, the classicist describes the mixture of strong and weak morality in historical terms; the ancient world, not yet influenced by Christianity, teaches a more natural system of values: “It is in this oscillation between Christianity and antiquity, between an imitated or hypocritical Christianity of morals and an equally despondent a timid revival of antiquity, that modern man lives, and does not live very happily; the fear of what is natural he has inherited and the renewed attraction of this naturalness, this desire for a firm footing somewhere, the impotence of his knowledge that reels back and forth between the good and the better, all this engenders a restlessness, a disorder in the modern soul that condemns it to a joyless unfruitfulness.” Nietzsche’s own “joyful wisdom”—his Gay Science—will be the antidote to this condition. Indeed he already sees such a solution to the problem and immediately offers it although his tone is not yet terribly hope-ful. “Never have moral educators been more needed, and never has it seemed less likely that they will be found; in the times when physicians are required the most, in times of great plagues, they are also most in peril. For where are the physicians for modern mankind who themselves stand so firmly and soundly on their feet that they are able to support others and lead them by the hand?” Where indeed? Without a doubt Nietzsche is prepared to admit that Schopenhauer is such an educator—this is indeed the point of the essay. But it may well seem to the reader that Schopenhauer is not the only one (§7) and that Nietzsche himself is prepared to step into his predecessor’s shoes to join battle—as just such an educator—who can win the promising young students of today from becoming the “tragelaphine men” of tomorrow. “A certain gloominess and torpor lies upon even the finest personalities of the time, a feeling of ill-humor at the everlasting struggle between dissimulation and honesty which is being fought out within them, a lack of steady confidence in themselves—whereby they become quite incapable of being signposts and at the same time taskmasters for others.” But Nietzsche himself seems prepared to be such a signpost and taskmaster—his Untimely Meditations might well be understood as the self-confident statement of an educational program. David Strauss is identified as an untrustworthy guide, “On the Uses and Disadvantages of History for Life” (1873) indicates the central problem (an honest and authentic life!) and Schopenhauer and “Richard Wagner in Bayreuth” (1876) as two from whom we should learn. But the master educator—the quintessence of this quartet—is the “untimely one” himself. Progressively emancipated from a heartfelt connection with his duties as a mere university professor, he must have a wider charter than either the scholarly monograph or the essay gives him—“I must have liberty withal, as large a charter as the wind to blow on whom I please,” as Shakespeare puts it—and this he will find in Human, All Too Human in 1878. Although he casts himself as the searching student in 1873, it may well be the case that he is already teaching his readers the same lesson he will offer the young Kaiser in The Case of Wagner (1888): “It was thus truly roving through wishes to imagine I might discover a true philosopher as an educator who could raise me above my insufficiencies insofar as these originated in the age and teach me again to be simple and honest in thought and life, that is to say to be untimely, that word understood in the profoundest sense; for men have now become so complex and many-sided they are bound to become dishonest whenever they speak at all, make assertions and try to act in accordance with them.”54


  §55


  “Nietzsche as educator.”—“Schopenhauer and Wagner or, in one word, Nietzsche.” Looking back on the Untimely Meditations in the autobiographical Ecce Homo (written after The Case of Wagner in late 1888), he makes explicit what could already have been sensed in 1873: that Schopenhauer was not the only Erzieher on Nietzsche’s mind. Nietzsche seems to regard “a true philosopher as an educator” (see §53); perhaps this explains his apparently paradoxical claim that there are no philosophers in Germany (see §38). An educator is, to begin with, a physician: “He who wants to strive for and promote the culture of a people should strive for and promote this higher unity and join in the destruction of modern bogus cultivatedness for the sake of a true culture; he should venture to reflect how the health of a people undermined by the study of history may be again restored, how it may rediscover its instincts and therewith its honesty.” This passage from “On the Uses and Disadvantages of History for Life” (1873) reveals the connection between the theme of that particular essay with the need for “the physicians for modern mankind” he will express in “Schopenhauer as Educator.” The demand that a people “rediscover its instincts and therewith its honesty” not only foreshadows his assault on those whom he will call “tragelaphine men” in the next of the Untimely Meditations but allows us to see in embryo what he will eventually bring to light in Genealogy of Morals. From there, it is only a short jump to The Case of Wagner. No wonder he tells Gast that the new “Epilogue” ensures that the reader will see this surprising attack on Wagner, his former hero, “no longer as an exception, a curiosity among my writings” (see §52). It is, rather, the ultimate expression of a theme that had long concerned him in his capacity as Erzieher. In “On the Uses and Disadvantages of History for Life,” he attacks the same “jarring juxtaposition” between inner atheist and outward Christian and also reveals the need for “joyful wisdom” that will affirm life rather than desiccate it with empty rationality: “Fragmented and in pieces, dissociated almost mechanically into an inner and an outer, sown with concepts as with dragon’s teeth, bringing forth conceptual dragons, suffering from the malady of words and mistrusting any feeling of our own which has not yet been stamped with words: being such an unliving and yet uncannily active concept- and word-factory, perhaps I still have the right to say of myself cogito, ergo sum, but not vivo, ergo cogito. Empty being is granted me, but not full and green ‘life;’ the feeling that tells me I exist warrants to me only that I am a thinking creature, not that I am a living one, not that I am an animal but at most a cogital.” Here, expressed as natural instinct and animal vitality, is the germ of what will become “the will to power.” Here also is the affirmation of life that will eventually lead to “the eternal return.” But here, above all, is the voice of a skillful educator: “Only give me life, then I will create a culture for you out of it!—Thus cries each individual of this generation and all those individuals will recognize one another from this cry. Who is to give them this life?” The year is 1873. Nietzsche is not yet ready to offer himself as the answer to his own question, as the Dionysus who will slay forever the Crucified One. But he is no longer the classics professor nor is he a mere philosopher. He is, in fact, an educator: Nietzsche als Erzieher. He will not name himself; he will make his readers the only solution—he will empower his students. He will be to his readers what Schopenhauer was to him and more: “Who is to give them this life? No god and no man: only their own youth: unchain this and you will therewith have liberated life. For life was only lying hidden, in prison, it has not yet withered away and died—ask yourselves if it has!” Nietzsche as liberator, Nietzsche as educator.55


  §56


  Sleeping Kaisers.—A dialectic of despair and hope inevitably accompanies Nietzsche’s self-appointed role as educator. He must diagnose the disease that plagues the present and threatens the future; his colors must be dark and his images powerful. But he must then mount to still greater rhetorical heights in response. It is not inconsequential that his father was a preacher; the congregation is sinful, but salvation is at hand. The key to the jail cell is in Nietzsche’s hands; this physician possesses the cure. And thus there is inevitably a turning point where he wheels ’round out of the darkness into the light. In The Birth of Tragedy (1872), for example, the darkness is optimism not pessimism (the influence of Schopenhauer); even the Dionysian wake-up call from Wagner is reduced to background music: “In the opera, just as in the abstract character of our mythless existence, in an art degenerated to mere entertainment as well as in a life guided by concepts, the inartistic as well as life-consuming nature of Socratic optimism has revealed itself to us.” In the name of green and growing life and against all gray theory, Nietzsche-Mephistopheles now takes his stand and prepares to wheel ’round on his enemies. But this time the educator fights not just as an ancient Greek against the “mixed man of modernity” or as strong man of master morality against the Christian or even as life-affirming Dionysus against “our mythless existence.” He is specifically a German educator. “Yet we were comforted by indications that nevertheless in some inaccessible abyss the German spirit still rests and dreams, undestroyed, in glorious health, profundity, and Dionysian strength, like a knight sunk in slumber; and that from this abyss the Dionysian song rises to our ears to know that this German knight is still dreaming his primordial Dionysian myth in blissfully serious visions.” What a vision it is! Greek mythology meets the sleeping Kaiser of the Kyffhäuser* ; Dionysus dons Dürer’s Stahlhelm. Writing in 1871, Nietzsche is completely unblushing in this hymn to “the German spirit” that has now been stirred into wakefulness by Wagnerian opera. Years of disappointment will lead him to apologize for this tone in the “Attempt at a Self-Criticism” (1886) that he will attach to The Birth of Tragedy (§44); he will even declare war on Wagner himself in 1888. But the interest he shows in the young Kaiser in the “Epilogue” of The Case of Wagner shows that his pedagogical passion runs strong where Germany is concerned: “Let no one believe that the German spirit has forever lost its mythical home when it can still understand so plainly the voices of the birds that tell of that home. Some day it will find itself awake in all the morning freshness following a tremendous sleep: then it will slay dragons, destroy vicious dwarfs, wake Brünnhilde—and even Wotan’s spear will not be able to stop its course!” Soon enough Zarathustra will emerge from his cave to greet the morning sun—in him Nietzsche will recreate himself as the ultimate educator, the sage who speaks in sermons. But for now the sleeping giant is “the German spirit” and it is only as a self-destructing classicist that Nietzsche can ascend the preacher’s pulpit. But ascend it he does! “My friends, you who believe in Dionysian music, you also knows what tragedy means to us. There we have tragic myth reborn from music—and in this myth we can hope for everything and forget what is most painful. What is most painful for us, however, is—the prolonged degradation in which the German genius has lived, estranged from house and home, in the service of vicious dwarfs. You understand my words—as you will also, in conclusion, understand my hopes.” Here at the beginning of his career, Nietzsche the educator (no longer in reality the classicist) dares to sing out and to hope: he would rouse Germany from its sleep and anticipates readers who will understand. These hopes will fade. He will witness the “prolonged degradation” that Germany endures while even Wagner succumbs to the Crucified One in Parsifal. There will be long lonely years in which Nietzsche himself is “estranged from house and home.” This estrangement will prevent him from speaking of Germany as he did at the beginning: in the middle of that path, he will create his distinctly non-German Zarathustra. But Zarathustra is still essentially an educator who will hurl himself down from the mountains in search of disciples. This will to pedagogy remains the constant. And he eventually comes full circle: even near the end he is still trying to rouse a sleeping Kaiser to free himself from vicious dwarfs.56


  §57


  One vicious dwarf in particular.—When the death of Frederick III on June 15, 1888, made Wilhelm the Kaiser, Nietzsche was deeply concerned. In a letter to Peter Gast dated June 20, he wrote: “The death of Kaiser Friedrich has moved me: in the end he was a small glimmering light of free thought, the last hope of Germany.” For a man who sometimes wrote as if there was no hope for Germany whatsoever, it is interesting to find him attaching so much importance to a Kaiser. On the other hand, drawing attention to the spiritual darkening of the homeland was always a bit of a rhetorical ploy for Nietzsche the Educator: the more dangerous the plague, the greater need for the skilled physician (see §56). Since the Second Reich did not survive the reign of Kaiser Wilhelm II, many others have looked back to the ninety-nine days of his father and speculated how much better things would have been for Germany “if only.” Nietzsche sees imminent disaster: “Now the rule of Stöcker begins:” he tells Gast. “I project the consequence and already know that now my Will to Power will be confiscated in Germany first of all.” Adolf Stöcker was the Court Preacher (Hofprediger) in Berlin, the most influential Protestant in the Reich. He was also an important forerunner of twentieth-century anti-Semitism, the founder of the Christian-Socialist Movement that blamed Jews for every conceivable social evil of the day. Nietzsche hated Stöcker and that has ended up being a very good thing for his reputation: he can’t be “the Philosopher of the Third Reich” if he detested the man who turned anti-Semitism into a right-wing political movement. But his hatred for the Hofprediger also roots him more firmly in the soil of the Second Reich, and neither he nor his admirers have wanted to see him there either. The point he is making to Gast is that Stöcker is the brains behind the “young German Kaiser” and that that is bad news for Germany (the end of the last “small glimmering light of free thought”) as well as for Nietzsche personally . It is noteworthy that this self-styled “homeless one” is admitting that what is bad for Germany is also bad for him. It is also noteworthy how wrong he was: to begin with, he never even wrote the long-projected Will to Power; the book that bears that name is merely what could be culled from his notebooks by his sister and the likes of Peter Gast. And none of his works were ever confiscated in Germany: his Will to Power, when it appeared posthumously in 1901, was received more as an oracle than as a pariah. As for Stöcker himself—the dangerous power behind the Kaiser’s throne—he was wrong about him too. The Hofprediger was a casualty in the running battle between Wilhelm and Bismarck and lost his post in 1889; the Chancellor didn’t like Stöcker any more than Nietzsche did. The question of whether Nietzsche overestimated the power of Stöcker (like the question of whether Great Britain overestimated the power of Czarist Russia) is irrelevant—actions need to be elucidated in the context of what the actors thought at the time. Nietzsche saw the Hofprediger as a real danger—to himself as well as to the young (and presumably impressionable) Kaiser—that needed to be counteracted. And there’s something else: looking back on The Birth of Tragedy in Ecce Homo, Nietzsche claims that he had been alluding to Christian priests when he drew his vivid word picture of an awakened “German spirit” doing battle with vicious dwarfs.57
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  Stöcker’s disciple and Wagner.—In a passage in Genealogy of Morals (1887), Nietzsche reels off “a little list” of those he does not like. This is what he says when he comes to “Stöckerism” (he saves it for last!): “and I also do not like these latest speculators in idealism, the anti-Semites, who today roll their eyes in a Christian-Aryan-bourgeois manner and exhaust one’s patience by trying to raise up the horned beast elements in the people by a brazen abuse of the cheapest of all agitator’s tricks, moral attitudinizing.” Stöcker is an anti-Semite, he is a philosophical idealist, he is Christian, he is Christian-Socialist (Nietzsche hates them all!) and, worst of all, he is attempting to preserve Christian morality through adaptation (to politics, to national pride, to genetics), in spite of the fact—as Zarathustra will so famously put it—that “God is dead!” It is precisely the continuation of Christianity’s “moral attitudinizing” by the likes of Stöcker that creates the τραγέλαφοις: the mixed man of modernity that Nietzsche had preached against before Zarathustra was even a twinkle in his eye. The long list over, he adds as a parenthesis: “(that no kind of swindle fails to succeed in Germany today is connected with the undeniable and palpable stagnation of the German spirit; and the cause of that I seek in a too exclusive diet of newspapers, politics, beer, and Wagnerian music, together with the presuppositions of such a diet: first, national constriction and vanity, the strong but narrow principle‘ Deutschland, Deutschland über alles,’ and then the paralysis agitans of ‘modern ideas’).” In the Birth of Tragedy, he had written of the German spirit: “Some day it will find itself awake in all the morning freshness following a tremendous sleep: then it will slay dragons, destroy vicious dwarfs, wake Brünnhilde—and even Wotan’s spear will not be able to stop its course!” In a pointed reversal, Wagner has now joined those vicious dwarfs; Nietzsche is saying that Wagnerian music is one of the preconditions for the influence that, for example, Adolf Stöcker is exerting in Germany even in 1887, even before two sudden deaths make his influence incalculably greater with the accession of Kaiser Wilhelm, whom Nietzsche perceives as his disciple. Parsifal has unmasked Wagner as a life-denier—as a closet Christian—he had already been an anti-Semite. In other words, he and Stöcker are remarkably similar. Wagner is dead, but, through Stöcker, the trend to preserve Christian morality through a deceptive adaptation to modern politics (as Wagner had done in Parsifal by the adaptation of modern music for the same end) is alive and well. In June 1888, Nietzsche has a vision of the future, “the rule of Stöcker” he calls it. At the precise moment of this vision, he cannot conceive of himself not writing his Will to Power—if he knows it will be confiscated, how much more is he sure that he will write it! But he doesn’t. Why not? Why does he write not just one but two books (The Case of Wagner and Nietzsche contra Wagner) about the composer in the last half of 1888? Perhaps it is because the impressionable Kaiser had made the pilgrimage to Bayreuth in 1886. Probably it’s because Nietzsche can’t resist trying to educate the Kaiser.58


  §59


  The anti-Stöcker.—In the same letter to Gast where he discusses the “Epilogue” to The Case of Wagner, he writes: “That I refer to our young German Kaiser in a passage one will no doubt detect . . . By the way, he has been pleasing me more and more: every week he takes some step that shows that he does not want to be confused with either the ‘ Kreuzzeitung’ or ‘ Antisemitry.’” Here Nietzsche reveals two related phenomena: not only has he had the Kaiser in mind while writing The Case of Wagner but the Kaiser has been rising in his estimation—the young man “has been pleasing me more and more.” The two phenomena are indeed the same. He is coming to think that perhaps he was wrong to think that Frederick III was “the last hope of Germany” (section §56); he is seeing the chance to supplant Stöcker as the Kaiser’s preceptor. The Kaiser is moving away from things that Nietzsche abhors and this shows promise: his reward is to receive instruction from the incurable educator. By distancing himself from “Stöckerism,” the young Kaiser opens himself to pedagogical influence from the anti-Stöcker.59


  §60


  “Our time knows better.”— In The Antichrist (1888), Nietzsche saves some of his sharpest arrows for the modern Christian. “What was formerly just sick is today indecent—it is indecent to be a Christian today. And here begins my nausea.” A simpler age might be prevailed upon through its ignorance, not modern times: “If we have even the smallest claim to integrity, we must know today that a theologian, a priest, a pope, not merely is wrong in every sentence he speaks, but lies—that he is no longer at liberty to lie from ‘innocence’ or ‘ignorance.’” The Hofprediger and his kind are all liars—“the priest himself has been recognized for what he is, the most dangerous kind of parasite, the real poison spider of life”—but what can be said about the rest of us? We allow this gross imposture that serves only “to devalue nature and natural values.” Here is Nietzsche’s old enemy: the mixed man of modernity. But now he will name this man not Wagner or with some obscure Greek word from the pages of Aristophanes: “Where has the last feeling of decency and self-respect gone when even our statesmen, an otherwise quite unembarrassed type of man, anti-Christians through and through in their deeds, still call themselves Christians today and attend communion?” Does Nietzsche have any particular statesman in mind? Is it the Machiavellian Bismarck? No! He aims for even bigger prey. “A young prince at the head of his regiments, magnificent as an expression of the selfishness and conceit of his people—but, without any shame, confessing himself a Christian!” It is as if he were watching Kaiser Wilhelm sending off the troops to China in July 1900! But it isn’t 1900 and Nietzsche isn’t insane. He is praising the young Kaiser to win him from a rival educator; he is preaching an anti-sermon. The vain young man is called prachtvoll (“splendid, glorious, magnificent, gorgeous, beautiful, fine”); he is no mere figurehead or mouthpiece, he himself is the expression of his people! Even Germany comes in for flattery now: the Kaiser is the Ausdruck der Selbstsucht und Selbstüberhebung seines Volkes. These particular Selbst-words might sound pejorative to a Christian, modern or otherwise; Selbstüberwindung (“self-conquest”) is more congenial to the values of a slave morality. But not for Nietzsche and not, he seems to hope, for “the young German Kaiser.”60
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  The year of three Kaisers.—For all Germans, 1888 was the Drei-Kaiser-Jahr; the three were, as the contemporary witticism had it, der weise Kaiser, der leise Kaiser, und der reise Kaiser (“the wise Kaiser, the soft-spoken Kaiser and the traveling Kaiser”). “The year of three Kaisers” seems a peculiarly apt name for 1888 where the Second Reich’s greatest philosopher—albeit her reise Philosoph—is concerned. In six short months, a single one of the three—the restless Wilhelm—became three distinct Kaisers for Nietzsche. In June, he is a tool of Stöcker. In September, he is showing promise and becomes Nietzsche’s own potential protégé. By December, Nietzsche has more than reverted: he turns on the young man with all his fury. In the “War to the death against the House of Hohenzollern” that he declares in his last notebook, he expresses his contemptuous disappointment for Bismarck (“the idiot par excellence”), but when he turns from the Chancellor to the Kaiser, he seems to be, as it were, quite mad: “But that has had its time: I will bind up the Reich in an iron net and bring it to a fight for its life. I will not again have my hands free until I have the Christian cavalry-man of a Kaiser, this young criminal ‘together with all his appurtenances,’ in my hands—with the annihilation of the most pitiful abortion among men who has ever yet been in power.” The notebook entry breaks off here without punctuation. And so, in a sense, does Nietzsche himself.61
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  Friedrich Wilhelm Nietzsche.—The last book that Nietzsche wrote was his autobiography, Ecce Homo. He doesn’t tell the complete truth about his father’s death (he too became insane—“softening of the brain,” they called it), but he includes an important clue: Pastor Karl Ludwig Nietzsche was grieved “beyond all measure” by the Revolution of 1848 and died the following year at the age of thirty-six. “My father, born in 1813, died in 1849. Before he accepted the pastor’s position in the parish of Röcken, not far from Lützen, he lived for a few years in the castle of Altenburg and taught the four princesses there.” In his important study, Nietzsche: “The Last Antipolitical German, ” Peter Bergmann comments on this incident: “The great event in Ludwig’s life was his meeting with Friedrich Wilhelm IV at the Thuringian court of Altenburg where Ludwig was tutoring the three princesses. Impressed by the young pastor, the king subsequently interceded on Ludwig’s behalf, granting him a rural pastorate in the Saale River valley. From that point onward the family cherished the belief that Ludwig had an important career ahead of him and that eventually he might even become the court preacher in Berlin.” Perhaps the family’s hopes for Ludwig explain in part Nietzsche’s antipathy to Stöcker, the man who held the Berlin post in his time. In any case, Ludwig Nietzsche never became Hofprediger. The king that he revered compromised his dignity (thought the patriotic pastor) in the turbulent events of 1848. Nietzsche describes this as follows: “He was full of deep reverence for the Prussian king Frederick William IV, from whom he had also received his pastoral position; the events of 1848 grieved him beyond all measure.” As if to explain the importance of the King to his father—the actual consequences of which he does not describe—he adds the following: “I myself, born on the birthday of the above named king, on the fifteenth of October, received, as fitting, the Hohenzollern name Friedrich Wilhelm.” Even though his obsession with Wilhelm II was only a single piece of the puzzle that is Nietzsche’s Zusammenbruch, his pedigree suggests that he was born to undergo such an obsession. Not only was Friedrich Wilhelm Nietzsche a German—“I am perhaps more German than present-day Germans, mere citizens of the German Reich, could possibly be”—he was a Prussian and the son of a Prussian arch-patriot. Nietzsche called himself “the last anti-political German” in Ecce Homo. But as Bergmann has shown, this hardly meant that he was apolitical or as indifferent to politics as he often presented himself—and as others have presented him. The records of the Jena clinic that he entered on January 18, 1889 (the an-niversary of the founding of the Second Reich), show that on February 23 he made the enigmatic remark: “I was Friedrich Wilhelm IV the last time.” A clinical note made on March 10 records the fact that the patient sometimes called himself the Kaiser.62
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  Three Court Preachers.— Nietzsche doesn’t mention his father in his published writings until the end, in Ecce Homo. In the second version of the autobiography’s “Why I am so Wise” chapter, he demonstrates at once filial piety and an apparent softening of his attitude towards those who followed his father’s calling—the type he had called “the most dangerous kind of parasite, the real poison spider of life” just a few weeks before in The Antichrist (see §59). “I consider it a great advantage to have had such a father: the peasants, before whom preached—for he was, after having lived for several years at Castle Altenburg, in his last years a preacher—they used to say: ‘This must be how an angel would look!’” But there is an earlier passage (1886)—in the crucial “We who are homeless” section of The Gay Science (see §35)—that suggests not only a respect for his father’s profession but a sense of continuity with it. At the end of that section, he has rejecting nationalism for the sake of “good Europeanism.” He writes (see section §36): “We are, in one word—and let this be our word of honor—good Europeans, the heirs of Europe, the rich, oversupplied, but also overly obligated heirs of thousands of years of European spirit.” He then adds some remarks about Christianity: “As such, we have also outgrown Christianity and are averse to it—precisely because we have grown out of it, because our ancestors were Christians who in their Christianity were uncompromisingly upright: for their faith they willingly sacrificed possessions and position, blood and fatherland.” We are the “obligated heirs” of such “upright” Christians, Nietzsche says. The “homeless ones” of today must demonstrate the same commitment to their cause that our fathers did to theirs; they too were willing to become homeless for the sake of their cause—misguided though that cause undoubtedly was. But that is not his point today: “For their faith they willingly sacrificed possessions and position, blood and fatherland. We—” (here he turns to directly address his congregation), “We—do the same.” Stunned silence from the atheistic free spirits! “For what?” The preacher creates another pregnant pause with a rhetorical question, then another, and another! “For our unbelief? For every kind of unbelief?” Perhaps the nihilists think this. But Nietzsche is not simply destroying the old faith, he is preaching a new one. He is his father’s heir as well as Stöcker’s rival; by the end, he will seem to be awaiting the call to preach this new faith in Berlin. “No, you know better than that, friends! The hidden Yes in you is stronger than all Nos and Maybes that afflict you and your age like a disease; and when you embark on the sea, you emigrants, you, too, are compelled to this by—a faith!” The nautical metaphor with which he concludes his sermon is prophetic: the Kaiser’s dreams of an overseas colonial empire made possible by a powerful German navy will constitute precisely the “new course” (Neue Kurs) he charts for the homeland after “dropping the pilot.”63


  §64


  On his own.—One man who could easily understand Nietzsche’s three Kaisers (see §60) was Bismarck. He too had feared the influence of Stöcker, he too hoped that he could render the young Kaiser docile to his instruction, and he too ended up enraged with him. Wilhelm recorded the fact that he thought Bismarck was going to throw an inkwell at him in their last conversation. There is another notable similarity between Nietzsche and Bismarck: both spent the last years of their lives unable to continue the work that had made them famous. Their periods of inactivity were likewise long and lonely: Nietzsche’s from 1889 to 1900 and Bismarck’s from 1890 to 1898. To the extent that Nietzsche’s obsession with the Kaiser contributed to his Zusammenbruch, there is some poetic truth in the view that the Kaiser had dismissed both of them and condemned them to an exile tantamount to a “speechless death.” Clearly it was not these similarities that led Adolf Silberstein to call Nietzsche “the literary double of the great Chancellor” in 1894 (see §38). By the end, Nietzsche is as distant from Bismarck as he has ever been. Curiously enough, he did write a letter to the Chancellor (it appears that he never actually sent it) in early December 1888: “To the greatest statesman of our time I do the honor, through the overabundance of it to be found in this, the first copy of Ecce Homo, to bring to his attention my hostility. I include a second copy: that this same is to be put in the hands of the young German Kaiser would be the only request that I have ever been inclined to make of Prince Bismarck.” He signed this letter “The Antichrist.” Unlike Wagner, who had sought Bismarck’s support, Nietzsche is proud of his independence from “the greatest statesman of our time.” It is noteworthy that his Zusammenbruch only comes in the next month; January 3, 1889, is the officially recognized date. On that very day he wrote a letter to Meta von Salis that shows the Chancellor was on his mind to the end: “The world is transfigured, for God is on the earth. See you not how all the heavens rejoice? I have taken possession of my Reich, I am throwing the Pope in prison and having Wilhelm, Bismarck and Stöcker all shot. [signed] The Crucified.” Poor Nietzsche! Correct about so much, gifted with so many accurate visions of the future, he is perfectly deluded about these three. He sees them as one, as a team working in tandem. Bismarck is merely the tool of whichever Hohenzollern holds the throne, while behind it stands the anti-Semitic Christian spider. How far was this vision from the truth! Bismarck and Wilhelm are already engaged in a behind-the-scenes power struggle; the fall of Stöcker later in 1889 will be one of the battles that the Chancellor won. But when it becomes crystal clear to “the young German Kaiser” that Bismarck is by no stretch of the imagination—even if his duty demands it—“the tool of the house of Hohenzollern,” the Chancellor will lose the war. By March 18, 1890, both Stöcker and Bismarck will have effectively been shot. But so will Nietzsche have been—and by a self-inflicted wound. That will leave only the Kaiser at the helm with nothing but his divine destiny to guide him on his voyage over the stormy seas.64


  Footnote


  * Legend had it that Frederick Barbarossa, the great Kaiser of the First Reich, was still alive through all the years of German disunity and degradation. He was sleeping under the mountain called the Kyffhäuser and would one day awake and lead the Germans to greatness again.
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  Nietzsche and Aristotle.—Nietzsche is not the only philosopher who attacks Plato’s distinction between Being and Becoming only to reintroduce a similar dualism in disguise: the first to do so was Aristotle and he in fact employs several such pairs. Among these might be mentioned the distinction between the sublunary world with its impermanent compounds of four perishable elements and a heavenly realm where immortal bodies composed of a fifth element (of which no earthly evidence exists) travel in their eternal circular orbits. Closer to the heart of the Aristotelian metaphysics are his basic distinctions between form and matter and potency and act. Both of these allow Aristotle to preserve a Platonic conception of knowledge as knowledge of a form while allowing him to completely reject the view that these forms (which for Plato are the only things that really are) are separable from the sensible things of this world (the realm of Becoming) except in thought. While it is hardly surprising that Nietzsche never discusses Aristotelian cosmology, it is more noteworthy that neither in his published writings nor in his notebooks does he demonstrate any understanding of Aristotelian metaphysics. While his references to Plato demonstrate a keen interest and clear understanding (as well as a total rejection of Platonism), the overwhelming majority of his references to Aristotle are to the Poetics and those that are not are really quite superficial. Indeed it is in relation to his treatment of Aristotle that something important becomes manifest: despite becoming famous as a philosopher, Nietzsche was in fact trained not in philosophy but in philology. It almost seems a pity: both Aristotle and Nietzsche mount powerful attacks on Plato—arguably the sharpest attacks ever so mounted—but the Modern does not avail himself of any lessons drawn from the Ancient. So far from recognizing Aristotle as a fellow anti-Platonist—as a thinker very much committed, as he himself is, to banishing any beyond (any Jenseits) from philosophy—Nietzsche seems to actually confuse the Stagirite with Plato at times: “Plato and Aristotle energetically set out to create a secure realm of concepts [das Reich der Begriffe festzustellen]—it was a misunderstanding to make an anti-realm [ein Gegen-Reich], i.e., a statistic (sic) and misevaluation.” This comment is found in one of Nietzsche’s notebooks from 1884 and it constitutes a reasonably complete misunderstanding of Aristotle. Aristotle is not trying to make “a secure realm of concepts” apart from the particular substances of this world; he is selfconsciously destroying the metaphysical underpinnings of Plato’s Gegen-Reich of separable forms. The conflation of the two Greeks appears later in the same notebook when he records (announces?) simply: “Battle against Plato and Aristotle.” In fact, he is certainly more in conflict with one than the other. A striking instance of Nietzsche’s unacknowledged connection with Aristotle is on the important question of slavery. The first book of Aristotle’s Politics is the locus classicus for a defense of slavery based on the existence of what the Stagirite calls “the slave by nature.” As one of the few moderns to call for “a new kind of enslavement,” it is strange that Nietzsche gives no evidence that he was familiar with the most famous philosophical defense of the old kind.65


  §66


  The way of the slave and the way of the master.—Nietzsche’s greatest insights—certainly those that first brought him critical acclaim—are rooted in the distinction between master and slave, or better, between master morality and slave morality. His Genealogy of Morals (1887) is not only the most influential of his books in the English-speaking world, it was also this book that caught the attention of Georg Brandes, the Danish scholar and critic who began the process by which Nietzsche became internationally acclaimed and a household name in Germany. The nucleus of these ideas, however, is already present in section 260 of Beyond Good and Evil (1886), which is a far more carefully constructed and artful book from a literary standpoint: “There is master morality and slave morality—I add at once that in all high and mixed cultures attempts at mediation between the two are apparent and more frequently confusion and mutual understanding between them, indeed sometimes their harsh juxtaposition—even within the same man, within one soul.” For “Nietzsche the Educator,” these mixed types had long been (and would remain) his major pedagogical hunting grounds: they are the tragelaphants, the mixed men of modernity (see §54) whom he seeks to simplify. But it is his examination of the two moralities in their unmixed condition that perhaps best shows the greatness of “Nietzsche the Philosopher.” Aristotle never troubles himself to ask how the world looks from the perspective of the slave; his defense of slavery is written from the vantage point of a master and he intends only masters to read it. Even the criticisms of slavery (which he notices only to refute) are from a master’s perspective. But Nietzsche shows his brilliance anatomizing not only the master’s but the slave’s moral universe and then making explicit the historical process (this is the great breakthrough of the Genealogy) by which the latter evolved in opposition to the former. In Beyond Good and Evil, he only gestures toward this forthcoming insight: “It should be noted at once that in this first type of morality [i.e., master morality] the antithesis ‘good’ and ‘bad’ means the same thing as ‘noble’ and ‘despicable’—the antithesis ‘good’ and ‘ evil’ originates elsewhere.” He is not yet able (or willing) to show the reader that it originates in the spiritual revenge of the slave; it is only in the Genealogy that the golden phrase “the slave revolt in morality” will appear. But he is well on the road: “Suppose the abused, oppressed, suffering, unfree, those uncertain of themselves and weary should moralize: what would their moral evaluations have in common? Possibly a pessimistic mistrust of the entire situation of man will find expression, perhaps a condemnation of man together with his situation.” Nietzsche is, of course, a moralizer himself but only of the master morality; the pessimism of his Schopenhauer phase has now been relegated to the slaves. And where is he now? If there was ever a doubt about whether Nietzsche himself is Zarathustra’s Übermensch, it is clear that the author of this section is the noble master and not the slave. In fact, the noble man of strength whom Nietzsche describes is best understood as an author: “In the foreground stands the feeling of plenitude, of power which seeks to overflow,” he explains in the very process of a literary overflowing, “the happiness of high tension, the consciousness of a wealth which would like to give away and bestow—,” he adds while actually bestowing upon us his wisdom, simply because “—the noble human being too aids the unfortunate but not, or almost not, from pity, but more from an urge begotten by superfluity of power.” And thus he tells us that while it is almost pity that makes him write for us, it is really just the superabundance of his own strength. “The noble human being honors in himself the man of power, also the man who has power over himself, who understands how to speak and how to keep silent, who enjoys practicing severity and harshness upon himself and feels reverence for all that is severe and harsh.” Returning from the dizzying Alpine heights of Zarathustra’s sermons, Nietzsche, using his own voice once again in Beyond Good and Evil, demonstrates the harsh truth of mastery and also shows that he knows “how to speak and how to keep silent.” He knows but will not tell all that he knows; his insights will require further elucidation. But he also knows the slave and he, unlike the slave, has no need of self-deceiving palliatives: “The slave is suspicious of the virtues of the powerful: he is skeptical and mistrustful, keenly mistrustful, of everything ‘good’ that is honored among them—he would like to convince himself that happiness itself is not genuine among them.” At this stage, Nietzsche sees slave morality essentially as a world-view designed to promote self-deception: “to make easier the existence of the suffering” by embracing values that will render the sufferers capable of “enduring the burdens of existence.” Only virtues that are useful in easing these burdens are embraced by the slave: “Slave morality is essentially the morality of utility.” The religious dimension of slave morality—the brilliant diagnosis of priestly vengefulness in the Genealogy—is not yet visible because here the emphasis is much more political: “A final fundamental distinction: the longing for freedom, the instinct for the happiness and the refinements of the feeling of freedom, belong just as necessarily to slave morality and morals as the art of reverence and devotion and the enthusiasm for them are the regular symptoms of an aristocratic mode of thinking and valuating.” Utilitarianism and liberty point the same way; democracy is “the road to serfdom.”66


  §67


  A democratic age.—In the “Epilogue” to The Case of Wagner (written 1888), Nietzsche extends the distinction between master and slave moralities to a typology of historical epochs. Not surprisingly, while he suggests that the present age is sick, his medicinal rhetoric (see §56) ensures that a cure is at hand: “In its measure of strength every age also possesses a measure of what virtues are permitted and forbidden to it. Either it has the virtues of ascending life: then it will resist from the profoundest depths the virtues of declining life.” A healthy master morality can be—it has been and perhaps will be again—embodied in an age: it is the code “of ascending life, of the will to power as the principle of life.” Thus the dualism of moralities is mirrored in a dualism of ages—a Zeitdualismus: “Or the age represents declining life: then it also requires the virtues of decline, then it hates everything that justifies itself out of its own abundance, out of the overflowing riches of its strength.” In other words, such an age hates Nietzsche himself (“the noble author” of the previous section) and therefore consoles itself with the “morality of utility.” Unlike the pagan Aristotle, Nietzsche is living at a time where “master morality,” far from being a basic bedrock of political discourse, needs to be reconstructed, rescued from “the morality of Christian value concepts” and seen as a completely opposed alternative. His classicism helps him in this operation. His knowledge of the past allows him to catch sight of an entirely different morality. What he professes to seek, above all, is clarity, the honest admission that there are in fact two opposite moralities in our modern age: “But all of us have, unconsciously, involuntarily in our bodies, values, words, formulas, moralities of opposite descent—we are, physiologically considered, false.” This is the doctor’s diagnosis. Not only Wagner and the Kaiser (the patient for whom Nietzsche’s coded language is “the Christian Junker”) but the entire age is “tragelaphantine”: hence the present and timely necessity for revealing Wagner for what he is: “Biologically, modern man represents a contradiction of values; he sits between two chairs, he says Yes and No in the same breath. Is it any wonder that precisely in our times falsehood itself has become flesh and even genius? that Wagner ‘dwelled among us’?” Like “the tragelaphantine man,” this modern age must be simplified. Having first recognized the juxtaposition of opposed moralities that falsifies its values, the present age must then purge itself of the weaker and embrace the virtues of strength. And he supplies us with a “sign language” for identifying the simplified ages of the past that were based on master morality: “(‘Roman,’ ‘pagan,’ ‘classical,’ ‘Renaissance’)” are the signs he mentions. He does not mention the sign of the future: “Nietzschean.”67


  §68


  Dualisms.—There is a typology of ages implicit in a section of Twilight of the Idols (1888) found in the chapter called “Skirmishes of an Untimely Man.” Here there is nothing “tragelaphantine” about modernity: “the Renaissance appears as the last great age; and we moderns, with our anxious self-solicitude and neighbor love, with our virtues of work, modesty, legality, and scientism—accumulating, economic, machinelike—appear as a weak age.” The banner of the “untimely man” does not prevent him from making it clear that his analysis applies to contemporary Germany: “All our political theories and constitutions—and the ‘German Reich’ is by no means an exception—are consequences, necessary consequences, of decline;” he comments. His analysis of what has caused this “decline” is in part a straightforward attack on egalitarian democracy: “Our virtues are conditional on, are provoked by, our weaknesses. ‘Equality,’ as a certain factual increase in similarity, which merely finds expression in the theory of ‘equal rights,’ is an essential feature of decline.” But there is more to it than this: there is an epistemological as well as a political aspect to modern decadence. Our weak age finds it difficult to make distinctions: “the power to organize, that is, to separate, tear open clefts, subordinate and super-ordinate” is lacking, and this lack is characteristic both of modern egalitarianism and the methodology of modern sciences like sociology. It is not only in his advocacy of master morality that Nietzsche resists the decadence of modern times, his very ability to distinguish it—to “tear open clefts” between it and slave morality—is itself a triumph over the weakness of the age. And unlike its opposite—which homogenizes—master morality is based on its power to distinguish: “The cleavage between man and man, status and status, the plurality of types, the will to be oneself, to stand out—what I call the pathos of distance, that is characteristic of every strong age.” It is precisely the virtues of “Christian morality”—slave values like “pity, ‘neighbor-love,’ and the lack of self and self-assurance”—that destroy this all-important “pathos of distance.” Ultimately it will become impossible for modern man to bear the intellectual burden of “distinction” whether in conceptual terms or in the matter of social rank. “The strength to withstand tension, the width of the tensions between extremes, becomes ever smaller today; finally, the extremes themselves become blurred to the point of similarity.” First with his attack on the mixed “tragelaphantine man” and now with his insistence on the cleavage (Kluft) between master and slave moralities (and ages), the great anti-Platonist shows himself to be remarkably dualistic in his thinking.68


  §69


  Platonism for the masses.—Nietzsche’s famous formula for Christianity appears in the preface to Beyond Good and Evil (1886). It has without doubt the advantage of ridiculing Christianity—of showing that the Christian faith is only for the simple-minded herd. But it also involves Nietzsche in a difficulty. If the formula is true, it must also mean that Platonism is for the elite. If “master morality” does indeed rest on a capacity to accept the “pathos of distance” and the ability to discriminate (to “tear open clefts”) as its precondition, Platonism is, on Nietzsche’s terms, for the elite only. Platonism as elitism (and who today would deny that Plato was an elitist?) might easily be called “aristocratic radicalism”—which is exactly what Georg Brandes called Nietzsche’s philosophy when he introduced it to Germany in 1890. That the same book (Plato’s Republic) proclaims the need for the leadership of the philosophical elite and also presents radical ideas about, for example, communism and women shows how apt Brandes’s label would be. Moreover, Plato’s elitism would be firmly rooted in his metaphysics: only the few are able to contemplate Being and to rise above the flux of Becoming—only the philosophers can free their souls from their bodies and feel at home in the realm of the intelligibles. Although denying the separability of either soul or Being (the intelligible realm of the forms), Aristotle—the great ancient anti-Platonist—can still use modified Platonic dualisms when he needs to do so: “for in all things which form a composite whole and which are made up of parts, whether continuous or discrete, a distinction between the ruling and the subject comes to light.” Here in the Politics (Book I, chapter 5), Aristotle is careful to write “whether continuous or discrete” because for him, but not for Plato, the soul is by no means discrete, i.e., there is no cleavage between soul and body. But there are still distinctions to be made and Aristotle knows well how to use them: “Such a duality exists in living creatures, but not in them only; it originates in the constitution of the universe; even in things which have no life there is a ruling principle, as in a musical mode. But we are wandering from the subject.” The subject is, of course, his defense of slavery on the grounds that there is a “slave by nature”; Aristotle is anchoring his views about masters and slaves in his cosmology, his psychology, and ultimately (although he does not make this point explicitly) in his metaphysics. In what principles is Nietzsche’s distinction between master and slave anchored? Or could it be that this is his primordial principle on which all others depend?69


  §70


  Christianity and politics.—Nietzsche emphasizes his political objections to Christianity. Concluding what he calls his “eternal indictment of Christianity” in the last section of The Antichrist (written in late 1888), he condemns it for the democratic egalitarianism that springs from its teachings. “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.” Christianity is decadence, Christianity is dynamite. Earlier in the book, he shows that this “high explosive” destroyed the greatness of what was truly “Roman” (certainly not the Roman Catholic Church), a name that is part of Nietzsche’s “sign language” for ascending ages of master morality (see §67). Thanks to the French Revolution and the spread of “modern ideas,” the same slave morality that destroyed the Roman Empire—under the influence of the Hindu caste system he now calls the slaves themselves “chandala”—are triumphant: “At the very time when the sick, corrupted chandala strata in the whole imperium adopted Christianity, the opposite type, nobility, was present in its most beautiful and most mature form. The great number became master; the democratism of the Christian instincts triumphed.” Without explaining exactly how it could be possible for the strong (the nobility is at “its most beautiful and most mature”) to be overcome by those who were in all reality weak, Nietzsche leaves no doubt that he deplores the process by which the slaves have become masters. He suggests that it is simply the force of the majority. Utilitarianism, democracy, and egalitarianism are simply politicized Christianity.70


  §71


  The socialist herd on the move.—Nietzsche defends his use of certain aristocratic valuations that are objectionable to democratic sensibilities in Beyond Good and Evil (1886): “We know well enough how offensive it sounds when someone says plainly and without metaphor that man is an animal; but it must be reckoned almost a crime in us that precisely in regard to men of ‘modern ideas’ we constantly employ the terms ‘herd,’ ‘herd instinct,’ and the like.” Like a modern day Luther (or rather an anti-Luther—he claims Luther destroyed the Renaissance and revived a dying Church) he responds: “But what of that! we can do no other: for it is precisely here that our new insight lies.” He already knows that “the democratic movement inherits the Christian” and he pushes the attack beyond the French Revolution to the anarchists of modern Europe. If Christianity is responsible for democracy, democrats are responsible for anarchists. He writes: “the anarchist dogs which now rove the streets of European culture: apparently the reverse of the placidly industrious democrats and revolutionary ideologists, and even more so of the stupid philosophasters and brotherhood fanatics who call themselves socialists and want a ‘free society,’ they are in fact at one with them all in their total and instinctive hostility towards every form of society other than that of the autonomous herd.” This herd will brook no master (“ni dieu ni maître says a socialist formula”), but even in its atheism socialism embodies slave morality and the herd instinct inherited from Christianity. Socialists have no patience for the “pathos of distance”; they are the greatest threat to Nietzsche’s master morality. And thanks to the democratic machinery of the Reich—the incomparable folly of universal suffrage—they are on the march. Although less than 10 percent of the electorate while Nietzsche was writing these words, Socialists will constitute almost 20 percent in 1890. The fall of Bismarck (and the end of official anti-socialism) will cause their numbers to mount higher still: they will be just under 30 percent in 1914, the largest political party in the Reich.71


  §72


  The birth of mediocrity.—“The demagogic character and the intention to appeal to the masses is at present common to all political parties: on account of this intention they are all compelled to transform their principles into great al fresco stupidities and thus to paint them on the wall.” This is the first sentence of the first section in the first chapter that Nietzsche devoted explicitly to politics. It is from “A Glance at the State,” the eighth chapter of Human, All Too Human (1878). In the aftermath of World War I, it has generally been the autocratic rather than the democratic aspect of the Second Reich that has received emphasis; Nietzsche offers a contemporary corrective. In this section (“Permission to speak! ” he calls it), he presents himself as powerless before the masses and their democratic excesses: “This is no longer alterable, indeed it would be pointless to raise so much as a finger against it; for in this domain there apply the words of Voltaire: quand la populace se mêle de raisoner, tout est perdu.” The fact that this quotation (“when the mob joins in and adds its voice, all is lost”) is from the pre-revolutionary Voltaire is significant: Human, All Too Human is dedicated to his memory (see §40). In this section, Nietzsche presents himself as the outsider who, despite the deafening buzzing of countless insects, seeks to make himself heard and thereto both requests and demands: “Permission to speak!” But he pretends that he doesn’t have all that much interest in speaking out after all—he is merely taking “a glance at the state,” after all. “For a few must first of all be allowed, now more than ever, to refrain from politics and to step a little aside: they too are prompted to this by pleasure in self-determination; and there may also be a degree of pride attached to staying silent when too many, or even just many, are speaking.” Not yet prepared to unveil himself (are we to think that incipient madness will remove his inhibitions?) as the noble expositor of a master morality (see §66), he is still well along on that road. Reveling in the “pathos of distance,” proud of his “self-determination,” invoking the contemptuous words of the last century’s great wit (and a Frenchman at that!), the untimely one tells us that he is inclined to keep silent about contemporary politics. In saying this he has all the credibility of that prophet from Crete mentioned by St. Paul who told him that all Cretans were liars.72


  §73


  Advice to the master class.—Although Nietzsche never read Karl Marx, there are some interesting parallels. For example, they both savagely attacked Eugen Dühring. It is said that “the enemy of my enemy is my friend.” This does not seem to be the case with Marx and Nietzsche: a shared enmity never created a community. Marxists have presented Nietzsche as a defender of the bourgeois order and the latter’s attacks on socialism indicate that he would have found something to dislike in Marx had he taken the time to know him. But both seem to have shared an inability to make themselves accessible to their chosen audience. How many proletarians would be able to plow through the first volume of Capital? And how many entrepreneurs could stomach Nietzsche’s radical rantings on so many unrelated subjects, for all his attacks on their common socialist enemy and “anarchist dogs” (see section §71)? In a section of The Gay Science called “On the lack of noble manners,” Nietzsche is clearly offering advice to factory owners in order to help them fend off something similar to a Marxist view of the class struggle. “What the workers see in the employer is usually only a cunning, bloodsucking dog of a man who speculates on all misery; and the employer’s name, shape, manner, and reputation are a matter of complete indifference to them.” Nietzsche, of course, is writing this without any sympathy whatsoever to the socialist herd; he is simply advising the masters to cultivate better public relations: “The manufacturers and entrepreneurs of business probably have been too deficient so far in those forms and signs of a higher race that alone make a person interesting.” In short, the image of employer as “a cunning, bloodsucking dog” needs to be replaced with another more attractive one if socialism is to be defeated. And what is the doctor’s prescription for the titans of business? “If the nobility of birth showed in their eyes and gestures, there might not be any socialism of the masses. For at bottom the masses are willing to submit to slavery of any kind, if only the higher-ups constantly legitimize themselves as higher, as born to command—by having noble manners.” Nietzsche seems to have had a high regard for the social conventions of the nobility and the effects they could inspire in the common clay.73


  §74


  The aristocratic alternative.—Considering how verbally ruthless Nietzsche will be when talking about “the herd” (see §71), it is almost poignant to read his tender description of the aristocracy in section 201 of Daybreak (1881). Is it possible to imagine the former professor Nietzsche, now pensioned and certainly impecunious, having splurged on a first-class railway ticket, gazing admiringly through his spectacles at some elegant aristocrat who has temporarily condescended to share a compartment with him? Can we imagine the brilliant and vituperative philosopher rendered awkward and awed by the carriage and noble deportment of his fellow passenger? “The demeanor adopted by the nobility is an expression of the fact that the consciousness of power is constantly playing its charming game in their limbs. A person of aristocratic habits, man or woman, does not like to fall into a chair as if utterly exhausted; where everybody else makes himself comfortable, when travelling on the railway, for example, he avoids leaning against his back; he seems not to get tired if he stands for hours on his feet at court; he orders his house, not with a view to comfort, but in a spacious and dignified manner, as though it were the home of grander (and taller) beings; he responds to a provocation with restraint and a clear head, not as though horrified, crushed, mortified, breathless, in the manner of the plebian.” It is probably a mistake to underestimate the allure of the nobility and the refinements of its lifestyle in nineteenth-century Europe; it should not be forgotten that even Karl Marx wore a starched collar, cufflinks, and a hat to tip at passers-by on his way to the British Museum where he was unobtrusively meditating the destruction of the bourgeoisie. The section called “Future of the aristocracy” is so unabashed in its adulation of the nobility that it makes almost painful reading; perhaps that is part of the reason why Walter Kaufmann, Nietzsche’s great apologist, chose not to translate Morgenröte. “Just as he,” continues the self-styled “Polish nobleman” referring here to the noble type, “knows how to present the appearance of being at all times in possession of high physical strength, so, through maintaining a constant cheerfulness and civility even in painful situations, he also wants to preserve the impression that his soul and spirit are equal to every danger and every surprise.” A critic could almost be tempted to derive a “genealogy of Übermenschen” from Nietzsche’s admiration for the highborn cosmopolitans who shared his taste—his excellent taste—for Alpine summers and winters on the French and Italian Riviera! But what else are we to make of this attribution of “constant cheerfulness” and “high physical strength” even in the midst of “every danger”? Mercifully, he next sweeps back in historical time and therefore breaks the depressing sense that he has been talking about the actual aristocrats of his day: “In regard to the passions, an aristocratic culture can resemble either a rider who takes delight in making a passionate proud animal move to the Spanish step—picture the age of Louis XIV—or a rider who feels his horse shoot along under him like a force of nature, horse and rider both on the verge of losing their heads but in enjoyment of the delight of keeping one’s head at precisely this point.” The virtues that Nietzsche admires are undoubtedly those of the Renaissance and of classical antiquity. Like Voltaire, he seems to admire the Age of Louis XIV. But he also seems peculiarly susceptible to seeing those virtues where none of his admirers would wish him to see them. The subject of the section is, after all, explicitly not the past of the aristocracy but its future—indeed it is its railway-riding present. He continues: “in both cases the aristocratic culture breathes power, and if its customs very often demand merely the semblance of the feeling of power, the impression this game produces on the non-aristocratic, and the spectacle of this impression, nonetheless constantly enhance the actual feeling of superiority.” Is Nietzsche speaking here as the non-aristocrat who refuses to be taken in by the “semblance” of aristocratic power and thus recognizes that it is only a question of knowing “how to present the appearance of being at all times in possession of high physical strength” (italics mine)? Or is he enlightening us about actions—even poses perhaps—that he knows from his own aristocratic experience? The second alternative cannot be easily dismissed. But neither alternative captures the probable truth: he’s simply not quite sure himself. On the other hand, his equestrian metaphor leaves no doubt whatsoever that he understands how to ride both in the literal and metaphorical senses. Perhaps he is practicing the mot juste of his contemporary, Oscar Wilde (they both died in 1900): “Don’t speak slightingly of society, Algernon. Only people who can’t get into it do that.” But his highest praise for the nobility—and the key to their future—is that they now have the opportunity to join the ranks of the free spirits: “The incontestable advantage possessed by this culture of the nobility on the basis of this feeling of superiority is now beginning to reveal itself on an even higher level: thanks to the work of our free spirits, it is now no longer reprehensible for those born and raised in the aristocracy to enter the orders of knowledge and there to obtain more intellectual ordinations, learn higher knightly duties, than any heretofore, and to raise their eyes to the ideal of victorious wisdom which no previous age has been free to erect for itself with so good a conscience as the age about to arrive.” There is nothing here about the past; Nietzsche is describing the present. And what is he really saying? The unique opportunity offered to today’s aristocrats is: to read his books. Free spirits (of whom he is the chief!) are now, for the first time, promulgating a way of life based on “victorious wisdom.” Who but those with an inborn sense of self-respect and self-reliance can possibly accompany Nietzsche on his Alpine excursions of the spirit where there will be no truckling to the herd, no will to mediocrity? “And finally: with what is the aristocracy henceforth to occupy itself, now it is becoming daily more apparent that it will be indecent to engage in politics?—” Perhaps this observation explains Nietzsche’s own professed lack of regard for politics. There is, after all, something so low about political electioneering and something so slavish about keeping up with the daily papers. Is he simply assimilating the values of those he would teach? Perhaps this section even sheds light on his homelessness, on why he pretends not to be German. After all, he can only be a nobleman as a Pole.74


  §75


  The fallen rider.—Whether reining in the passions or giving these powerful forces their head, Nietzsche describes “aristocratic culture” in an equestrian metaphor. Need we be surprised to learn that he prided himself on his own horsemanship? “I have already noticed that both Captain and artillery man wish me well; I, for my part, perform my duties with eagerness and befitting interest. Should one not be proud of the fact that one is the best rider among thirty recruits?” This is Nietzsche the soldier writing in October 1867; he was twenty-three. This is the stage of his life when he can sign himself proudly as “Friedrich Nietzsche. Artilleryman of the 21st battalion of the mounted detail of the Fourth Field Artillery Regiment.” He had actually tried to join an elite Guards Regiment in Berlin but had to settle for the local Naumburg unit when he was rejected. In February 1868 he announces that he plans to become an officer and is reading Bismarck: “I read his speeches as if I was drinking strong wine; I savor them so as not to drink too quickly and so that I can prolong the pleasure.” But in March, he has a serious fall while riding; the resulting injuries end his active military service. When the Franco-Prussian War breaks out, he will serve his country as a medical orderly and not as an Officer and a Gentleman.75


  §76


  Noble in his own right.—Nobody would claim that Nietzsche’s actual standard of nobility is simply a matter of ancestry or inclusion in some social register; in The Gay Science (1882), he grapples with the issue. The section begins “The ultimate noble-mindedness.—What makes a person ‘noble’?” The portrait that emerges in it is hardly that of the Polish nobleman “Niëzky”; it is, however, already familiar as the noble author of Beyond Good and Evil (see §66). “It involves the use of a rare and singular standard and almost a madness: the feeling of heat in things that feel cold to everybody else; the discovery of values for which no scales have been invented yet; offering sacrifices on altars that are dedicated to an unknown god; a courage without any desire for honors; a self-sufficiency that overflows and gives to men and things.” That the philosopher who carried out the “revaluation of all values” ultimately succumbed to madness would, by the standards of this section, only enhance Nietzsche’s claim to noble-mindedness. But even without that denouement, there is no doubt that Nietzsche thinks the “self-sufficiency that overflows” in all his presently uncelebrated books is more than enough to qualify him for the distinction.76


  §77


  Noble lovers. —Both Oscar Wilde and Nietzsche seem to have had a weakness for the aristocracy even though neither probably ever met anyone (especially not an actual nobleman!) whom they would consider in the least degree superior to themselves. For Wilde, it was his headstrong lover, Lord Alfred Douglas, who revealed his predilection for blue blood. By playing mentor to this young aristocrat, all sense of inferiority could be pushed aside while basking in the intimacy of the nobly born. Under the tutelage of Oscar Wilde, the Marquess of Queensbury’s son could learn to fight new battles from a more skilled boxer—of the spirit—who combines the agility of a butterfly with the sting of a bee. And how much more warlike—how much more in need of soldiers, especially noble ones—is Friedrich Wilhelm Nietzsche! His most promising recruit was Baron Heinrich von Stein: “The experience of the summer was the visit of Baron Stein’s (he came directly from Germany for three days to Sils [Nietzsche’s summer getaway in the Swiss Alps] and traveled immediately back to his father—a style which places an accent on the importance he attached to the visit).” Not only does Nietzsche feel honored by the young aristocratic admirer (von Stein had been impressed by Daybreak and The Gay Science), but he sees it as an important confirmation: “Finally, finally a new human being who is devoted to me and feels an instinctive awe for me!” He is writing to his friend Franz Overbeck on September 14, 1884; his letters at this time are full of von Stein. “In his presence I experienced straightway the most pressing feeling, which is to say that it belongs to the most practical mission of my life-work, if I could only come to possess enough young people of such distinguished quality.” Two weeks earlier, immediately after the Baron’s departure, Nietzsche sounds far less practical in describing the visit to another aristocrat (Malwida von Meysenbug): “Stein was here for three days: he is a man after my heart! He has promised me spontaneously that as soon as he is free, i.e., as soon as his father dies (for whose sake he is detained in the north) he will relocate with me in Nice.” For those who feel inclined to explore the question of Nietzsche’s possible homosexuality (earlier explorers have included both Freud and Jung), a case could be made for an intimate (although abortive) relationship with Heinrich von Stein. In addition to the inconclusive picture offered by letters, it would be interesting to examine the final sections of the last chapter (“What is Noble?”) in Beyond Good and Evil (written in 1885-1886) in the light of this hypothesis. There is no doubt that this chapter veers from a political road and becomes both personal and selfconsciously enigmatic. In addition to a series of sections that conjure up the lonely feeling of “love’s labor’s lost” (including a passage that would remind any Oscar Wilde admirer of “Bosie”) there is the fact that the epilogue, the epode “From High Mountains,” was first written by Nietzsche in a letter to von Stein at the end of November 1884. But then it was entitled “A Hermit’s Yearning.” Nietzsche’s editor, Giorgio Colli, mentions the fact that during his incapacitation (at home with mother and not in the asylum of legend), “the only evidence of a written note by Nietzsche was an attempt, with uncontrolled hand, to write the first verse of the poem ‘From High Mountains’ with which Beyond Good and Evil ends, in a small notebook.”77
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  A case of mistaken identity. —There is a singularly revealing passage in Ecce Homo (written late 1888). He is discussing his attitude toward book reviews. Naturally he professes no interest in what the critics have to say: “My friends and my publishers know this and do not speak to me about such things.” But he apparently can’t resist giving a single example of a review he did read. He seems to suppose that we will take him at his word that it is the only one he has read! “In one particular case I once did get to see all the sins that had been committed against one of my books—it was Beyond Good and Evil—and I could make a pretty report about that.” And “a pretty report” is what he provides: “Would you believe it?” (He actually introduces his report with this incredulous question; it is almost as if he wants us to recognize a case where “the lady doth protest too much”). “Would you believe it? The Nationalzeitung—a Prussian newspaper, as I might explain for the benefit of my foreign readers—I myself read, if I may say so, only the Journal des Débats—actually managed to understand the book as a ‘sign of the times,’ as the real and genuine Junker philosophy for which the Kreuzzeitung merely lacked the courage.” Imagine that! What unmitigated gall to see any book of “the untimely one” as a mere “sign of the times”! He seems to take even that as an insult and misunderstanding. Not only could no book of his be timely, but it is even worse to see the book espoused in a German—let alone a Prussian—publication: the “good European” is careful to inform us that he reads only a French paper. Adolescent self-aggrandizement aside, Nietzsche’s real objection is: the editors of the Kreuzzeitung are to the right of Bismarck and sympathetic to the likes of the Hofprediger Adolf Stöcker—what has he in common with such Christian, anti-Semitic, nationalistic, aristocratic canaille? The answer would seem to be: “more than he realizes.” To be sure, he is no Christian. But what powerful elite really is? Anyone can profess to be Christian. Some of these—perhaps even most of them—may actually believe that they are. Nietzsche doesn’t seem to realize how correct his portrait of “the mixed man of modernity” really is. The reviewer of the Liberal Nationalzeitung is not, first and foremost, making a point about Nietzsche, he is revealing that the right-wing Kreuzzeitung lacks the courage to say what it really thinks. If Nietzsche could leave himself out of the question for a moment, he would probably agree. How could “the real and genuine Junker philosophy” not be far more self-seeking than it appears? Along with everything else in this decadent age, it is afflicted with what Nietzsche has diagnosed as “tragelaphantine” falsity. Nationalism, the new Darwinian vision, the rise of socialism, the sober, ceaseless accumulation of wealth by the bourgeoisie, none of these can co-exist with Christ on terms of perfect and transparent intimacy. Nietzsche is perfectly correct in his view that Christianity in late nineteenth-century Europe had become little more than a rhetorical veneer used to deny the reality of the will to power on the part of those who actually hold it. His subsequent and enduring fame will prove just how thin this veneer actually was. Of course he’s not the only one to call for stripping it away. This is precisely why the proletariat needs to be exhorted to abandon Christianity (“the opiate of the masses”) as an inevitable concomitant of its will to power; Marx is no more Christian than Friedrich Nietzsche. Nor is he less committed to building within the masses the will to power: “you have nothing to lose but your chains, you have a world to win!” But Marx does this for the herd. Nietzsche does not.78


  §79


  Junkerphilosophie.—It was Thucydides who penned the words “Justice in this world exists only between equals; the strong do what they can, the weak suffer what they must.” He placed this sentence in the mouths of the Athenian ambassadors who were sent to negotiate the capitulation of Melos in 416 B.C. When persuasion failed, the Athenians successfully applied force: all the men on the island were then put to death and the women and children sold into slavery. Without the chilling context, Nietzsche restates the message in the “What is Noble?” chapter of Beyond Good and Evil: “To refrain from mutual injury, mutual violence, mutual exploitation, to equate one’s will with another: this may in a certain sense become good manners between individuals if the conditions for it are present (namely if their strength and value systems are in fact similar and they both belong to one body).” By 1886, Nietzsche has moved beyond the idealized portrait of aristocratic “good manners” he presented in Daybreak (see §73). It is only among equals (not merely as measured by strength but in shared value judgments) that self-restraint need prevent our exploiting one another, and, even in that case, only among members of the same tribe, nation, group, or even caste. “As soon as there is a desire to take this principle further, however, and if possible even as the fundamental principle of society, it at once reveals itself for what it is: as the will to the denial of life, as the principle of dissolution and decay.” Nietzsche will introduce the phrase “slave morality” in the very next section of this chapter (see §66); here he shows that an attempt to ground politics in some flabby utilitarianism or even in a Hobbesian social contract is decadence. For the strong to give up their right to exploit the weak in the name of public order or the greatest public good is a denial of “the will to life.” It is suicide. “One has to think this matter thoroughly through to the bottom and resist all sentimental weakness.” Such is Nietzsche’s advance warning to prepare the reader (and who is that reader?) for the doctrine he is about to enunciate: “life itself is essentially appropriation, injury, overpowering of the strange and weaker, suppression, severity, imposition of one’s own forms, incorporation and, at the least and mildest, exploitation—but why should one always have to employ precisely those words which have from old been stamped with a slanderous intention?” It is the weak-hearted, the sentimental, who have given the words of this catalog an ugly sound. It is not for nothing that a Liberal newspaper made the claim that Nietzsche was endorsing what the Junkers didn’t have the heart to say aloud. Even by this point, this section of Beyond Good and Evil has revealed a plausible basis for that the critic’s claim. But Nietzsche makes it even more applicable in what follows: “Even that body within which, as was previously assumed, individuals treat one another as equals—this happens in every healthy aristocracy—must, if it is a living and not a decaying body, itself do all that to other bodies which the individuals within it refrain from doing to one another.” It now becomes clear that Nietzsche is not simply speaking of fundamental political principles in the abstract but that he is addressing the aristocracy specifically. The very fact that the aristocracy lives by a self-restrained code of honor within itself is all the more reason why it should ruthlessly exploit everybody else. He continues, now as the teacher introducing his lesson to the master class: “it will have to be the will to power incarnate, it will want to grow, expand, draw to itself, gain ascendancy—not out of any morality or immorality, but because it lives, and because life is will to power.” Here is Nietzsche’s great idea—the will to power—introduced in a highly political setting. The herd has been told by Karl Marx that it has a world to win; here it is the masters who are told that if they do not strive for new worlds, they will lose the one they already have. The will to power is the law of life; most certainly it is the law of your life. You, he tells his apparently reluctant expropriators, you must not be bedeviled by meaningless questions of “morality or immorality”; after all, you moved into a bright Alpine region “beyond good and evil” simply by reading this book. Conquer your reluctance and the world is yours! “On no point, however, is the common European consciousness more reluctant to learn than it is here; everywhere one enthuses, even under scientific disguises, about coming states of society in which there will be ‘no more exploitation’—that sounds to my ears like promising a life in which there will be no organic functions. ‘Exploitation’ does not pertain to a corrupt or imperfect or primitive society: it pertains to the essence of the living thing as a fundamental organic function, it is a consequence of the intrinsic will to power which is precisely the will to life.—Granted this is a novelty as a theory—as a reality it is the primordial fact of all history: let us be at least that honest with ourselves!—” Nietzsche has posed his challenge. We need to be more honest with ourselves than he was if we fail to see to whom this challenge is addressed.79


  §80


  Adelskrieg.—As early as The Birth of Tragedy (1872), Nietzsche was anticipating a class war in which his sympathies would not be with the masses (see §5). His need for warriors to fight a coming life-and-death struggle was to remain a theme throughout his productive years and is powerfully expressed in Twilight of the Idols (see §18), a book that he actually describes in the 1888 preface as “a great declaration of war.” To the very end he is declaring war: the last time against the House of Hohenzollern (see §61). But the changing shape of the enemy should not obscure the essential continuity of membership in what Nietzsche called his “party of life” (see §17): it is to be a “new aristocracy.” In an 1886-1887 note later published in The Will to Power (1901), Nietzsche writes: “Physiological purification and strengthening. The new aristocracy has need of an opposite against which it struggles: preservation must be a dreadfully earnest matter.” The elite must be mobilized and put on a war footing. To accomplish this, they must be persuaded that the stakes are high. This, of course, is Nietzsche’s specialty (see §56) and he presents his challenge in the form of a stark set of alternatives. “The two futures of mankind: (1) consistent growth of mediocrity; (2) conscious distinction, self-shaping.” Once again, the dichotomy between the mediocre herd and the elite is seen to reside precisely in the elite’s continued ability to formulate precisely this dichotomy (see §68). It is almost as if this is for Nietzsche “the philosopher’s stone.” He describes the desideratum in the words that follow: “A doctrine that creates a gulf [Kluft]; it preserves the highest and the lowest kind (it destroys the mean).” This ties together a number of strands. The gulf between opposed sides not only makes the war that much more significant, but it is also a means of renewing an attack against the tragelaphantine mixed man who is Nietzsche’s bête noire. His mission is to drive a Kluft between master and slave moralities (and their various representatives and embodiments) that is so deep and profound that those in between (mediocrities in the true sense) will vanish in the resulting abyss. Those who can make this distinction consciously (“conscious distinction”) and who can shape themselves in accordance with it (“self-shaping”) constitute precisely “the new aristocracy.” While “physiological purification” will be required, the first step in this undoubtedly lengthy process is simply the realization that this process is necessary. This realization Nietzsche himself can supply in the form of “a doctrine that creates a gulf.” The radical nature of the gulf is crucial: this suggests a good reason for thinking that Georg Brandes hit upon an apt phrase when he called Nietzsche’s philosophy “aristocratic radicalism” (rather than, for example, “radical aristocratism”). The ability to introduce and embrace a sufficiently radical dualism—and place oneself firmly on the aristocratic side of the resulting Kluft—becomes the true patent of nobility. A new patent is undeniably needed. “Aristocrats so far, spiritual and temporal, prove nothing against necessity for a new aristocracy.” It is interesting that Nietzsche mentions both “spiritual” aristocrats (presumably the leaders of the medieval church) along with “Lords temporal” (like the Junkers?), as he describes the old aristocracy that he intends to replace. His new aristocracy must indeed be a spiritual elite made possible by the dualistic radicalism of their thinking. But mere thinking is not enough. Unlike a previous age’s “Lords spiritual,” Nietzsche’s new aristocrats must be prepared to fight. Inspired by the reformer’s radical ideas, the sixteenth-century German peasants initiated a Bauernkrieg (“The Peasants’ War”), which Luther himself rejected and bitterly attacked. Germany has now brought forth a great post-Christian leader (but no less spiritual for that!) who is far more consistent in his brutal attitude toward the suppression of the lower orders. He need not suppress a Bauernkrieg; he rather incites an Adelskrieg: an “Aristocrats’ War.”80
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  “I bring the war.” —These are the first chilling words that Nietzsche wrote in his very last notebook (December 1888-January 1889). “War to the Death against the House of Hohenzollern” (see §61) he will declare only in the last turbulent pages of this same notebook; he begins it more soberly and, for that very reason, more ominously. His subject is actually “High Politics” (die grosse Politik) and his comments on war indicate that he is an unconscious disciple of another great Prussian warrior. Karl von Clausewitz (1780-1831) famously claimed that war is essentially political: “a continuation of political relations, a carrying out of the same by other means.” Nietzsche agrees. The Adelskrieg will be the outgrowth of “high politics” and is intelligible only in relation to its lofty aims. Despite his gathering obscurity, he seems to have a clear view of the kind of war he is bringing. “Not between nation and nation” will this new war be (not surprisingly he expresses his contempt for “the execrable interest-politics of European dynasties” like the Hohenzollern) and not between classes, at least in the current sense of that word. “Not between classes. For we have no higher classes and therefore also no lower: what is at the top of society is physiologically condemned and moreover—which proves the point—so impoverished in its instincts, has become so uncertain, that it is the refutation of any higher kind of man.” He thus renews his earlier call (see §80) for “physiological purification and strengthening” in order to create the “new aristocracy.” But now Nietzsche is not offering merely “a doctrine that creates a gulf” but a war—as well as the grand political program (die grosse Politik) of which it is the continuation by other means: “I bring the war cutting straight through all absurd accidents of national origin, class, race, profession, education, culture: a war as between advance and decline, between the will to life and vindictiveness against life, between honest integrity and insidious falsehood.” The alternatives remain and must continue to remain as stark as possible for the Kluft-cleaver. The slave morality’s rejection of life in the name of the otherworldly—its “bad instincts towards the body”—becomes the banner of an opposing army; only a cunning practitioner of “high politics” will be able to counteract its strength or guile. The distinction between soul and body must be closed and a new gulf opened. But not a gulf between philosophy and war! Philosophical psychology underlies morality, moralities express themselves in the high play of politics, political conflict leads to war. The apparently apolitical Nietzsche can only finally understand himself as a politician and warlord. Peter Bergmann has traced Nietzsche’s use of the phrase “high politics” and shown that it changes dramatically over the course of his career. In Human, All Too Human (see §44) and Daybreak, he “stood outside the concept. He mocked the grosse Politik of the Reich in view of impending European unity.” At the very moment that Germany begins to acquire overseas colonies—the most ostentatious jewels in late nineteenth-century international relations (and this is, after all, what the words “high politics” actually meant to Nietzsche’s contemporaries)—Bergmann detects a transformation: “But during the writing of Zarathustra, Nietzsche began to internalize the concept of grosse Politik as a component of his own prophetic mission.” His internalization of an overtly and political phrase that he had earlier mocked reflects an important transition in self-perception: he is not standing outside and above the contemporary scene but has appropriated for himself its hegemonic aspirations. This ruling mission becomes increasingly real for him as he approaches the end. In his last notebook, he records his thoughts as if he were the party chairman dictating policy for a vast movement. His program calls for the creation of “a party of life, strong enough for high politics.” Because the new grosse Politik will elevate “physiology as the chief among all other questions,” a new and stronger type of human being will be prepared for “war to the death against depravity.” Not surprisingly, Nietzsche has meanwhile transformed the meaning of “depravity.” “The Christian priest is the most depraved type of human being: for he teaches the unnatural.” These priests, and all others who “see in the annihilation of life the sign of a higher kind of soul” will be the enemy. Engendered by the new party’s policies and presumably loyal only to the body rather to any kind of soul, these warriors will demonstrate “pitiless harshness against the degenerate and those parasitic on life.” With philosophy materialized in genetic physiology, Nietzsche’s high politics aims “to create a power strong enough to breed mankind at once whole and higher.” In its elevation of the soul—above all, in its pursuit of “a higher kind of soul”—a depraved priesthood has unnaturally divided humanity from itself. The new “party of life” will make mankind whole again (presumably by sweeping away all soul/body dualism) and from this wholeness something higher will emerge: an army worthy of the Adelkrieg. How many must die for life to triumph? This paradox is lost on Nietzsche: “In accord with its community for life, which it carries within itself, —it inexorably makes an end of all degenerates and parasites.” Life and death have apparently become fused in a new totality.81
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  Body and soul.— A philosophical psychology (see §81) could perhaps be extracted from the fourth of Zarathustra’s sermons to his disciples in the first book of Also Sprach Zarathustra (1883). Actually he is addressing his enemies: “I want to speak to the despisers of the body.” The life-affirming sage tells them, as it were, to drop dead. “I would not have them learn and teach differently, but merely say farewell to their own bodies—and thus become silent.” Despite the fact that he wishes them dead, he graciously allows them to state their case: a rare dialogue, albeit a brief one, is about to begin. They briefly state their dualistic doctrine: “Body am I, and soul.” But Zarathustra has another dualism in mind and will have none of the distinction between soul and body. He comments (rather generously at first), “—thus speaks the child. And why should one not speak like children? But the awakened and knowing say: body am I entirely, and nothing else; and soul is only a word for something about the body.” “Soul” is merely a word; Nietzsche the nominalist sets no store by words but only by things. When his Zarathustra must speak (and what else does he actually do?) he does not speak as a child but as the wide-awake sage. Being awake is sharply opposed to being asleep; so is childlikeness to adulthood. Both are merely metaphorical expressions (like “Zarathustra” himself and his intra-textual audience) of the gulf between Nietzsche’s “party of life” and the enemies he calls “the despisers of the body.” The fact that the body seems particularly distinct from consciousness in sleep does not trouble Zarathustra. Neither does the fact give him pause that children are far less likely than adults to believe in things for which there are only words and no bodies. Nietzsche repeatedly reveals himself to be blissfully untroubled by his ongoing game of dueling dualisms. The dualism he is gunning for is so important that dualistic means more than justify his monistic end. “The body is a great reason, a plurality with one sense, a war and a peace, a herd and a shepherd.” Pluralities become one and dualities die in the body’s great reason. But the very last dualism that Nietzsche really wants to see collapsed into a unity is that between master and slave. And the dualism of war and peace is a close (and closely related!) second: the sheep secure their paltry survival only from peace; grosse Politik demands the Adelkrieg (see §81)! The last pair brings Aristotle’s defense of “the natural slave” (see §65) to mind: “master” and “herd” are everywhere in the natural order of things beginning precisely with soul and body. Without making the soul separable á la Platon, Aristotle knows full well how to make a distinction between the two serve his (political) purposes. Nietzsche has unfortunately not paid Aristotle sufficient attention and this can be hazardous when your enemy is, as Aristotle’s most certainly was, Plato. It is all very well and good that it is Heraclitus and not Aristotle who is guiding Nietzsche the classicist here. But there is both a chronological and—a fortiori—a logical problem with this reliance. Heraclitus did not and could not refute Plato; he offers Nietzsche no guidance on how to do so. Like Aristotle, Nietzsche is a post-Platonist; no amount of philological archaeology or philosophical sympathy can make him into a pre-Socratic. Paradoxical though it may appear, Plato is better able to embrace Heracliteanism than Nietzsche is. Heraclitus’s whole monistic complex of coincidentia oppositorum (“a plurality with one sense, a war and a peace, a herd and a shepherd”) is embraced by Plato and becomes for him “Becoming.” And yes, he adds, there is something other than “Becoming,” namely “Being”; it is between these two that the son of Ariston introduces the primordial philosophical Kluft. No doubt Heraclitus would have attacked the existence of what Plato called “Being” if he had known about it. But the fact of the matter is that he did not know about it, and the metaphors he uses to inculcate his pre-Platonic anti-dualism are simply not apposite for a job they were not developed to perform—that is, to refute Platonism’s Heraclitus-sublating dualism and the Platonic plateau between Being and Becoming. Nietzsche, on the other hand, needs to do just that and he will need a new Kluft to defeat the original Kluft-cleaver. It is not just his attack on the Platonic distinction between body and soul in “On the Despisers of the Body,” Zarathustra’s emergence from the cave and his assault on the self-sufficiency of the sun (his first action and his first speech respectively) reveal that this may well be the central thing that Nietzsche is trying to do in this pivotal text.82
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  Zarathustra’s place.—Zarathustra holds a central place in the Nietzschean corpus in several ways. To begin with, Also Sprach Zarathustra is unique: it is the only work in which Nietzsche does not address the reader in his own voice. In fact, he imitates Plato (if only to destroy him) and speaks through a mouthpiece as Plato did (primarily) through Socrates. Nietzsche himself attached a special significance to Zarathustra as the autobiographical Ecce Homo makes clear—some would say all too clear. In fact, if the four Untimely Meditations are counted as one, and the books that Nietzsche later combined in the second edition of Human, All Too Human (the title work itself, Assorted Opinions and Maxims, and The Wanderer and His Shadow) are counted separately as three (and this is how they were published), then Also Sprach Zarathustra is precisely the eighth of the fifteen books he completed. And there is no necessity to embrace “aristocratic radicalism” to such an uncritical extent that the fact that Also Sprach Zarathustra has always been by far the most popular of his books should ipso facto detract from its claim to be considered his greatest. “This work stands altogether apart.”83
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  A fisher of men.— In Ecce Homo (1908), Nietzsche reviews each of his books in chronological order. By far the longest of these “book review” chapters deals with Also Sprach Zarathustra (1883-1885). Having finished his account of it, he moves on to his next book in the much shorter—but extremely important—chapter on Beyond Good and Evil (1886): “The task for the years that followed now was indicated as clearly as possible. After the Yes-saying part of my task had been solved, the turn had come for the No-saying, No-doing part: the revaluation of our values so far, the great war—conjuring up a day of decision.” The war to come is never far from Nietzsche’s thoughts. But a war requires soldiers. “This included the slow search for those related to me, those who, prompted by strength, would offer me their hands for destroying.” Perhaps it is this warlike and destructive note that made the critic from the Nationalzeitung (see §78) mistake Beyond Good and Evil for the true Junkerphilosophie (see §79). That he actively seeks recruits is beyond doubt. “From this moment forward all my writings are fish hooks: perhaps I know how to fish as well as anyone?—If nothing was caught, I am not to blame. There were no fish.” This implies that his earlier works, including the one that proved to be his most popular, were not fish-hooks. Having made it clear that he sees Zarathustra as affirmative and Beyond Good and Evil as destructive, he really seems to believe that it is only with the latter that Nietzsche begins to fish for recruits. It is odd that the master psychologist doesn’t seem to realize that you catch more human beings (to drop the rather preposterous anti-Peter pose) with a positive message than with a negative one. And this yes-no dynamic is not the only pairing that actually undermines his claim that it was only after Zarathustra that he sought proselytes for “the great war.” “The eye that had been spoiled by the tremendous need for seeing far—Zarathustra is even more farsighted than the Tsar—is here forced to focus on what lies nearest, the age, the around-us.” Are the broad vistas made possible by Alpine heights less attractive to the intrepid noble soldiers he wants to attract than a consideration of “what lies nearest”—of the here and now? It would certainly be strange if Nietzsche—the “untimely one”—really thought so. He is, after all, the same man who wrote (see §35): “We far prefer to live on mountains, apart, ‘untimely’ in past or future centuries, merely in order to keep ourselves from experiencing the silent rage to which we know we should be condemned as eyewitness of politics that are desolating the German spirit by making it vain and that is, moreover, petty politics” If Also Sprach Zarathustra did not open up an unbridgeable gulf in Nietzsche’s writings between “yes” and “no,” between distant vistas and “the around-us,” between Dionysian affirmations and recruiting for the great war (as Ecce Homo would ask us to believe), then this passage from book 5 of The Gay Science (1887) may be that bridge. The first four books of The Gay Science (1882) were written before Zarathustra, the fifth was written after. Returning from the rhetorical distance that Zarathustra’s timeless mountain had permitted him, Nietzsche must once again write about what catches his reader’s attention today, including what passes for “high politics.” He tells us that he does so to advance his own political agenda, to translate his own conception of grosse Politik into warlike action, into a war. This creates considerable problems of scale. Even the comparison in the passage just quoted from Ecce Homo between his Zarathustra and the farsighted Tsar testifies to the problems Nietzsche faced in making this reorientation. Since the fall of the Second Reich in 1918 (it survived czarism by a single year), all contact with the world in which such a comparison could enhance anyone’s estimation of Zarathustra has been completely lost. As a classicist, Nietzsche knows perfectly well how slippery the certainties of the present become over the long run. He knows that what he must work with—what his potential audience is awash with—is not grosse Politik but in fact precisely kleine Politik (the play on words translated as “petty politics” above). He can hardly bring himself to look at it. But he does look at it, at least long enough to appropriate it for his own use. “But during the writing of Zarathustra, Nietzsche began to internalize the concept of grosse Politik as a component of his own prophetic mission.” Bergmann (see §81) explains this internalization with reference to current events, specifically to Bismarck’s acquisition of overseas colonies in 1884-1885. There may be some truth to this claim. But it may also be that it was not simply “during the writing of Zarathustra” but rather because of that writing that this process took place. Perhaps Zarathustra was Nietzsche’s internalization of grosse Politik. Even Zarathustra, despite all the “untimeliness” with which his creator’s brilliant biblical phraseology and mythic mystification can cloak him, is (and always was) timely, all too timely.84


  §85


  Beyond time and space.—Explaining who Zarathustra is should clear up the question of where he belongs in both a chronological and geographical sense. To begin with, then: he unquestionably belongs to a faraway time and place. He can never be allowed to travel by railway, for instance, as Nietzsche himself did. There are mountains, forests, seas, towns, and cities. But no place is specific. No particular time period can be discerned either. Zarathustra discusses no current events, unless, that is, he discusses them in some kind of code. His name makes him an ancient Persian, a historical figure. “‘To speak the truth and to handle bow and arrow well’—that seemed both dear and difficult to the people who gave me my name—the name which is both dear and difficult to me.” His name is that of a great and primordial dualist, the founder of Zoroastrianism. “Zarathustra saw many lands and many peoples: thus he discovered the good and evil of many peoples. And Zarathustra found no greater power on earth than good and evil.” This is the opening sentence of “On the Thousand and One Goals” from the first part of Also Sprach Zarathustra (1883). It is also just about as close as “Zarathustra” comes to sounding like the religion founder Zoroaster, who taught the Persians that life is the battlefield of good and evil. Even by the end of the section, it will no longer be a question of good and evil; quotation marks will be necessary to make manifest the complete dependence of both on their all too human origin: “Zarathustra saw many lands and many peoples. No greater power did Zarathustra find on earth than the works of the lovers: ‘good’ and ‘evil’ are their names.” For Nietzsche, they are indeed mere names well deserving to be diminished with the quotation marks of “Zoroaster.” His fictional sage is different and indeed the opposite of the historical one: Zarathustra (as opposed to Zoroaster) already exists beyond good and evil. Who then is this Zarathustra? Nietzsche’s ironic name choice is explained in “Why I am a Destiny,” the last chapter in Ecce Homo: “I have not been asked, as I should have been asked, what the name of Zarathustra means in my mouth, the mouth of the first immoralist: for what constitutes the tremendous historical uniqueness of that Persian is just the opposite of this.” In other words, Zarathustra was a primordial moralist; Nietzsche is the opposite. “Zarathustra was the first to consider the fight of good and evil the very wheel in the machinery of things: the transposition of morality into the metaphysical realm, as a force, cause, and end in itself, is his work.” It is not only the machine-age metaphor that marks this sentence modern; there can also be no question of “metaphysics” for the real Zoroaster. The moral “transposition” here described is rather Platonic than Persian. But if Nietzsche is guilty of anachronism, his “Zoroaster” is guilty of two far greater errors. Not only is the bifurcation of good and evil an error, but the transposition of this false distinction into another falsehood—“the metaphysical realm”—is an even worse one. Nietzsche has nothing positive to say about “metaphysics.” But no matter how illusory “the metaphysical realm” may be, it does have one great advantage: it legitimately belongs beyond time and space. Can we say as much of Nietzsche’s Zarathustra?85
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  Zarathustra and the use of history.—In fact, Zarathustra is not really ancient at all. The old Zarathustra was a moralist of Good and Evil. Nietzsche’s “Zarathustra” knows better—he is beyond Good and Evil and realizes they are but names—because he has learned from experience. But where did he get that experience? Continuing his remarks on the name “Zarathustra” in Ecce Homo, Nietzsche writes: “Zarathustra created this most calamitous error, morality; consequently, he must also be the first to recognize it.” His logic is a bit unclear; but the sequel suggests that his point is that Zarathustra, as a Persian, values above all honesty (see §85). He will therefore come to realize the error of his ways and make it good by proclaiming the truth precisely because it is the opposite of what he had previously taught. But only with the benefit of experience—a long chain of subsequent experiences that the old Zarathustra could not have had—can he make this realization. In fact, Nietzsche’s Zarathustra is a modern, and an up-to-date modern at that: “Not only has he more experience in this matter, for a longer time, than any other thinker—after all, the whole of history is the refutation by experiment of the principle of the so-called ‘moral world order’—what is more important is that Zarathustra is more truthful than any other thinker.” Nietzsche’s Zarathustra seems as much like a nineteenth century German as an ancient Persian: he has received a thorough historical education in addition to learning “to speak the truth and pull the bow.” Here Nietzsche indicates more clearly than usual the use of history and not merely its abuse: history proves there is no moral world order. Take that, Hegel! But does this mean anything more than that history refutes the idea that good has triumphed over evil? Not even Zoroaster taught that this outcome was inevitable. Least of all did he think that this triumph could be proved by the contemplation of history. His was a call to action: the victory of Good over Evil requires work! It also requires many workers.86


  §87


  Zarathustra’s solitude.—With only his eagle and snake for company, Zarathustra lives alone on his mountain in a world where newspapers don’t even exist. Nietzsche, on the other hand, can’t even bring himself to use the singular when he writes (in “We who are homeless” from book 5 of The Gay Science): “We far prefer to live on mountains, apart, ‘untimely’ in past or future centuries” (see §37 and §84). In Zarathustra, he created the ultimate solitary: a persona who can say such a thing and apparently be believed. Zarathustra is removed from the rest of mankind in space and from modern man in time. He inhabits another world. On the other hand, he does not long remain alone on his solitary mountain. He acts; he moves. Also Sprach Zarathustra is, to be sure, more about words than deeds: it is, as far as content goes, little more than a series of spoken discourses generally concluding with the words “thus spoke Zarathustra.” But the central action of the book is that Zarathustra leaves the mountain to seek out those who will listen to these discourses. In fact, he does this repeatedly. Part 1 tells the self-contained story of Zarathustra’s first sojourn among men: he bids his disciples farewell in its last section and is discovered on his mountain again at the beginning of part 2. But he does not long remain there. The second part opens with his sudden decision to leave his mountains once again. “My enemies have grown powerful and have distorted my teaching till those dearest to me must be ashamed of the gifts I gave them. I have lost my friends; the hour has come to seek my lost ones.” Before the reader knows it, Zarathustra is once again down below among his disciples and delivering his discourses to them. Thus begins his second sojourn. A departure from the disciples also marks the end part 2, but this time Nietzsche is in no hurry to return him to his lonely mountain. Half of part 3 narrates the story of Zarathustra’s homeward journey, and he is, of course, talking—if not to his disciples then to others—all the way. This slow return offers a stark contrast with the mysteriously untold departure at the beginning of part 2 that makes this return necessary. The departure is immediate; the return seems reluctant. Having finally reached his mountain again, the second half of part 3 (which contains “On Old and New Tablets,” the longest single section in all four parts) is a series of discourses with no fictional human audience. But part 4 finds him plotting a new method of acquiring more human auditors: “With my best bait I shall today bait the queerest human fish. My happiness itself I cast out far and wide, between sunrise, noon, and sunset, to see if many human fish might not learn to wriggle and wiggle from my happiness until, biting at my sharp hidden hooks, they must come up to my height—the most colorful abysmal groundlings, to the most sarcastic of all who fish for man.” Perhaps Nietzsche had forgotten this passage by the time he wrote that it was only with Beyond Good and Evil that his books became fish-hooks (see §84). In any case, Zarathustra’s hooks prove effective; part 4 narrates the story of the very queer human fish that come to Zarathustra’s mountain and share the hospitality of his cave. But these so-called higher men are not catch enough for him: “Well then, they still sleep, these higher men, while I am awake: these are not my proper companions. It is not for them that I wait here in my mountains. I want to go to my work, to my day: but they do not understand the signs of my morning; my stride is for them no summons to awaken.” Zarathustra has work to do. “I am concerned with my work.” The book as a whole ends with Zarathustra leaving his cave for a third and final journey below. “Thus spake Zarathustra, and he left his cave, glowing and strong as a morning sun that comes out of dark mountains.”87


  §88


  Proselytizing the elite.—Despite the fact that he assumes the name of the founder of a religion, Nietzsche explicitly distances himself from any such project. “Yet for all that, there is nothing in me of the founder of a religion—religions are affairs of the rabble; I find it necessary to wash my hands after I have come into contact with religious people.” Pontius Pilate would doubtless agree. Nietzsche is summing up his life and his destiny in Ecce Homo (“Why I am a Destiny”). “—I want no ‘believers’; I think I am too malicious to believe in myself; I never speak to masses.” But Also Sprach Zarathustra provides a neat counter-point to this text. Zarathustra decides not to speak to masses but only after a failed attempt to move them. “Zarathustra’s Prologue” tells the part of Zarathustra’s first sojourn down below before he confines himself to disciples (part 1 proper). In the prologue, he still speaks to the masses. He begins: “I teach you the overman.” He tells them of the Last Man. They misunderstand him: they admire the Last Man. “Turn us into these last men!” He ends up alone with the dead body of the tightrope walker whose limelight he briefly occupied. “Verily, it is a beautiful catch of fish that Zarathustra has brought in today! Not a man has he caught but a corpse.” But from these experiences he learns a lesson: “An insight has come to me: let Zarathustra speak not to the people but to companions. Zarathustra shall not become the shepherd and dog of the herd. To lure many away from the herd, for that have I come.” It seems likely that Zarathustra’s remarks are a more honest indication of Nietzsche’s thinking about seeking believers among the masses than the picture he paints in Ecce Homo. Certainly the repetition of the “fisher of men” motif from part 1 to part 4 of Zarathustra gives the lie to the observations made there about Beyond Good and Evil (see §84). But even in the same section of Ecce Homo where he claims “there is nothing in me of the founder of a religion,” he shows that he can resemble Jesus no less than Pilate: “I am a bringer of glad tidings like no one before me; I know tasks of such elevation that any notion of them has been lacking so far; only beginning with me are there hopes again.” But there will be weeping and gnashing of teeth; like his anti-exemplar, he brings not peace but a sword: “For all that, I am necessarily also the man of calamity. For when truth enters into a fight with the lies of millennia, we shall have upheavals, a convulsion of earthquakes, a moving of mountains and valleys, the like of which has never been dreamed of.” It is well that they are precisely “the lies of millennia,” something very similar to the millennium approaches. And it sounds like a new religion; even Jesus came “not to the people but to companions.” In the end, it seems that Nietzsche really meant it as a definition when he said that “religions are affairs of the rabble”; he is not the founder of a new religion simply because he—as his honest mouthpiece Zarathustra makes explicit—will only proselytize the elite. But what shall we call a religion of the elite? Nietzsche has given this some serious thought: “The concept of politics will have merged with a war of spirits; all power structures of the old society will have been exploded—all of them are based on lies: there will be wars the like of which have never yet be seen on earth. It is only beginning with me that the earth knows great politics.”88


  §89


  Drill sergeant.—A warlike analogue to Zarathustra’s decision to “speak not to the people but to companions” (see §88) is made in “On War and Warriors,” from part 1 of Also Sprach Zarathustra: “I see many soldiers: would that I saw many warriors!” Zarathustra is not founding a religion: he is no mere rabble-rouser. Grosse Politik demands a great war—an Adelskrieg—and that will require an elite cadre of warriors. He addresses these warriors tenderly but also condescendingly: “My brothers in war, I love you thoroughly; I am and I was of your kind. And I am also your best enemy. So let me tell you the truth!” In Platonic terms, these warriors are to be Zarathustra’s “auxiliaries,” not the ruling “guardians” themselves: “And if you cannot be saints of knowledge, at least be its warriors. They are the companions and forerunners of such sainthood.” Perhaps because they are not intellectual enough to be “saints of knowledge,” Zarathustra avoids the standard method of motivation: he does not try to inspire his “companions” to fight for a cause: “You say it is the good cause that hallows even war? I say onto you: it is the good war that hallows any cause.” War is an end in itself, if not to Zarathustra, then to his warrior auxiliaries. But Zarathustra makes war as attractive as possible, above all more attractive than peace; he does this by discounting the possibility of defeat. “You should love peace as a Friedrich Wilhelm Nietzsche 85 means to new wars—and the short peace more than the long. To you I do not recommend work but struggle. To you I do not recommend peace but victory. Let your work be a struggle! Let your peace be a victory!” Considering they shall be fighting against slaves, their victory is perhaps guaranteed. But a curious reversal takes place here. “Recalcitrance—that is the nobility of slaves. Your nobility should be obedience. Your very commanding should be an obeying.” This is potentially dangerous double-talk. The common slave balks and evades, but it is the noble who obeys! “To a good warrior ‘thou shalt’ sounds more agreeable than ‘I will.’ And everything you like you should first let yourself be commanded to do.” Zarathustra is certainly relying on the fact that these warriors are not “saints of knowledge”; he would be in some difficulty if they thought about these paradoxes. But they are not thinkers, these warriors; they are being prepared to see obedience and war as ends in themselves. They are also being prepared to die. In fact, it almost seems as if their own death is the cause for which these warriors are being prepared to fight; this kind of cause can only ensure victory. “Your love of life shall be love of your highest hope; and your highest hope shall be the highest thought of life. Your highest thought, however, you should receive as a command from me—and it is: man is something that shall be overcome.” It is difficult to understand exactly what this means. But the point seems to be that “love of life” is gradually and imperceptibly transformed into its opposite: “love of life” becomes “highest hope,” which becomes “highest thought,” which is “a command from me,” which is “man is something that shall be overcome.” Although this language could signify that these warriors are bringing—as Zarathustra himself does—the overman, it is expressed here more as a question of self-immolation. The section certainly concludes in that vein. “Thus live your life of obedience and war. What matters long life? What warrior wants to be spared? I do not spare you, I love you thoroughly, my brothers in war! Thus spake Zarathustra.”89


  §90


  Stammering like a poet.—Recruiting officer, preacher, above all: anti-metaphysical poet—these are some of Zarathustra’s principal guises. “My wise longing cried and laughed thus out of me—born in the mountains, verily, a wild wisdom—my great broad-winged longing!” In “On Old and New Tablets” of Also Sprach Zarathustra, part 3 (1884), Zarathustra speaks of his “wild wisdom” in stirring poetic images: “And often it swept me away and up and far, in the middle of my laughter; and I flew, quivering, an arrow, through sun-drunken delight, away into distant futures which no dream had yet seen, into hotter souths, than artists ever dreamed of, where gods in their dances are ashamed of all clothes—to speak in parables and to limp and stammer like poets; and verily, I am ashamed that I must still be a poet.” But how can he be anything but a poet? Would he be instead a systematic philosopher? By no means! “And I bade them overthrow their old academic chairs and wherever that old conceit had sat; I bade them laugh at their great masters of virtue and saints and poets and world-redeemers.” In fact, Zarathustra is also saint, poet, and world redeemer. But unlike the others, he is beyond the old conceit, “the conceit that they have long known what is good and evil for man.” He has now been delivered from all such fixed points on the moral compass or indeed on any compass at all. “Where all becoming seemed to me the dance of gods and the prankishness of gods, and the world seemed free and frolicsome and as if fleeing back to itself—as an eternal fleeing and seeking each other, conversing again with each other, and converging again of many gods.” Here is Nietzsche’s vision—made possible by Zarathustra’s poetic license—of the Heraclitean flux where opposites become one. This vision is at the heart of what might be called Nietzsche’s anti-metaphysics: there is nothing beyond the dance of becoming, there is nothing fixed within that dance except that it is an eternal “fleeing back to itself” (“The Eternal Return of the Same”). But it is hardly accidental that Zarathustra does not employ this ponderous philosophical title here: he is liberated from all constraint in his poetic stammering. No fixed doctrines are possible in this vision except insofar as they are engaged in “the happy controverting of each other.” The power of the Eternal Return to destroy both time and necessity is celebrated poetically: “Where all time seemed to me a happy mockery of moments, where necessity was freedom itself playing happily with the sting of freedom.” And here also the poet finds the enemy. How could he not? “Where I also found my old devil and arch-enemy, the spirit of gravity, and all that he created: constraint, statute, necessity and consequence and purpose and will and good and evil.” All of these are refuted by “the dance of becoming”—all are futile attempts precisely to halt that dance, to hold it static and to regulate it. But it is well that Zarathustra is merely stammering because he is about to make a mistake unworthy of a systematic philosopher. Even though he is indulging himself in his poetic vision of the coincidentia oppositorum (a vision that makes “mistake-making” all too difficult to spot!), he fails to realize that the “spirit of gravity” is simply part of the dance. “For must there not be that over which one dances and dances away? For the sake of the lightest, must there not be moles and grave dwarfs?” The second of these questions gives the appearance that Zarathustra has regained his Heraclitean balance: there is no light without darkness. But the first rhetorical question is the revealing one. Given the vision of an all-inclusive dance of becoming, there is nothing “over which one dances” and there is no other place to which one “dances away.” There are no beyonds: this is the basic principle of Nietzsche’s anti-metaphysics. His dualism is betraying his two-step. He can only hope that no partner has noticed.90


  §91


  On the three beyonds.—It is characteristic that it is Nietzsche’s need for enemies that betrays him into dualism when he so clearly wants to be taken for a philosophical monist. This is evident in “On the Rabble” in part 2 of Also Sprach Zarathustra (1883-1884). “Life is a well of joy: but where the rabble drinks too, all wells are poisoned.” The greatest challenge for Zarathustra is embracing life—to affirm and say “yes” to it—even if that means willing the continued existence of the rabble. “The bite on which I gagged the most is not the knowledge that life itself requires hostility and death and torture-crosses—but once I asked, and I was almost choked by my question: What? does life require even the rabble?” To answer this question in the affirmative brings nausea. But to reject life is the primal error of priests and Platonists. Elitism has led others (presumably he means Plato or Schopenhauer) to reject life entirely: “And some who turned away from life only turned away from the rabble: they did not want to share well and flame and fruit with the rabble.” Nietzsche’s elitism, on the other hand, must be life-affirming, and this is as problematic for him as it is for “Zarathustra.” To which is he more committed: to monistic life affirmation or dualistic elitism? “How did I redeem myself from nausea?” Nietzsche’s answer, it seems, is: Zarathustra. “Verily, I had to fly to the highest spheres that I might find the fount of pleasure again. Oh, I found it, my brothers! Here, in the highest spheres, the fount of pleasure wells up for me! And here is a life of which the rabble does not drink.” For Nietzsche, the very creation of Zarathustra constituted an escape from the rabble and the cultural flatland they had created, a world in which he himself was merely “a nineteenth century German philosopher”—in point of fact, a pensioned former classics professor summering in Switzerland in 1883. Zarathustra can speak—in fact, he simply is—an unconstrained poetic language that the rabble does not and cannot understand. His oracular utterances are hurled from above (see §90): “For must there not be that over which one dances and dances away?” He is unaware of the problems this solution creates: the great anti-metaphysician of “the dance of becoming” speaks from the rabble-excluding sanctum of a more than Alpine beyond. “For this is our height and our home: we live here too high and steep for all the unclean and their thirst.” And this sanctum is removed from the masses not only in space but also in time. “On the tree, Future, we build our nest; in our solitude eagles shall bring us nourishment in their beaks.” He has created a fictional sage from faraway mountains who speaks from the future. He apparently needs these symbolic “beyonds” but must at the same time ensure that they are never transposed “into the metaphysical realm” (see §85). But where else could they be?91


  §92


  Metaphysics of morals.—It is probably no accident that Nietzsche first gained critical acclaim as a philosopher for books that were written after he descended from Zarathustra’s metaphorical mountain. In Beyond Good and Evil (1886) he delights in his ability to discuss things that Zarathustra could not; given the similarities in form between it and his first “free spirit” book—Human, All Too Human—it must have constituted something of a literary homecoming. His next book, however, is even further removed from the mystic mountains of poetical stammering. Genealogy of Morals (1887) is Nietzsche’s most systematic book. The First Essay in particular is a sustained piece of philosophical argumentation that includes Nietzsche’s description (section 7) of “the slave revolt in morality,” perhaps his most brilliant insight. This First Essay also includes a passage (section 13) that elucidates a number of Nietzsche’s most interesting ideas in the context of metaphysics, or that at least makes use of metaphysical vocabulary. He is elucidating the distinction between master and slave morality and showing the error that underlies the weakling’s moral claim (a key move in the “slave revolt”) that the strong are evil. “To demand of strength that it should not express itself as strength, that it should not be a desire to overcome, a desire to throw down, a desire to become master, a thirst for enemies and resistances and triumphs, is just as absurd as to demand of weakness that it should express itself as strength.” He has prepared the reader for this statement of “living in accordance with one’s nature” with the example of a lamb and a bird of prey: “That lambs dislike great birds of prey does not seem strange: only it gives no ground for reproaching these birds of prey for bearing off little lambs.” In other words, there is nothing culpable about the strong bird of prey expressing its strength. In fact, he continues, there is no real distinction to be made between “the strong” and “the expression of strength.” “A quantum of force is equivalent to a quantum of drive, will, effect—more, it is nothing other than precisely this very driving, willing, effecting, and only owing to the seduction of language (and of the fundamental errors of reason that are petrified in it) which conceives and mis-conceives all effects as conditioned by something that causes effects, by a ‘subject,’ can it appear otherwise.” It is only the erroneous metaphysics imbedded in our language—in the primordial grammatical distinction between subject and predicate—that makes us think that the eagle’s expression of strength is separable from the eagle itself. In addition to containing a clear statement of Nietzsche’s brilliant identification of grammar as a fertile source of philosophical error, this sentence also prepares the reader to grasp what he means by “the will to power”: it is neither noun or verb—it is both the underlying reality and the expression of it. “For just as the popular mind separates the lightning from its flash and takes the latter for an action, for the operation of a subject called lightning, so popular morality also separates strength from expressions of strength, as if there were a neutral substratum behind the strong man, which was free to express strength or not to do so.” Nietzsche writes frequently about the perennial problem of “free will” and this sentence helps the reader to grasp his argument against it far more effectively than usual. According to Nietzsche, the “doctrine of free will” depends on the existence of that which exists only in grammar: the unconditioned subject—“a neutral substratum”—of which a logically unlimited variety of actions can be predicated. It is, by the way, in making this particular argument that Nietzsche might have profited from a closer study of Aristotle (see section §65): in Aristotelian physics, every substance has a nature. Actuality is only the realization of in-dwelling potency and it is this Aristotelian inseparability that might have rendered Nietzsche’s other remarks on “free will” more lucid. But for all his attack on Platonic dualism, Aristotle is a philosophical pluralist: there are a great variety of substances each with its own nature. As Nietzsche’s drive toward the unifying “will to power” theory shows, he is determined to reduce, á la Heraclite, all things to one. And it is in relation to the morally neutral agent—“the unconditioned subject”—that his post-Platonic Heracliteanism (see §82) reveals itself most clearly. “But there is no such substratum: there is no ‘being’ behind doing, effecting, becoming; ‘the doer’ is merely a fiction added to the deed—the deed is everything.”92


  §93


  The innocence of becoming.—Nietzsche’s more characteristic argument against the doctrine of free will is that it furnishes priests with a pretext to judge and punish in the name of God. This approach to the problem is found in “The error of free will” (section 7 of “The Four Great Errors”) in Twilight of the Idols (1888). “The entire old psychology, the psychology of will, was conditioned by the fact that its originators, the priests at the head of ancient communities, wanted to create for themselves the right to punish—or wanted to create this right for God. Men were considered ‘free’ so that they might be judged and punished—so that they might be guilty: consequently, every act had to be considered as willed, and the origin of every act had to be considered as lying within the consciousness (and thus the most fundamental counterfeit in psychologicis was made the principle of psychology itself).” Nietzsche’s argument against free will is therefore based entirely on the use to which that doctrine has been put rather than the doctrine itself as such. As Aristotle might put it, a critique of guilt (and the priests who profit by that creation) is at least the final cause of Nietzsche’s argument against free will; it is probably the efficient cause as well. Given that “the error of confusing cause and effect” is the first of “The Four Great Errors” and “the error of false causality” is the second, Nietzsche was unlikely to subject his own arguments to examination on the grounds of confused causality. He counts on the support of others who share his antipathy to guilt and punishment to embrace his argument: their ends will justify his means. “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.” The attack on the doctrine of free will (and the guilt and punishment that this doctrine makes conceivable) leads Nietzsche to construct a metaphysics of his own: “the innocence of becoming” is its powerful and poetic expression. All that happens simply happens; there is no agent behind these happenings. This is monism in a double sense. There is no dualism within Becoming: no distinction can be made between the doer and the deed. Nor is there any place beyond Becoming from which to criticize anything that happens there. In an 1888 notebook sketch for this passage (later published in The Will to Power), Nietzsche makes this second aspect of “the innocence of becoming” more explicit: “There is no place, no purpose, no meaning, on which we can shift the responsibility for our being, for our being thus and thus. Above all: no one could do it: one cannot judge, measure, compare the whole, to say nothing of denying it!” This is an interesting remark because it shows that Schopenhauer was on Nietzsche’s mind up until the end: Schopenhauerian pessimism is impossible not because “life is good” but because there is no standing place beyond Becoming (beyond life and existence) from which to evaluate it let alone to reject it. “Why not?—For five reasons, all accessible even to modest intellects; for example, because nothing exists besides the whole—”. What does it matter that Nietzsche doesn’t tell us five reasons? He regards the single reason he does supply as sufficient. To be sure, these are hardly “the metaphysics of the hangman.” But whose metaphysics shall we say they are? Are they warlike Zarathustra’s? One might more accurately call them the metaphysics of a careless child (“It broke!”) or an animal (see note to §90). Surely it is difficult to see how this metaphysical monism can furnish the foundation for any kind of war. If we are guiltless—if we cannot be held responsible for any of our actions—how then can our enemies be? Our enemies—those evil, revenge-seeking pessimists and priests—try to hold us responsible by creating a false world-view where “responsibility” exists. Therefore they are responsible, culpable, and must be destroyed? Obviously the “doctrine of free will” is—even on Nietzsche’s account of its origin—simply an expression of their “will to power.” Can they not plead “the innocence of becoming” as well as “we immoralists”? Can they be held responsible simply for believing in a doctrine that falsely claims that all are responsible for their actions? Can they be judged culpable with respect to absolute measures of conduct if no such measures exist? If Becoming is all that there is, they are neither making a choice to ignore this fact (since there is no free will) nor can their actions be judged or measured from any higher standpoint (“because nothing exists besides the whole”).93


  §94


  The slave revolt in metaphysics.—In Plato’s Sophist, the Eleatic Stranger refers to an interminable xi/a (“battle among giants”) being fought over reality. “One party is trying to drag everything down to earth out of heaven and the unseen” while the others are “maintaining with all their force that true reality consists in certain intelligible and bodiless forms.” There can be no doubt that Nietzsche is on the side of the first group and Plato on the other. “The ‘true world’ and the ‘apparent world’—that means: the mendaciously invented world and reality.” This sentence from the preface of Ecce Homo makes clear once again that Nietzsche regards Platonism (and its vulgarized off-shoot Christianity; see §69) as the principal culprit in a deceptive metaphysical inversion: true reality has become the merely apparent world of Becoming. As the notion of “vulgarized Platonism” suggests, however, Platonism itself is (as he put it in a letter of March 31, 1885, to Overbeck) “a style of thinking which was invented for the purposes of the highest spiritual aristocracy.” The dualism of Being and Becoming allows Platonists to present themselves as “the highest spiritual aristocracy” and makes their opponents in the xi/a seem crude and vulgar. It is these materialists who “drag everything down” while the Platonists “are very wary in defending their position somewhere in the heights of the unseen.” This language should make it clear that the whole spiritual geography of Zarathustra is an inversion of Platonism’s. And not only is the metaphysically “down to earth” Zarathustra dwelling in mountains, he is also the recruiting officer for an Adelskrieg (see §89), the great enemy of the rabble and the self-appointed leader of “the highest spiritual aristocracy.” For the bourgeois liberals he despised, Nietzsche’s elitism is itself a problem. But there is a serious problem with Nietzsche’s elitism even on elitist principles: the metaphysics of his spiritual aristocracy is essentially the “metaphysics” of the man on the street—and not just the post-Christian (and possibly Nietzsche-influenced) man on the street of today, either. When Zarathustra attacks the bourgeois “Last Men,” he ridicules their down-to-earth interest in such matters as seeking out a salubrious climate in which to live, in carefully warding off sickness, in drinking and working moderately, and in promoting a healthy digestive tract: “One has one’s little pleasure for the day and one’s little pleasure for the night: but one has a regard for health.” Yet in a succinct statement of his anti-metaphysics in the very last section of Ecce Homo (his last book), Nietzsche opposes “the Platonic inversion” with a catalog of his own interests, which sound all too similar to those of the “Last Men.” “The concept of ‘God’ invented as a counterconcept of life—everything harmful, poisonous, slanderous, the whole hostility unto death against life synthesized in a gruesome unity! The concept of the ‘beyond,’ the ‘true world’ invented to devaluate the only world there is—in order to retain no goal, no reason, no task for our earthly reality! The concept of the ‘soul,’ the ‘spirit,’ finally even ‘ immortal soul,’ invented in order to despise the body, to make it sick, ‘holy;’ to oppose with a ghastly levity everything that deserves to be taken seriously in life, the questions of nourishment, abode, spiritual diet, treatment of the sick, cleanliness, and weather.” Here then is Nietzsche’s catalog of the great, the serious questions. Nor does he simply mention these problems: he devotes much of the “Why I Am So Clever” section of Ecce Homo to recording his answers to them. “A few more hints from my morality. A hearty meal is easier to digest than one that is too small. . . . No meals between meals, no coffee: coffee spreads darkness.” He then proceeds to discuss abode (“closely related to the question of nutrition”), “spiritual diet” (by which he means recreation: he likes to read French literature in his leisure moments), and a variety of other similar topics. His remarks on cleanliness and his obsession with the weather make painful reading for his admirers. If Nietzsche’s last book had simply been the visionary ravings of a lunatic it would be easier to digest. What makes these portions of Ecce Homo difficult is how sane and familiar, how thoroughly pedestrian and uninspiring, is Nietzsche’s vision of a “task for our earthly reality.” He doesn’t seem to grasp that it is precisely the herd that is interested in such matters—far more so than in anything else in his books. “One will ask me why on earth I’ve been relating all these small things which are generally considered matters of complete indifference: I only harm myself, the more so if I am destined for great tasks. Answer: these small things—nutrition, place, climate, recreation, the whole casuistry of selfishness—are inconceivably more important than everything one has taken to be important so far.” An Adelskrieg in defense of bourgeois Philistinism? A spiritual elite inspired by questions of nutrition?94
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  §95


  Zwischenreich.—If Nietzsche ends up in a metaphorical no-man’s land between dualistic elitism and metaphysical monism, the Second Reich ended up in a real no-man’s land of its own. It is ironic that Europe’s scramble for colonies—the imperialist dream of converting some far-away terra nullius into, e.g., German East Africa—led eventually but inexorably to the tragic transformation of a broad scarred swath of Europe itself into real estate that none could purchase at even the highest price. The last four years of the Reich are played out in and between two vast parallel systems of complex trench lines, of saps, traverses, strongpoints, and dugouts. In this ghastly and murderous war—a war that will claim countless victims among both the “herd” and their betters (whether defined by Nietzsche’s exacting standards or the more conventional ones of his time)—the Second Reich finds itself very much in the middle. From the beginning she faces enemies—at one and the same time both richer and more numerous—on two fronts, in both East and West. The “two deadly hatreds” between which “the Honest Broker” had successfully planted the new German Reich (see §35) will now (albeit only temporarily) both direct their hatred not against each other but against the one that had assiduously cultivated a free-handed neutrality between them. Being “the realm in the middle” (das Zwischenreich) proved disastrous for Germany; in retrospect, she would have done better to side with either Great Britain or Russia while she had that chance, as she at one time or another undoubtedly did. There are political reasons why Germany did not make this choice between East and West; these reasons are complex and controversial. But there are spiritual reasons for this indecision as well, and to them the Second Reich’s preeminent philosopher may offer some clues. Nietzsche’s thought—his brilliantly aphoristic “not quite philosophy”—stubbornly occupies a kind of Zwischenreich, not only between dualism and monism but also between systematic coherence and irreducible self-contradictions. From this Zwischenreich his thought cannot easily be extricated by either friend or foe. There is a sense in which this is intentional on his part. “Man is a rope, tied between beast and overman—a rope over an abyss. A dangerous across, a dangerous on-the-way, a dangerous looking-back, a dangerous shuddering and stopping.” Thus spake Zarathustra. There is certainly a sense in which this is a joyful embrace of the dangerous: a difficult but deliberate affirmation. But when Nietzsche’s “rope over an abyss” is examined against the backdrop of his time and place—and on the basis of what are we prepared to grant him complete immunity from this all too human condition?—it almost seems to be unconscious and something like a “product of its time.” It is, not entirely unproductive to see Nietzsche’s “philosophy” as being caught somewhere between the evolutionary elitism of Great Britain and the nihilistic fatalism of Russia.95
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  “Zarathustra in the trenches.”—In the chapter of this name in The Nietzsche Legacy in Germany: 1890-1990, Steven Aschheim makes it clear that a great many copies of Also Sprach Zarathustra (and even Thus Spake Zarathustra) made it into those complicated and dangerous trench systems of the World War—and on both sides. The great English man of letters and soldier Robert Graves, for example, took a copy of Nietzsche with him to the front (134); Aschheim mentions a Frenchman and an Italian who did the same. There were doubtless many others among Germany’s enemies who did so as well. Some packs belonging to young officers of the Austro-Hungarian Empire must have contained Zarathustra’s sermons; perhaps even a Russian copy or two made its way to war. Aschheim hazards no guess as to how many German soldiers took Nietzsche along with them, but does make it clear that “together with Goethe’s Faust and the New Testament, Zarathustra was the most popular work literate German soldiers took into battle for inspiration and consolation” (135). He cites the classical scholar Karl Joel as claiming in Neue Weltkultur (a wartime tract of 1915) that “the fact that German soldiers went to battle with the Bible, Faust and Zarathustra constituted the best possible evidence to demonstrate the ‘idealist’ nature of the German people” (136). The soldier who brought along this literary triptych (and weighed each equally as sources of “inspiration and consolation”) could doubtless be classified as “tragelaphine” (see §54); Nietzsche himself had no use for “idealism” of this (or any other) kind. But for us, the dizzying thought of such a soldier—of a sensitive and thoughtful, if somewhat confused, young man—in some twilit hell-world of a “no man’s land,” is to catch sight of Zwischenreich amid Zwischenreich multiplying infinitely like reflections in the Hall of Mirrors at Versailles. Of course there must have been soldiers who did their best to take their Zarathustra straight; whose “New Testament” fell by the wayside, leaving room for what Georg Brandes had called “aristocratic radicalism” (see §69). But even here there were few who could live and die with Zarathustra. The thoughtful Karl Löwith recorded the fact that he welcomed the coming of war for a variety of reasons, but only one of them was literary. Here is his list: “the desire to be emancipated from the confined bourgeois space of the school and home, a difficult struggle with myself after my first love affair, the charm of a ‘dangerous life,’ for which Nietzsche had been enthusiastic, the desire to try out a new adventure.” This readily apparent reduction of Nietzsche to a “sound bite” allowed his thought to reach the front lines by other means: 20,000 copies of Hermann Itschner’s 1915 anthology of edited excerpts (see §38) were distributed to soldiers “as an inspirational guide for great times” (144). It is difficult to imagine that this kind of thing was very effective in steeling the literate youth of Germany for the horrors they would face. Inexperienced soldiers attempting “to live dangerously!” (from The Gay Science) and trying to put into practice phrases like “Become hard!” (from Zarathustra) conjure up a picture like the chilling one Thomas Mann paints (of the youth who “set his teeth”) in the battle scene with which The Magic Mountain ends: “They are three thousand, that they may be two thousand when the hills, the villages are reached; that is the meaning of their number. They are a body of troops calculated as sufficient, even after great losses, to attack and carry a position and greet their triumph with a thousand-voiced huzza—not counting the stragglers that fall out by the way. Many a one has thus fallen out on the forced march, for which he proved too young and weak; paler he grew, staggered, set his teeth, drove himself on—and after all he could do, fell out notwithstanding.” Yes, many fell out. Many doubtless tried to apply Nietzsche to what they were facing and failed. Many more simply fell: millions took their secret sources of strength (and weakness) with them to the earth. But a staggering number did not fall out; many were wounded several times and served several years before being put permanently out of action or dying. And many survived the war. Among these millions, how many were strong enough to carry Zarathustra—not merely the physical book or some excerpted or nationalized (and therefore falsified) image of him, but the real Zarathustra—with them into dugouts and shellholes, through the mud and the wire? However few, there must have been some. The numbers of Zarathustra’s potential companions are simply staggering: 40,000 copies of the book itself were purchased by the German public in 1917 alone, and “150,000 copies of a specially durable wartime Zarathustra were distributed to the troops” (135). By the time of Nietzsche’s own death in 1900, Zarathustra had evidently found many disciples among the people: eventually he would also find an elite band of warriors among those countless masses of soldiers (see §89). Their story is clearly not complete without him. Nor, perhaps, is his story complete without theirs.96
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  The demon in the dugout.—It is incumbent on me to explain just what I think it would mean to be strong enough to carry the real Zarathustra into the trenches (see §96). That will require some imagination. Nietzsche too requires us to have imagination at times: “What, if some day or night a demon were to steal after you into your loneliest loneliness and say to you.” With these words, Nietzsche prepares the reader for what he will call in Ecce Homo “the basic idea of Zarathustra.” West Front soldiers of the World War lived in a strange, troglodyte, twilight (“some day or night”) and knew as well as anyone what “loneliest loneliness” is; imagine that Nietzsche’s demon speaks to them: “This life as you now live it and have lived it, you have to live once more and innumerable times more; and there will be nothing new in it, but every pain and every joy and every thought and sigh and everything unutterably small or great in your life will have to return to you, all in the same succession and sequence.” Nietzsche writes this in The Gay Science; it is his famous doctrine of the Eternal Return of the Same. Nietzsche asks us to imagine that this demon comes to us; he leaves no doubt that it came to him. He provides the reader with details that accompanied his personal moment of loneliness: “—even this spider and this moonlight between the trees, and even this moment and I myself.” Haunting and beautiful in the tree-framed moonlight is the scene he asks us to imagine. I ask you to imagine another scene: the war. A deep dugout, capacious but now filled beyond capacity even to the narrow dripping stairway leading down to it. Well-constructed protecting timbers are now loosening ominously after repeated thundering hammer-strokes directly overhead. “One more does us,” say several voices, say whimpers and tears, even the silences shout it. It is 1916 on the Somme. The bombardment has been and still is drumfire; but then that infernal howitzer. No one counts down the reloading time for each descending behemoth. But there is one and they all know it. Some prayed at first; they are whimpering now. Others are worse than whimpering in this vibrating collapsing earth-hell. And some are not. The Lieutenant is kept from fear by the necessities of command; the demon “leadership” gives him his strength. He inspects the faces of the company in the dugout’s flickering lamplight. Most are unaware of his stolen glance—but one is not. Their eyes meet. It is a soldier—common or uncommon—listening to something other than the deafening explosions filling the more terrible and deafening interval. He is listening to a demon, who says to him, “This soon-reloaded heavy howitzer, even this dark reeking hell where not even outside are there trees, this shitted wretch beside me, the Lieutenant with those searching glances, yes—yes even this moment and I myself: all this will happen again!” “The eternal hourglass is turned upside down again and again, and you with it, speck of dust.” Thus spake the demon. Nietzsche asks: “Would you not throw yourself down and gnash your teeth and curse the demon who spoke thus?” He need not ask our soldier; too many in that dugout have already thrown themselves down. Imagine him on the other side of the “or.” “Or have you once experienced a tremendous moment when you would have answered him: ‘You are a god and I have never heard anything more divine.’” “Yes, yes I have,” could have said the soldier—our imaginary demon-hearer—but he does not speak the words aloud and we could not hear him if had. We can doubt his existence. He laughs. Or else we can believe that one such as he could have had this tremendous—this Nietzschean—moment in a deep dugout on the Somme in 1916. Our reaction is a matter of indifference to him. But his reaction should be a matter of interest for those of us who want to understand Nietzsche. We must deny him more familiar motivations. Not from patriotic sentiment, not for Germany, not from duty or religion, least of all for the sake of some better world beyond. Thousands of copies of his words had given Friedrich Wilhelm Nietzsche the chance to challenge the soldiers with something else. “If this thought gained possession of you, it would change you as you are or perhaps crush you. The question in each and every thing, ‘Do you desire this once more and innumerable times more?’ would lie upon your actions as the greatest weight.” The Somme, Ypres, Verdun (and a thousand other “god forsaken” locales) were good places to listen to Zarathustra’s demon—the more God forsaken the better. These shell-shook charnel houses of all too senseless slaughter had such great weight of their own! But Nietzsche had insisted that there was life and, for Zarathustra’s disciples, there was also a weight that made weights weightless: “Or how well disposed would you have to become to yourself and to life to crave nothing more fervently than this ultimate confirmation and seal?” The soldier did not cry and he did not count the howitzer’s interval: he smiled. His laughing eyes did not swerve from the Lieutenant’s. The trenches were a good place—perhaps indeed the best conceivable, the fated and necessary, place—to produce affirmative pessimists (see §4). The war taught them pessimism as the long years of bourgeois complacency could never have done. All soldiers, for whatever reason, become hard. Great numbers of them died: often enough the next high-explosive shell brought the dugout’s collapse and a sudden unhallowed mass burial. That made life all the more precious. And what if—for whatever all-too-human reason—that next English heavy went wide, and the next, and then the next? Death’s proximity made life even more than tangible. Battle the following morning would come as a relief. It brought no joy or confirmation in itself. But it too was life. And life was—life is—good.97
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  Zarathustra’s tears.—“But the time will come when solitude will make you weary, when your pride will crumple and your courage gnash its teeth. And you will cry, ‘I am alone!’” As Aschheim’s evidence suggests, Also Sprach Zarathustra (these words are from “On the Way of the Creator” in part 1) became increasingly popular as the war progressed (see §96). Perhaps this is because Nietzsche spoke more to the hardened determination of the years after 1916 than to the naïve enthusiasm of 1914. The hope for a quick victory vanished on the Marne. The murderous Verdun offensives of 1916 (see §9) meant attacking once again—German armies in the West were on the defensive throughout 1915—but the attacks had slowed and then stopped. The Battle of the Somme meant only grimly holding on as far as the eye could see. “The time will come when that which seems high to you will no longer be in sight, and that which seems low will be all to near; even what seems sublime to you will frighten you like a ghost. And you will cry, ‘All is false!’” Applied by German soldiers to themselves, these sentiments are post-1914; the promise of easy victories, the comforting herd-instinct for jubilant nationalism, the countless prayers that the enemy “be delivered into our hand by the Lord,” these belong to yesterday. Nietzsche had known this kind of yesterday and had dismissed it years before. “Today you are still suffering from the many, being one: today your courage and your hopes are still whole. But the time will come.” Nietzsche had known this post-illusion despair would come and he spoke to the 1916 soldier: “These are feelings which want to kill the lonely; and if they do not succeed, well, then they themselves must die. But are you capable of this—to be a murderer?” Put to death your feelings of regret, guilt and doubt, he tells them, and find something timely in exchange. “You must wish to consume yourself in your own flame: how could you wish to become new unless you had first become ashes!” The old self vanished in the war; they all sensed that. Many must have taken the route of mourning this loss; this is the elegiac mode of the greatest English war-poets and Tommy Atkins as well. Zarathustra points to another way: “But do you want to go the way of your affliction, which is the way to yourself?” It requires strength to embrace the War and become one’s own creator. “Can you give yourself your own evil and your own good and hang your own will over yourself as the law? Can you be your own judge and avenger of your law?” Too cynical to believe the false promises of others, completely cut off from those who knew only what they had been before, the soldiers found only one who understood. “With my tears go into your loneliness, my brother. I love him who wants to create over and beyond himself and thus perishes. Thus spoke Zarathustra.”98
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  Being proud of your enemy.—“One hears it said very often and very mistakenly that the infantry battle has degenerated to an uninteresting butchery.” These are the words of Lieutenant Ernst Jünger in his 1920 memoir The Storm of Steel; he is describing the Battle of Cambrai in 1917. There is a deep prejudice among “the English speaking peoples” that finds it difficult to accept the fact it was the Germans who, in a military sense, were the real individualists of the Great War: “On the contrary, today more than ever it is the individual that counts.” This was the stuff of British propaganda; it was a different story on the battlefield. Cambrai is a good example: it was here that the British first used their mechanized solution to breaking through the stalemate of trench warfare, the tank. The German solution was the storm troopers (Stosstruppen), small elite squads of well-trained soldiers each with a specialized task: “Every one knows this who has seen them in their of realm, these princes of the trenches, with their hard, set faces, brave to madness, tough and agile to leap forward or back, with keen bloodthirsty nerves, whom no dispatch ever mentions.” The image of closed ranks with bayonets fixed going “over the top” at the Somme is archetypal of Great Britain’s depersonalized war: enough Germans emerged from their dugouts to make the First of July 1916 the bloodiest day in modern military history. A weeklong artillery bombardment in 1916, massed tanks in 1917, numberless fresh Americans in 1918, with these devices Great Britain would eventually win its war. The Germans counted on the likes of Jünger, a twenty-two-year-old Lieutenant in command of his regiment’s shock detachment—those “princes of the trenches.” The central idea of Stosstrupp tactics was the “infiltration” of small squads into the enemy’s trench system at night rather than massive attacks across “no man’s land” at daybreak. Each squad would avoid enemy strong points and work its way as deeply as possible into the dense network of support and communication trenches behind the front line in pursuit of well-defined and limited objectives. “Trench warfare is the bloodiest, wildest, and most brutal of all warfare, yet it too has its men, men whom the call of the hour has raised up, unknown foolhardy fighters.” Jünger is here speaking of those who fight in the enemy’s trenches; a clearly defined “no man’s land” plays a smaller and smaller role in The Storm of Steel as the story nears the last German offensive of 1918, which was based entirely on the proven success of infiltration tactics. The contrast with the Somme is instructive. Thousands of the brave soldiers of the British Empire fell before reaching the German wire instead of breaking through into “the fresh, green fields beyond” with which their generals inspired and deluded them. “Storm troop” tactics, by contrast, were focused on a limited Zwischenreich between the chimerical British dream and the hideous front line reality on which it all too often foundered. The storm troops avoid machine guns, they “roll up” lightly guarded traverses with grenades, they stealthily worm their way into the places where their foes are not— hoping to encounter only the dazed and confused. But it does not always happen that way. “Of all the nerve-racking moments of war none is so formidable as the meeting of two storm-troop leaders between the narrow walls of a trench. There is no retreat and no mercy then. Blood sounds in the shrill cry that is wrung like a nightmare from the breast.” Jünger is consistently courteous in his appraisal of his British foes; they earn his respect. This leads to only time in his memoir that he mentions Nietzsche. “What does Nietzsche say of fighting men? ‘You must have as enemies only those whom you hate, but not those whom you despise. You must be proud of your enemy, and then the enemy’s success is your success also.’” Actually, it was Zarathustra who said this.99


  §100


  Infiltration tactics.—“I love the valiant, but it is not enough to wield a broadsword, one must also know against whom. And often there is more valor when one refrains and passes by, in order to save oneself for the worthier enemy.” A self-contained manifesto of what might be called “the storm trooper spirit” can be found in “On Old and New Tablets” in part 3 of Also Sprach Zarathustra (1884); this is the opening sentence of section 21. “You shall have only enemies who are to be hated, but not enemies to be despised: you must be proud of your enemy; thus I taught you once before.” This was the Nietzschean precept that had resonated with Jünger (see §99); he measured his enemies as men and recognized no nationalistic narrow-mindedness. “For the worthier enemy, O my friends, you shall save yourselves; therefore you must pass by much—especially much rabble who raise a din in your ears about the people and about peoples.” Nationalistic indoctrination played no part in the training of the Stosstruppen: the strength (as well as the weakness) of the new German tactics was that they were focused on tactical means rather than strategic (let alone political) ends. “Keep your eyes undefiled by their pro and con! There is much justice, much injustice; and whoever looks on becomes angry. Sighting and smiting here become one; therefore go away into the woods and lay your sword to sleep.” If you fight for the State you fight for a hopeless mix of strength and weakness, right and wrong. This is not the cause for which a quick-angering and impatient warrior draws his deadly sword: “Go your own way! And let the people and peoples go theirs—dark ways, verily, on which not a single hope flashes any more.” The specially trained storm trooper leaves behind the motivations of the herd; the bourgeois comforts of the past are to be despised, not missed: “Let the shopkeeper rule where all that glitters is—shopkeeper’s gold.” Even though they now fight against the nation of shopkeepers, they do not do so for the Kaiser’s vanity: “The time of kings is past: what calls itself a people today deserves no kings.” The masses are not worthy of a real king, Zarathustra suggests. They are sheep and seek only their own advantage; from these cannot come the elite. “Look how these people are now like shopkeepers: they pick up the smallest advantages from any rubbish. They lie around lurking and spy around smirking—and call that ‘being good neighbors.’” The storm troopers have less in common with the common soldiers of their own army (let alone the newspaper patriots back home) than with the most deadly of their enemies. “O blessed remote time when a people would say to itself, ‘I want to be master—over peoples.’” It is here, perhaps, that the possibility of a new nationalism infiltrates Zarathustra’s exhortation: up to this point, the broadsword had not been wielded for the sake of a people’s power over other peoples. But the core of the message remains impervious to everything except the “pathos of distance” (§68) and the ethos of the Adelskrieg. “For, my brothers, the best should rule, the best also want to rule. And where the doctrine is different, there the best is lacking.”100
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  Recruiting the Stosstruppen.—“The men were all volunteers, and a few who were not required nearly wept when I left them out.” This is Jünger describing the genesis of a storm trooper attack (Sturm). It was by a double selection process: by culling the volunteers that “the most reckless fellows of the 2nd Battalion found themselves united.” Their training of these warriors was both dangerous and a relief from the pedestrian lives of mere soldiers. “We trained ourselves in bomb-throwing for ten days, and carried out our enterprise against a carefully built model of the strong-point we were to raid. It was a wonder, considering the excessive zeal of the men, that I had only two wounded with bomb-splinters before the event. For the rest, we were excused all duty.” The envy of those who were not chosen must have been extreme: un- doubtedly those who “nearly wept” knew that they too were good soldiers. But they did not understand Zarathustra, who had said. “Everything that the good call evil must come together so that one truth may be born. O my brothers, are you evil enough for this truth? The audacious daring, the long mistrust, the cruel No, the disgust, the cutting into the living—how rarely does all this come together. But from such seed is truth begotten.” These words are from section 7 of “On Old and New Tablets.” The fact that Jünger wasn’t following Zarathustra’s precepts (simply living them) makes Nietzsche’s influence more palpable. He concludes his account of the preparations for the raid: “So that when on the afternoon of the 22nd September we proceeded to the second line, where we were to spend the night, I found myself in command of a somewhat wild but very useful band.”101
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  Operation Michael.—It would be interesting to know how many soldiers read over the last section of “On Old and New Tablets” before the start of the offensive code-named “Operation Michael,” the first stage of the last great hope for German victory in the war. The next to last section ends with one of Nietzsche’s best sound-bites (see §96), so certainly some of those “150,000 copies of a specially durable wartime Zarathustra” were opened to it in the days and hours before the last roll of the dice. “This new tablet, O my brothers, I place over you: become hard!” But the last section seems even more appropriate to March 21, 1918. It is a soldier’s prayer and is, of course, addressed to no god. “O thou my will! Thou cessation of all need, my own necessity! Keep me from all small victories! Thou destination of my soul, which I call destiny! Thou in-me! Over-me! Keep me and save me for a great destiny!” It is of course Nietzsche’s prayer: he too yearned for a great destiny. Had he not achieved it? Jünger recalls the moment before the attack this way: “I was conscious, if only in feeling, of the significance of that hour; and I believe that on this occasion every man felt his personality fall away in the face of a crisis in which he had his part to play and by which history would be made.” Zarathustra speaks to those who have experienced victories in the past but who now must win one final battle. “And thy last greatness, my will, save up for thy last feat that thou mayest be inexorable in thy victory. Alas, who was not vanquished in his victory? Alas, whose eye would not darken in this drunken twilight? Alas, whose foot would not reel in victory and forget how to stand?” In fact, “Michael” was destined to fall victim to its own success (see §11). But that is in the future; now it is one more brief but brutal artillery bombardment that makes Jünger reel: “The roar of battle had become so terrific that we were scarcely in our right senses. The nerves could register fear no longer. Every one was mad and beyond reckoning; we had gone over the edge of the world into superhuman perspectives.” Better than anyone else, Nietzsche knows how to express perspectives of this kind in mad and warlike poetry. “That I may one day be ready and ripe in the great noon: as ready and ripe as glowing bronze, clouds pregnant with lightning, and swelling milk udders—ready for myself and my most hidden will: a bow lusting for its hour, an arrow lusting for its star—a star ready and ripe in its noon, glowing, pierced, enraptured by annihilating sun arrows—a sun itself and an inexorable solar will, ready to annihilate in victory!” This is the same sun Zarathustra had taunted the first time he spoke (see §82); he has now become a solar champion himself. Jünger too feels the need to project himself onto something greater. “Death had lost its meaning and the will to live was made over to our country; and hence every one was blind and regardless of his personal fate.” Perhaps this patriotic sentiment disqualifies Jünger from being Zarathustra’s disciple. Or perhaps young lieutenants need to write such things while feeling something quite different. Once the attack begins, Germany is forgotten and Jünger’s identification is with monstrous prodigies, at least one of which would warm Nietzsche’s heart. “The tremendous force of destruction that bent over the field of battle was concentrated in our brains. So may men of the Renaissance have been locked in their passions, so may a Cellini have raged or werewolves have howled and hunted through the night on the track of blood.” Here speaks the language of a warrior whose will to war is anything but bourgeois or Christian; without Nietzsche’s influence, these words would probably never have been written. After four long, punishing years of unparalleled hardship and privation, the Germany that Nietzsche had professed to despise was gone forever never to return. If this bloodied, blockaded, and beleaguered Germany—led now into dubious battle by wild warriors inspired by his words—if this was not a Germany he could love, he little knew how to savor a victory. Quite apart from its success or failure, the men who made “Michael” proved that Nietzsche had fought and won a great battle of his own. The prayer had been answered simply by the fact that his prayer had become theirs. “O will, cessation of all need, my own necessity! Save me for a great victory! Thus spoke Zarathustra.”102
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  The pilgrimage to Weimar.—The second German defeat on the Marne in the summer of 1918 ratified the results of 1914. The great historian Hegel (because he undoubtedly was that as well as being a great philosopher) expressed it well: “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, became a real and ratified existence.” But the passage in Hegel’s Philosophy of History that sheds the most light on Nietzsche (and his troubled connection to his time) is, ironically, about Jesus Christ. Hegel is describing the Crusades of the Middle Ages: he has brought his Germanic warriors, bathed in blood, to Jerusalem. They stand at the Holy Sepulcher—apparently at the end of their quest. But it proves not to be so. “Christendom was not to find its ultimatum of truth in the grave. At this sepulcher the Christian world received a second time the response given to the disciples when they sought the body of the Lord there: ‘ Why seek ye the living among the dead? He is not here, but is risen.’ You must not look for the principle of your religion in the Sensuous, in the grave among the dead, but in the living Spirit in yourselves.” The emptiness of the tomb forces the Crusaders to realize that the thing they seek is within themselves. One of the peculiarities of “The Case of Nietzsche” is that his posthumous influence began before he was dead. The eleven years of incapacity between 1889 and 1900 rendered him an intellectual cipher just at the time when his influence grew exponentially. His sister, Elisabeth Förster-Nietzsche, still bearing the name of the rabid anti-Semite her brother had loathed, capitalized on his fame and played hostess to his admirers in the Weimar villa Nietzsche’s old friend Meta von Salis (see §64) had bought for his use in 1897. “Villa Silberblick was rapidly becoming a meeting place of Germany’s most promising artists, writers, and poets. Even Carl-August, the ruling grand duke of Sachsen-Weimar, paid the sister of the mad philosopher an unexpected visit because, as he admitted grudgingly, “you cannot open a newspaper these days without seeing the name of Nietzsche.” A pilgrimage to Weimar became de rigueur for many fervent German Nietzscheans, and an increasing number of foreign scholars walked up the hill to pay their respects to the sister of Zarathustra.” The cosmopolitan Count Harry Kessler visited Villa Silberblick and watched the philosopher he so admired sleeping in his room. “He did not resemble a sick person or a lunatic, but rather a dead man.” But he was undoubtedly alive. He lived in his visitors. They were visiting themselves.103


  §104


  Reciprocal connection.—The most famous American Nietzschean is probably the acerb and critic H. L. Mencken. In November 1914, he wrote an article for The Atlantic Monthly called “The Mailed Fist and its Prophet.” He has some interesting insights. From his trans-Atlantic distance, it is clear to Mencken that it was the publication in 1892 of a complete edition of Thus Spake Zarathustra that was the true turning of the tide against Nietzsche’s obscurity. “Here was success indubitable: a book almost perfectly adapted to arrest, arouse, stimulate, antagonize, inflame, and conquer. Here, at one stroke, was a profound and revolutionary treatise upon human conduct, and a glowing and magnificent work of art” (4). Mencken attributes this success in part to the fact that since they are written without reference to contemporary events, Zarathustra’s sermons constituted “medicine” that “was fortunately without much bitterness, the sins and deficiencies of the Germans were temporarily overlooked, there was nothing to explain away” (5). Mencken’s most interesting point is that a new German spirit had grown up during the Second Reich that found its articulation in Nietzsche’s writings: “It was yet vague, unformulated in words, not quite comprehended, even by the Germans themselves. What it needed, of course, was a philosophy to back it up, as the vast unrest of the American colonies needed the Declaration of Independence, with its sharp, staccato asseverations, its brave statement of axioms. That philosophy, though few Germans knew it, was already in being. It had been gradually taking form and substance as the new national spirit had developed, and side by side with it” (8-9). Prepared by Zarathustra’s sugar-coated medicine, “the rest of the books slipped down easily, charges and all. Nietzsche was beyond honor and flattery by now; his mind a muddle, he drowsed away the endless days at quiet Weimar, nursed by his devoted sister. But around that pathetic shell of a man a definite and vigorous cult arose” (10). Mencken emphasizes the parallel between the philosopher and Germany in his review of Nietzsche’s thought. “That theory of his was full of the confidence and the lordliness of youth; it was the youngest philosophy that the world has seen since the days of the Greeks; it made no concession whatever to the intellectual toryism of old age, the timidity and inertia of so-called experience. And if it was thus young, then let us not forget that Germany was young too. Here, indeed, was the youngest of the great nations, the baby among the powers” (11). Mencken’s insistence on Nietzsche’s reciprocal connection to his time (“the philosophy of Nietzsche gave coherence and significance to the new German spirit, and the new Germany gave a royal setting and splendor to Nietzsche”) is of the nineteenth-century Hegelian stamp (though not without its Darwinian orientation). How could he not be “the creature of his environment”? “In brief, he was like every other philosopher in the catalogue, ancient or modern: not so much a leader of his age as its interpreter, not so much a prophet as a procurator” (12). Writing in a still neutral United States in the early stages of the war, Mencken finally comes to the subject at hand: “I come to the war: the supreme manifestation of the new Germany, at last the great test of the gospel of strength, of great daring, of efficiency. But here, alas, the business of the expositor must suddenly cease. The streams of parallel ideas coalesce. Germany becomes Nietzsche; Nietzsche becomes Germany” (13).104
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  The One and the Many.—There are two major problems with Mencken’s theory of “reciprocal connection.” A statement like “Germany becomes Nietzsche; Nietzsche becomes Germany” is not false for the obvious reason that the two were not identical; the primordial problem with the statement is that it assumes that each of the two linked terms is a unity. Neither in fact was so. The Second Reich was an absolute monarchy with universal manhood suffrage. It was a backward-looking empire with the world’s first social security program. Its Reichstag was a powerless fiction, yet a majority of its members were needed to raise money by either taxation or borrowing. Its all-powerful Kaiser was repeatedly over-ruled. It was a conservative oligarchy with the most powerful socialist movement in Europe. It was a strong and mighty empire that survived for forty-seven short years. The Second Reich was precisely not the Third: it was not Ein Reich but rather an extremely complicated balance of national and regional power (see §36). Despite unification in 1871, it was not one but many. And of course Nietzsche was no less complex. What was Nietzsche’s philosophy? Was he even a philosopher at all? The fact that he was already intellectually dead by the time he became famous meant that he could not explain himself, he could not clarify his positions. Like Zarathustra, he too had taken leave of his disciples: “Now I bid you lose me and find yourselves; and only when you have denied me will I return to you.” He had left his disciples autonomy, and this autonomy—as well as his failure to present his thought in the systematic form he had promised—bred diversity. This was especially true in a place and time as complicated as Wilhelmine Germany. Aschheim, whose own book is essentially a polemic against any unitary or essentialist view of Nietzsche’s thought, quotes one of the philosopher’s Catholic critics (see note to §103): “All Nietzsche disciples die separately; no two share the same opinion; everyone goes his own way.” In short, neither Germany nor Nietzsche was one single thing; therefore, they could not have become one with each other in 1914, as H. L. Mencken claimed. On the other hand, he has indirectly hit upon a deeper truth: both Nietzsche and the Second Reich are united in their contradictory complexity. They are at one in being many.105
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  The great simplification.—There is certainly a sense in which Nietzsche had always longed for something more than metaphysical unity and transnational “good Europeanism.” The first of his Untimely Meditations, ‘David Strauss, the Confessor and the Writer’ (1873), calls for “the creation of a genuine German culture” that would bring uniformity. “Culture is, above all, unity of artistic style in all expressions of the life of a people.” Despite the recent victory against France (1870-1871)—despite the achievement of political unification—the war is in no sense a victory for German culture because no such thing exists. What passes for culture in Germany today is a “chaotic jumble,” a “grotesque juxtaposition and confusion of styles.” In short, Nietzsche’s intemperate blast at Strauss is simply the first shot in his long war against the tragelaphine: “the mixed man of modernity.” “This union of audacity and weakness, of rash words and cowardly acquiescence, this subtle assessment of how and with what expressions one can now impress the philistine, now flatter him, this lack of character and strength masquerading as strength and character, this defectiveness in wisdom with the affectation of superiority and mature experience—all this, in fact, if what I hate in this book.” Nietzsche’s call is for a great simplification.106
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  The spirit of 1914.—What would the seventy-year-old Nietzsche have thought of August 1914? It is tempting to see the demonstrations of enthusiasm with which the coming of war was greeted in Germany as the fulfillment of one of Zarathustra’s visions. “O blessed hour of lightning! O secret before noon! I yet hope to turn them into galloping fires and heralds with fiery tongues—they shall yet proclaim with fiery tongues: It is coming, it is near—the great noon!” In “On Virtue That Makes Small” in part 3 of Also Sprach Zarathustra (1884), he listens to the mediocre modern man who refuses to be big: “‘We have placed our chair in the middle,’ your smirking says to me; ‘and exactly as far from dying fighters as from amused sows.’ That however is mediocrity, though it be called moderation.” The time will come when neither moderation nor mediocrity will be tolerated in big things or small. “Oh, that you would reject all halfhearted willing and would become resolute in sloth and deed!” But Zarathustra has little expectation that he will see such a thing. “But why do I speak where nobody has my ears? It is still an hour too early for me here. I am my own precursor among this people, my own cock’s crow through dark lanes. But their hour will come!” There were those who saw August 1914 as such an hour. Rudolph Eucken, a German philosophy professor born two years before Nietzsche, described it in a 1917 article published by the War Press Office: “We experienced a powerful upswing in our souls; the life of the whole became directly the life of each individual, everything stale was swept away, new fountains of life opened themselves up. We felt ourselves taken above ourselves, and we were full of burning desire to turn this new consciousness into action.” The idea of a coming hour that would annihilate the petty concerns of the past had been expressed by Zarathustra in his very first speech, his speech to the masses in the prologue to part 1: “What is the greatest experience you can have? It is the hour of the great contempt. The hour in which your happiness, too, arouses your disgust, and even your reason and your virtue.” Nor is that catalog sufficient for Zarathustra: your happiness, reason, virtue, justice, and your pity become five stale and inconsequential things. “Not your sin but your thrift cries to heaven; your meanness even in your sin cries to heaven!” You can be wholeheartedly neither good nor bad! Would that you could be! “Where is the lightning to lick you with its tongue? Where is the frenzy with which you should be inoculated? Behold, I teach you the overman: he is the lightning, he is the frenzy.” Did this lightning strike in 1914? Eucken (winner of the 1908 Nobel Prize for literature) seems to have thought so: “there rose up a powerful storm, which wiped away all worries and doubts and filled our souls with fiery anger and tied us together as one.” He then adds the words that made “the War Enthusiasm of 1914” a theme for propaganda in the Third no less than the Second Reich: “Now there was only one goal: the defense of the Fatherland.” It is difficult to imagine Nietzsche—the “good European” and Polish nobleman—rallying around this particular cause, lightning or no lightning.107


  §108


  Life and death.—The “great noon” is a recurring theme in Also Sprach Zarathustra, especially if Zarathustra alludes to it in the prologue as “the hour of the great contempt” (see §107). In any case, he certainly mentions it at the end of part 1, when he bids farewell to his disciples for the first time: “And once again you shall become my friends and the children of a single hope—and then shall I be with you the third time, that I may celebrate the great noon with you.” This is a problematic passage because Nietzsche never describes the third time that Zarathustra joins his disciples; the celebration mentioned here never occurs. Part 2 narrates the second time and Zarathustra has his own “great noon” in part 4; presumably he is leaving the mountains to meet his disciples for the third time at the end of the entire book, and this passage indicates his celebratory purpose. But what is this important moment that seems to exist only outside of the text? It is difficult to say. “And that is the great noon when man stands in the middle of his way between beast and overman and celebrates his way to the evening as his highest hope: for it is the way to a new morning.” This is the sense in which the great drama of Nietzsche’s philosophy takes place in a Zwischenreich (see §95): the “great noon” is the moment of decision for the man in the middle. The goal is to emerge from this in-between twilight zone as an unmixed or “overman.” “Then will he who goes under bless himself for being one who goes over and beyond; and the sun of his knowledge will stand at high noon for him.” “Under” and “over” become one in a characteristic coincidentia oppositorum (see §82). It is also interesting that the achievement of unity is at the same time a gateway to the beyond—can there be a transcendent experience of immanence? One might just as well ask whether anyone can jump over their own shadow (see §91). It is also unclear to what extent he intends “going under” to mean death, and whether that death is literal or metaphorical. Perhaps he means that both the death of God and the metaphorical death of the mere man who believed in Him are necessary conditions for “the great noon” of the overman. “‘ Dead are all the gods: now we want the overman to live’—on that great noon, let this be our last will.”108
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  Zarathustra’s great noon.—“And Zarathustra ran and ran and did not find anybody any more, and he was alone and found himself again and again, and he enjoyed and quaffed his solitude and thought of good things for hours. But around the hour of noon, when the sun stood straight over Zarathustra’s head.” It is difficult to determine exactly what happens next in the section called “At Noon” in the fourth part of Also Sprach Zarathustra. In one of the most poetic passages in all his writings, Nietzsche appears to be giving literary expression to what he later called “the basic idea of Zarathustra” (see §97): “The Eternal Return of the Same.” He doesn’t identify it as such. But when he says that Zarathustra “was alone and found himself again and again,” he suggests it. In a magical interlude between sleep and wakefulness, Zarathustra enters a solitude so profound that he finds himself without even his shadow (“the sun stood straight over Zarathustra’s head”). He himself is unsure of what happens next. “What happened to me? Listen! Did time perhaps fly away? Did I not fall? Did I not fall—listen!—into the well of eternity?”109
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  Crowd scene in Munich.—In his The Spirit of 1914: Militarism, Myth, and Mobilization in Germany, Jeffrey Verhey describes how some Germans also experienced “the well of eternity” (see §109) that fateful August: “Yet some contemporaries not only asserted that these experiences were exciting, they interpreted them as a liminal moment, what Paul Tillich (in a different context) has termed a kairos: ‘an outstanding moment in the temporal process, a moment in which the eternal breaks into the temporal—shaking and transforming it, creating a crisis in the depth of human existence.’ In this ‘internal transformation,’ this purification of the soul, this ‘rebirth through war,’ when individual and collective entities were transformed, Germans felt the ecstasy that accompanies the belief that eternal truths and reality have become one.” While including evidence (like this passage) to illustrate the spiritual significance of August 1914, Verhey’s primary purpose in his book is revisionist and critical: he shows how slender and dubious evidence was appropriated for political purposes. In addition to explaining how “the August experiences” became a powerful myth in both the Second Reich and the Third, Verhey makes a crucial point: it was precisely Germany’s diversity—its lack of any genuine spiritual unity—that made a few days in July and August 1914 so important for propaganda purposes. The reality of diversity was replaced by a myth of unity. “The essence of the August experiences was not so much enthusiasm but excitement, a depth of emotion, an intensity of feeling. It was a time lived and perceived by the participants as a historical time. Germans felt pride, enthusiasm, panic, disgust, curiosity, exuberance, confidence, anger, bluff, fear, laughter, and desperation. All of these emotions may have been felt by the same person. At the very least they were found in the same place.” If Wilhelmine Germany had not been so hopelessly divided, August 1914 could not have become such a potent symbol: it spoke to what Germany would need to become if it was to win this terrible war. And a potent—indeed almost sacred—symbol it undoubtedly became: the Nazis would never have permitted a description like Verhey’s. But the Second Reich, as Nietzsche had insisted from the beginning (see §106), was not united. Whether or not he willed or wanted it to become so is unclear; he gives enough evidence on either side to leave the question in an eternal interpretive Zwischenreich. While there is doubtless something of Tillich’s liminal kairos in Zarathustra’s “great noon” experience, there is certainly nothing collective (let alone nationalistic) about it. It was the Nazis who sought to universalize “the storm trooper spirit” born in the trenches and to fuse it with a nationalist vision of August 1914. Hitler—the nameless “West Front warrior to be” in that cheering Munich crowd—became both the leader and symbol of this fusion. Everything in Nietzsche that was fusible was celebrated; the rest was explained away or rejected by the Nazis. Alfred Bäumler, “the Reich’s authorized Nietzsche scholar and professor of philosophy at the University of Berlin . . . explicitly rejected what he regarded as the passive doctrine of eternal recurrence.” Apparently he could make nothing of Zarathustra’s “At Noon.” “When will you drink this strange soul? When, well of eternity? Cheerful, dreadful abyss of noon! When will you drink my soul back into yourself?” Perhaps Zarathustra’s best disciple had died in a dugout after finding a bright noonday amid the darkest of nights.110
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  An absurdity.—More ink has been spilled debating the degree of Nietzsche’s responsibility for the Third Reich than on the extent to which he was a product of the Second.111
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  Two mistakes.—Trying to prove someone culpable for a thing they never imagined is less misguided than assuming that anyone is unaffected by their environment.112
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  The sporting instinct.— Beginning as wartime propaganda in 1914, engraved in the disastrous Treaty of Versailles, made unquestionable in retrospect by Hitler’s atrocities, finding Germany responsible for the First World War has become the acceptable blood sport of our times and about as fair as a fox hunt.113
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  “Auf wiedersehn auf dem Boulevard.” —Nietzsche’s relationship to France is problematic. He delights in French literature (see §94) and evidently prefers French to German culture—assuming, of course, that there is any such a thing (see §106). He spent his winters often enough on the French Riviera (see §22) and claims to have read only the Journal des Débats (see §78). But despite being “the philosopher of the railway age” (see §24), he never actually saw Paris. It really is quite strange: this unabashed lover of French culture and the contemptuous detractor of the Reich never sets foot in the Athens of Europe, the metropolis that proves Berlin a backwater. His failure to ever actually breathe the Parisian air—to expose himself to this mighty cultural magnet—suggests that his attitude toward France was more complicated than many of his statements would suggest. In Beyond Good and Evil (1886), he comes rather close, in fact, to advocating war with France; hardly what one might expect from a “good European.” In the first section of the important “What is Noble?” chapter (see §77), he maintains that “every high culture on earth” has its origins among the most ruthless of conquerors: “Men of a still natural nature, barbarians in every sense of the word, men of prey still in possession of an unbroken strength of will and lust for power, threw themselves upon weaker, more civilized, more peaceful, perhaps trading or cattle-raising races, or upon old mellow cultures [alte mürbe Culturen], the last vital forces in which were even then flickering out in a glittering firework display of spirit and corruption.” Taken by itself, this sentence is connected to the distinction between “master” and “slave morality” (see §80) and seems to refer to some prehistoric time; hence the archaic reference to “cattle-raising races.” France is not mentioned; nor, for that matter, is Germany. But in the previous section, the last in the chapter called “Peoples and Fatherlands,” some of the same words used in this sentence are linked to Germany and France. He is writing about Richard Wagner—the chapter “Peoples and Fatherlands” had begun with a stirring description of the overture to Die Meistersinger and will end with a long quotation from Parsifal—and his debt to France. He seems to be delightedly twitting German patriots with the claim that “it should not be underestimated how indispensable Paris was to the cultivation” of this great national hero. But then Nietzsche takes an unexpected turn. “Perhaps a subtler comparison will reveal that, to the credit of Richard Wagner’s German nature, he fashioned stronger, more daring, more severe and more elevated things than a nineteenth-century Frenchman could have done—thanks to the circumstance that we Germans are still closer to barbarism than the French—.” Here is the first link to the passage from “What is Noble?”: the “men of a still natural nature, barbarians in every sense of the word” are similar to the Germans, at least more similar to the Germans than to the French. Frenchmen could not have produced music as strong, daring, as “severe” and “elevated.” He goes on to make the claim that the French may well be incapable of understanding Wagner and in so doing, he completes the link with the passage in the next chapter. “Perhaps the most remarkable thing Wagner created is even inaccessible, inimitable to the entire, so late Latin race for ever and not only for the present: the figure of Siegfried, that very free human being who may indeed be much too free, too hard, too cheerful, too healthy, too anti-Catholic for the taste of peoples of an ancient, mellow culture [alter und mürber Culturvölker].” With these verbal links as a guide, the passage in “What is Noble?” takes on a new meaning. The passage refers to the past, indeed the distant past. But only twenty-eight years after the publication of Beyond Good and Evil, “men of prey still in possession of an unbroken strength of will and lust for power” will throw themselves upon France; they ride through Germany in railway cars covered with boastful graffiti: “See you again on the boulevard!” But despite unleashing this confident furor teutonicus—despite the fact that France is “an old mellow culture”—the 1914 offensive will stall just on the outskirts of Paris. The Germans will retreat and, still unbroken, they will wait. During 1917—the odd- numbered years are spent on the defensive in the West—they will wait in a strong defensive line that no French Army can break; it will be called “the Siegfried Line.” And then, led by carefully culled and trained “men of prey,” they will unleash “Michael.” They will not reach Paris any more than Nietzsche had.114
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  Blond beasts on the Marne?—In comparison with Hegel, Nietzsche is hardly a historian (see §103). Even as a classicist, he seems to have found it impossible to confine his attention to historical events (see §1). His references to the past often seem to be permeated by the priorities of the present; a good example is discussed in the previous section (see §114). When read in context, it is difficult to deny that some prehistoric cattle herders have become symbolic stand-ins for modern Frenchmen. The susceptibility of the present to conceptual invasion from the prehistoric past is particularly pronounced in Genealogy of Morals (1887); in fact, any genealogical project necessarily involves connecting something from the distant past to what it has now become. When Nietzsche first uses the famous phrase “blond beast,” for example, he is manifestly discussing the past: “One cannot fail to see at the bottom of all these noble races the beast of prey, the splendid blond beast prowling about avidly in search of spoil and victory; this hidden core needs to erupt from time to time, the animal has to get out again and go back to the wilderness: the Roman, Arabian, Germanic, Japanese nobility, the Homeric heroes, the Scandinavian Vikings—they all shared this need.” In showing the origin of slave morality, he must discuss its historically prior opposite. The wild and untamed “blond beast” (the “good” of the older master morality) has become “evil” in the moral system of the slave that dominates the present. Nietzsche is here an archaeologist of morals—indeed his eclectic catalogue of “beasts” proves that he is a student of comparative archaeology. By including “Homeric heroes,” he emphasizes that he is digging about in the distant past. By including the “Japanese nobility,” he proves that “blond” is a mere figure of speech and that he is by no means confining himself to Germans. But he doesn’t let it rest there. He uses the phrase “blond beast” two more times in the same section, and the next time he does so, the blond is literal and his concern is no longer with the past: “The deep and icy mistrust the German still arouses today whenever he gets into a position of power is an echo of that inextinguishable horror with which Europe observed for centuries that raging of the blond Germanic beast (although between the old Germanic tribes and us Germans there exists hardly a conceptual relationship, let alone one of blood).” Although the sentence is presented as demonstrating a radical break between the past and the present, it is easy to see it as a deliberate provocation to the Germans of the present. Saying to a person, “You’re not half the man your father was,” is an exhortation without much of a disguise. And if the “icy mistrust” that Nietzsche detects among Germany’s neighbors turns into concerted action against her (as it eventually did), would not an exhortation to imitate the mighty warriors of her past be patriotic no matter how provocatively or even insultingly that exhortation is made? There can be no doubt that Nietzsche is claiming that the fathers are better men than their sons: thus they are preferable. This is especially true in the context of the overall project of the Genealogy of Morals: the older master morality (and the “blond beast” that lived in accordance with it) is superior to anything that exists today: “One may be quite justified in continuing to fear the blond beast at the core of all noble races and in being on one’s guard against it: but who would not a hundred times sooner fear where one can also admire than not fear but be permanently condemned to the repellant sight of the ill-constituted, dwarfed, atrophied, and poisoned? And is that not our fate?” Applied to nineteenth- and early twentieth- century Europe, Nietzsche’s statement is shockingly naïve. Rather than admire a strong new Reich (whose “position of power” gave rise, as he had realized, to no inconsiderable fear), the politicians of Great Britain, France, and Russia joined their nations together against it and, after the most horrible war the world had ever known, destroyed it. In the course of that war, Germans became more susceptible to Nietzsche’s values even if nothing could make them become the “blond beasts” their ancestors had joyfully and unreflectively been. The primitive Germans had required no philosophical archaeologists to unleash their warlike fury. But fury was hardly enough for modern war: no prehistoric “blond beast” would have fared very well in the static horror of the trenches. Warfare of this dirty and demeaning kind was antithetical to their spirit. Something else was demanded from the citizens of the Second Reich and they delivered a characteristically complicated product. Motivated by elements of both master and slave morality, Germany’s working class and as well as her putative betters patiently endured the glory-nullifying rigors of modern war while imitating, in both 1914 and 1918, the warlike offensive spirit of their distant ancestors. As a result, the Germans were able to endure during the long interval between their first and second Battles of the Marne. Their achievement was all the more remarkable because Nietzsche was right about them: they were not “blond beasts.”115
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  Nietzsche in 1914.—There is no blind nationalism in Nietzsche. The extinction of the individual within the popular herd is anathema to the philosopher of “aristocratic radicalism.” This point of view colors his attitude toward the new Reich: the philosopher is locked in a zero-sum conflict (see §44) with the politics of his time. In “Schopenhauer as Educator” (1874), the third of his four Untimely Meditations, he links his philosophical elitism to antipathy toward popular politics. “It will probably be increasingly the sign of spiritual superiority from now on if a man takes the state and his duties to it lightly; for he who has the furor philosophicus within him will already no longer have the furor politicus and will wisely refrain from reading the newspapers every day, let alone working for a political party: though he will not hesitate for a moment to be at his place when his fatherland experiences a real emergency.” This passage leaves open the possibility that Nietzsche would have found patriotism in the summer of 1914. Another passage found in The Gay Science (1882) suggests a motivation that he would not have shared: “As soon as any war breaks out anywhere, there also breaks out precisely among the noblest people a pleasure that, to be sure, is kept secret: Rapturously, they throw themselves into the new danger of death because the sacrifice for the fatherland seems to offer the long desired permission—to dodge their goal; war offers a detour to suicide, but a detour with a good conscience.” Welcoming war as an escape from life is not Nietzsche’s way: “Live in seclusion so that you can live for yourself. Live in ignorance about what seems most important in your age. Between yourself and today lay the skin of at least three centuries. And the clamor of today, the noise of wars and revolutions should be a mere murmur for you.” Nobody in Germany found it easy to reduce the clamor of 1914 to background noise. While it is possible that a seventy-year-old Nietzsche would have remained aloof on his magic mountain during that fateful summer, it is hardly certain.116
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  Fighting against the Reich.—In the Untimely Meditations, Nietzsche enters the lists as a partisan warrior: in the third on behalf of Schopenhauer and in the fourth as a defender of Richard Wagner. In “Schopenhauer as Educator,” Nietzsche feels called upon to defend his mentor’s philosophical pessimism (see §4) from a powerful new enemy: the optimism engendered by the new Reich. Fortunately, Schopenhauer himself shows how “we are all able to educate ourselves against our age—because through him we possess the advantage of really knowing this age.” The pretensions of the new Germany (made visible by “really knowing” it) must be denied if Schopenhauer is to gain a hearing for his pessimistic valuation of existence. “Of course, it would be a hundred times better if this investigation should reveal that nothing so proud and full of hope has ever existed. And there are indeed at this moment naïve people in this and that corner of the earth, in Germany for instance, who are prepared to believe such a thing, and even go so far as to assert in all seriousness that the world was put to rights a couple of years ago and that those who persist in harboring dark misgivings about the nature of existence are refuted by the ‘facts.’” Writing in 1874, Nietzsche is, of course, referring to the founding of the Second Reich in 1871. “The chief fact is that the founding of the new German Reich is a decisive and annihilating blow to all ‘pessimistic’ philosophizing—that is supposed to be firm and certain.—Whoever is seeking to answer the question of what the philosopher as educator can mean in our time has to contest this view, which is very widespread and is propagated especially in our universities.” Nietzsche is thus locked a battle with the Reich for the sake of philosophy: real educators (à la Schopenhauer) must fight against the dominant institutions of their times. It is important to note that Nietzsche, like his enemies, simply assumes the health of the new Reich (see §4); the idea that it is doomed from the start and that its tragic story could itself be evidence for philosophical pessimism doesn’t occur to him. But he flatly refuses to flatter the new regime whether it be healthy or no. “He must declare: it is a downright scandal that such nauseating, idolatrous flattery can be rendered to our time by supposedly thinking and honorable men—a proof that one no longer has the slightest notion how different the seriousness of philosophy is from the seriousness of a newspaper.” It is interesting that Nietzsche writes these words in what was clearly the most idolatrous phase of his own literary career; he is, after all, attacking the Reich only to better praise Schopenhauer. But Nietzsche pays no attention to this possible inconsistency and presses on with his customary attack on those who write for newspapers. “Such men have lost the last remnant not only of philosophical but also of a religious mode of thinking, and in their place have acquired not even optimism but journalism, the spirit and spiritlessness of our day [den Geist und Ungeist des Tages] and our daily papers.” Nietzsche is not yet ready or able to present himself as the anti-Christ; he explicitly prefers religiosity to shallow journalism. Above all, he prefers philosophy—the possibility of a meaningful contemporary German philosophy—to its enemy: the Second Reich. “Every philosophy which believes that the problem of existence is touched on, not to say solved, by a political event is a joke—and pseudo-philosophy.”117
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  A sense for the tragic.—Nietzsche’s defense of another hero in “Richard Wagner in Bayreuth” (1876) also involves him in a self-declared war with his contemporaries. But this time the conflict is even more complicated. Schopenhauer had died well before 1871; creating a quarrel between him and the Reich is solely Nietzsche’s affair. While Wagner lived long enough to see (and oppose) the Reich, he was eventually to enter into a relationship of mutual admiration with it and its citizens. In 1876 Nietzsche can still perhaps persuade himself that Wagner and the Reich are antagonists: it was the opening of the Bayreuth Festival in that year that began the composer’s surge in popularity. But Wagner had already written his Kaisermarsch in honor of the founding of the Reich in 1871; this patriotic march music was very problematic for Nietzsche. He prefers to imagine himself fighting alongside his hero “against the rampant aggression of contemporary bogus culture” and he professes to see Bayreuth as a battlefield in a war against the Reich. “What we see depicted in the tragic art-work of Bayreuth is the struggle of the individual against everything that opposes him as apparently invincible necessity, with power, law, tradition, compact and the whole prevailing order of things. The individual cannot live more fairly than in being prepared to die in the struggle for love and justice and in sacrificing himself to it.” There is perhaps some irony in this ennobling call for individuals to selflessly sacrifice themselves in a struggle for individuality. More ironic is the fact that Nietzsche sees Wagner and the Reich in conflict with each other; this was hardly the ambitious Wagner’s intention. Nietzsche uses some of his most stirring language to describe the conflict he has undertaken on behalf of the composer’s tragic vision; he would certainly have been surprised to realize how applicable his words will become in the coming World War. “The individual must be consecrated to something higher than himself—that is the meaning of tragedy; he must be free of the terrible anxiety which death and time evoke in the individual: for at any moment, in the briefest atom of life’s course, he may encounter something holy that endlessly outweighs all his struggle and all his distress—this is what it means to have a sense for the tragic; all the ennoblement of mankind is enclosed on this supreme task; the definite rejection of this task would be the saddest picture imaginable to a friend of man. That is my view of things!” Nietzsche clearly intends to celebrate a war against “the whole prevailing order of things” for the sake of the tragic individual. But the call to self-sacrifice for a higher cause is far more suggestive of a national war, and a doomed and desperate national war at that. The “demon in the dugout” (see §97) also preaches a tragic vision: affirmative pessimism (see §6) is the essence of the Eternal Return of the Same. Nietzsche was undoubtedly correct in believing that his time was witnessing a rebirth of tragedy. “There is only one hope and one guarantee for the future of humanity: it consists in his retention of the sense for the tragic. An unheard-of cry of distress would resound across the earth if mankind should ever lose it completely; and, conversely, there is no more rapturous joy than to know what we know—that the tragic idea has been reborn into the world.” He attributes this rebirth to Wagner (and perhaps himself) in spite of the Reich. In fact, Wagner and the Second Reich will embrace each other to such an extent that Nietzsche must become the self-professed enemy of both.118
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  Nietzsche and his time? —In “On the Uses and Disadvantages of History for Life” (1874), the second of his Untimely Meditations, “Nietzsche the classicist” indicates that history is best used as a weapon against the present. “Satiate yourself with Plutarch and when you believe in his heroes dare at the same time to believe in yourself. With a hundred such men—raised in this unmodern way, that is to say become mature and accustomed to the heroic—the whole noisy sham-culture of our age could now be silenced forever.—” Long before “Zarathustra” was even a twinkle in his eye, Nietzsche is already recruiting an elite band of cultural storm troopers (see §101) to fight against the present. The war must indeed be total: the present (which must be “silenced forever”) is a formidable enemy even for heroes steeped in Plutarch. “If, on the other hand, you acquire a living knowledge of the history of great men, you will learn from it a supreme commandment: to become mature and to flee from that paralyzing up-bringing of the present age which sees its advantage in preventing your growth so as to rule you and exploit you to the full while you are still immature.” It is striking that Nietzsche personifies his time period and attributes to it an evil intent: the malevolent present conspires to stunt his growth so as to control and exploit him. Avoiding its paralyzing power is “a supreme commandment” precisely because it is an active and personal enemy. Therefore all real heroes must do battle with their time. Perhaps this proposition explains a hidden root of Nietzsche’s opposition to the Second Reich—especially in the period of its heroic achievements: only by being “untimely” can he be the real hero. Be that as it may, the proposition clearly provides no basis for ignoring—as too many of his explicators have done (see §111)—his relationship to his own time. “And if you want biographies, do not desire those which bear the legend ‘Herr So-and-So and his age,’ but those upon whose title page there would stand ‘a fighter against his age.’”119
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  Storms at sea.—A great German navy, always cited as a major cause of Britain’s hostility (and thus the war), was little more than a twinkle in the young Kaiser’s eye when Nietzsche unquestionably ceased to pay any attention to current events in 1889. The Reichstag passed the first Naval Law in 1898 (the year of Bismarck’s death) and the second just before Nietzsche’s own (August 25) on June 12, 1900. But Zarathustra (“On Old and New Tablets”) had long before used the sea as a metaphor for his children’s destiny that would have made any forward-looking member of the German Navy League proud enough to ignore the tragic possibilities: “Now you shall be seafarers, valiant and patient. . . . The sea is raging; everything is in the sea. Well then, old sea dogs! What of fatherland? Our helm steers us toward our children’s land! Out, there, stormier than the sea, storms our great longing!” It sometimes seems—most implausibly—that Nietzsche could see the future. He unquestionably both senses and summons (see §81) the coming storm that will destroy the Reich so gloriously founded in his own time. But it is more reasonable to suppose that he possessed an unusually clear understanding of the present and that it was this (rather than any prophetic gift) that allowed him to see no small part of his Fatherland’s troubled destiny. He explains why this might be so in Human, All Too Human (1878). “Estranged from the present.—There is a great advantage to be gained in distantly estranging ourselves from our age and for once being driven as it were away from its shores back on to the ocean of the world-outlooks of the past. Looking back at the coast from a distance we command a view, no doubt for the first time, of its total configuration [ihre gesammte Gestaltung], and when we approach it again we have the advantage of understanding it better than those who have never left it.”120
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  No armistice with the Kaiser.—Nietzsche was in the third and final phase of his turbulent relationship with “the young German Kaiser” (see §61) when he reviewed his relationship with Richard Wagner in Ecce Homo (written late 1888). The prior attempt to gain influence over the Kaiser by attacking the composer in The Case of Wagner (see §53) is over. Nor is the young man now “magnificent” at the head of his regiments as he was in The Antichrist (see §60): “It is a matter of total indifference to me whether today he dons different colors, clothing himself in scarlet and putting on a hussar’s uniform.” The decline of the Kaiser’s standing is connected to his hatred for all things German but also (curiously) reflected in a more favorable attitude toward Wagner. Given the importance Nietzsche attached to his digestion (see §94), the following statement is unusually strong: “The way I am, so alien in my deepest instincts to everything German that the mere proximity of a German retards my digestion, the first contact with Wagner was also the first deep breath of my life: I experienced, I revered him as a foreign land, as an antithesis, as an incarnate protest against all ‘German virtues.’” Here, on the edge of his Zusammenbruch, Nietzsche returns in fantasy to the halcyon days when he saw himself joined with Wagner in a war against the Reich (see §118). With a more congenial anti-German Wagner hovering before his eyes, he makes his last spiritual pilgrimage to Paris, this time with no trace of latent hostility (see §114). “Well then! Wagner was a revolutionary—he ran away from the Germans. As an artist one has no home in Europe, except Paris.” In fact, Nietzsche finds only one unforgivable sin in Wagner while writing Ecce Homo and that reflects less on his former friend than on his old and inveterate enemy. “What did I never forgive Wagner? That he condescended to the Germans—that he became reichsdeutsch.” Hostility toward the Reich is practically a fixed principle in Nietzsche’s mercurial mind; he truly deserved a biography entitled “a fighter against his age” as he had once hinted that he did (see §119). But even when he presents himself as an antagonist to his own times, he is tacitly admitting that he can’t be understood without reference to them. In Ecce Homo, he offers a clue to the historical roots of his antipathy to Germany while he settles (apparently not with much peace of mind) into that final vision where the Kaiser, Bismarck, and Stöcker are one (see §64): “We who were children in the swamp air of the fifties are of necessity pessimists concerning the concept ‘German;’ we simply cannot be anything but revolutionaries—we shall not come to terms with any state of affairs in which the bigot is at the top.” As was the case exactly thirty years later (in November 1918), peace with Germany is out of the question as long as the Kaiser keeps his throne.121
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  Flood-tide of selfishness.—Although Friedrich Wilhelm would have deplored the idea of a book called “Herr Nietzsche and His Time” (see §119)—doubtless because he thought that such an approach diminishes the stature of a great man like himself—a passage in Beyond Good and Evil (1886) suggests that his shade would be somewhat mollified by a book that extended “his time” into the future. “It seems to me more and more that the philosopher, being necessarily a man of tomorrow and the day after tomorrow, has always found himself and had to find himself in contradiction to his today: his enemy has always been the ideal of today.” The extent to which some aspects of the 1914-1918 war are illuminated by reference to Nietzsche’s ideas (and vice versa) has now been considered. The parenthetical “vice versa” is important: my goal is not to diminish Nietzsche by shrinking him into his historical context but rather—by considering both the Second Reich and its greatest thinker together—to see them both in some new ways (see §95). Each casts an interesting light on the other. For example, historians have conventionally divided the forty-seven year life span of the Second Reich into two parts: the era of Bismarck (from the creation of the Reich in 1871 to the Chancellor’s dismissal by Wilhelm in 1890) and then the “Wilhelmine” period (from 1890 to the abdication of the Kaiser in 1918). A consideration of Friedrich Nietzsche within the context of the Kaiserreich suggests a third and neglected historical period: the 1888-1890 interval (Zwischenzeit) between the accession of Wilhelm and the fall of Bismarck during which the Second Reich’s two dominant leaders uneasily and fatefully shared the stage. It is precisely in the middle of this forgotten “middle period” that Nietzsche collapses (1889); he makes it more significant. A thought-provoking parallel arises from the fact that the military failure of 1918—which marked the end of the Reich—is also called in German a Zusammenbruch, the word always used for Nietzsche’s breakdown. There are, in fact, many parallels. Nietzsche is present at the Reich’s creation—indeed his own creative period begins simultaneously with the Reichsgründung. He is passionately interested in the complex political tides of the Zwischenzeit and expresses himself volubly about both Bismarck and Kaiser Wilhelm in his last notebook (see §61). Finally, the end of the Reich in 1918—like his own thirty years before—is a Zusammenbruch following a period of maximum exertion (Nietzsche wrote five books in 1888). There are affinities. How could there not be? Few would admit, of course, that “his time” should be stretched as far as the World War; common sense limits him to the Bismarck years (see §38). But this limitation is problematic in Nietzsche’s case. On the most literal level, Nietzsche actually lives until 1900. To confine “the time” of a thinker as radical and farsighted as Nietzsche to less than his allotted life span is almost as counterintuitive as to give him what he claimed all great philosophers possessed: a vision of the ways of the future: “By laying the knife vivisectionally to the bosom of the very virtues of the age they betrayed what was their own secret: to know a new greatness of man, a new untrodden path to his enlargement.” It also seems strange to confine Nietzsche to his productive years (up until his 1889 collapse) when the period of his greatest productivity—a huge culture-wide influence—begins only in 1890 (see §103). During the Bismarck years, his is a voice crying in the wilderness. But there can be no question of his “untimeliness” in Wilhelmine Germany: he is the thinker of the hour whom all intellectuals must confront. His voice is so timely that even many of those—like socialists and feminists—whom he had sarcastically dismissed, drew inspiration from his words. And still more of his words keep coming despite his incapacity. It is only in 1892 that Also Sprach Zarathustra, his most popular work, becomes available to the reading public. The Antichrist and Nietzsche contra Wagner were not even published until 1895. His autobiographical Ecce Homo does not appear until 1908. He is dead, to be sure, but by means of this stunning self-portrait, he is once again brought back to life. And while a truncated version of The Will to Power—the book he both did and didn’t write—appears in 1901, it was not released in its present form until 1910-1911. This bizarre life after death needs an explanation. It was not only the machinations of Elisabeth Förster-Nietzsche that kept her brother alive; she needed to have had thousands of accomplices. It was not just the Germans who read and pondered Nietzsche who kept him alive and productive either. Perhaps the most powerful beneficiary of the Nietzsche Cult—and by no means the least interesting of Nietzsche’s illuminators—was Kaiser Wilhelm, a man who never read him. The fact that both men would have unhesitatingly repudiated each other does not disprove their close connection: it is characteristic—perhaps even emblematic—of the internal crosscurrents and contradictions of Wilhelmine Germany. Neither man has ever been called either stable or consistent. But both worked in tandem, quite unconsciously, to create the tragedy of the Second Reich (see §2). Thanks in part to the Kaiser but no less to Nietzsche himself, the thinker’s 1886 appraisal of his own time (and its opposite) would need to be reversed just twenty years later: “Today the taste of the age and the virtue of the age weakens and attenuates the will, nothing is so completely timely as weakness of will: consequently, in the philosopher’s ideal precisely strength of will, the hardness and capacity for protracted decisions, must constitute part of the concept ‘greatness’; with just as much justification as the opposite doctrine and the ideal of a shy, renunciatory, humble, selfless humanity was appropriate to an opposite age, to one such as, like the sixteenth century, suffered from its accumulation of will and the stormiest waters and flood-tides of selfishness.” With the willful Kaiser’s great steel battle fleet growing year by year—to say nothing of Nietzsche’s own amazing and growing popularity and influence—it was a good thing for the philosopher that he was now dead. The ambitious originator of “the will to power” would have found it maddening to become the “shy, renunciatory, humble, selfless” thinker that opposition to his time—his own criterion of philosophical greatness—would have required in the stormy waters of Wilhelm’s headstrong new Germany.122
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  1901.—The intertwined destiny of Nietzsche and the Second Reich rises like some ghostly apparition in a particularly beautiful section of book 5 of The Gay Science (written in 1886): “We incomprehensible ones.—Have we ever complained because we are misunderstood, misjudged, misidentified, slandered, misheard, and not heard? Precisely this is our fate—oh, for a long time yet! Let us say, to be modest, until 1901—it is also our distinction; we should not honor ourselves sufficiently if we wished that it were otherwise.” In 1901, Nietzsche had entered a strange twilit Zwischenreich between life and death (see §122); although no German realized it, the Reich was in a similar condition. To the casual observer, Germany had never been more alive. The First Naval Law of 1898 had had the desired effect: far from alienating Great Britain, it persuaded her most powerful and farsighted statesmen that an alliance with Germany was probably necessary to the Empire’s survival. In November 1899, Joseph Chamberlain, the colonial secretary, proposed a great alliance of the Teutonic and Anglo-Saxon peoples: Great Britain, Germany, and the United States of America would sway the destiny of the planet. Britain had gotten herself into serious trouble in the Boer War (1899-1902) and was coming to realize that “splendid isolation” was too dangerous to be sustained. At the same time that British and German statesman were performing an intricate diplomatic dance, representatives of the Franco-Russian Alliance were floating pourparlers to Germany in order to take advantage of Britain’s discomfiture in the Transvaal. This was the “Free Hand” in action (see §34): the Reich was being courted by both Britain and Russia but committed herself to neither; Germany actively pursued neither an Anglo-German Alliance nor a Continental League. The Second Naval Law of 1900 passed the Reichstag just as the Boxer Rebellion was engulfing China: the last and greatest frontier for the great imperialist powers. The Second Reich’s attainment of a “place in the sun” was symbolized by the fact that both Russia and Britain supported a German commander for the great international army sent to crush the Boxers. Friedrich Wilhelm Nietzsche thus died at the apogee of the Second Reich’s international position (see §52). But it was not to last. By the end of 1901, Germany’s position in the world still appeared to be strong. Cecil Rhodes, for example—following Chamberlain’s 1899 vision—decided that bright young Germans would now be eligible for his scholarship. But for those who directed British Foreign Policy, all had changed. The Kaiser’s grandmother, Queen Victoria, died in January 1901; her son, Edward VII, hated Wilhelm. In March, Chancellor von Bülow proved once again that the Free Hand would prevent Germany from joining Britain against Russian expansion in China. On May 29, a brief memorandum by the British prime minister, Lord Salisbury, seen by only a handful, “rang the death knell of the Anglo-German alliance discussions.” When Britain finally did emerge from “splendid isolation” in 1902, it was an alliance with Japan (directed against Russia) and not one with the Reich that constituted the fateful step. Britain would never again court Germany. Instead, she would eventually join with her old enemies France and Russia (while maintaining strong ties to both the United States and Japan) in ententes that left Germany diplomatically isolated by 1906-1907. The German navy, which had prompted the British to enter into serious alliance talks with Germany between 1898 and 1901, would from this point forward be presented as the primary cause of Anglo-German hostility; it is still presented in that light. The growth of German industry, the building of the high seas fleet, the Kaiser’s determination to gain for Germany a place in the sun, these became proof of German belligerence, not of the new Reich’s greatness and impressive energy. “We are misidentified—because we ourselves keep growing, keep changing, we shed our old bark, we shed our skins every spring, we keep becoming younger, fuller of future, taller, stronger, we push our roots ever more powerfully into the depths—into evil—while at the same time we embrace the heavens ever more lovingly, more broadly, imbibing their light ever more thirstily with all our twigs and leaves.” Nietzsche had predicted that he would finally be understood by 1901. The fact is that both the thinker and the Reich had never been so misunderstood: Nietzsche’s “aristocratic radicalism” was becoming confused with a German battleship while the Reich’s “Free Hand” was being reinterpreted as a Will to World Domination. It is the fact that both were misunderstood that suggests an unconscious reason for Nietzsche’s curious use of the plural pronoun: “Like trees we grow—this is hard to understand, as is all of life—not in one place only but everywhere, not in one direction but equally upward and outward and inward and downward; our energy is at work simultaneously in the trunk, branches, and roots; we are no longer free to do only one particular thing, to be only one particular thing.” Was Germany free to make a clear-cut choice? Could the Reich have agreed to be the mighty British Empire’s European foot soldier—to fight both Russia and France on her behalf? It certainly would not have been a popular step to take. Could the young German Kaiser—the naval enthusiast who wanted nothing more than to be au courant and respectable in the eyes of the British elite—really have allied with semi-barbaric Russia? By 1905, he was ready to try. The Czar, reeling from a surprise attack from Britain’s Japanese ally in February 1904, abandoned by France in her hour of need (the republic had made an entente with Great Britain in April), agreed to an alliance with his cousin the Kaiser. Back in Berlin and St. Petersburg, the two potentates discovered their impotence: the Treaty of Björkö came to nothing. The Second Reich’s path was from that point a lonely one—as had her greatest thinker’s been. The Reich’s isolation and destruction may have come thirty years after Nietzsche’s, but before the end, she had finally caught up with him and his terrible and beautiful visions. Both had been badly misunderstood. Both were prone to tragic misunderstandings of their own. Had both nation and thinker brought about their own destruction? It is difficult to say. Certainly both had followed the precept “Live dangerously!” Had it been worth it? Nietzsche seemed to think so. And the justification he offered for himself makes a good epitaph for the Second Reich: “This is our fate, as I have said; we grow in height; and even if this should be our fatality—for we dwell ever closer to the lightning—well, we do not on that account honor it less; it remains that which we do not wish to share, to make public—the fatality of the heights, our fatality.”123
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  Between two worlds.—“Just as it is proper for a man even in the midst of a robust life to think from time to time about death, so also may he fasten his eyes on the coming end of his fatherland so that he can love it in the present that much more passionately: for everything is transient and interwoven with alteration on this earth. Have not far greater nations than ours already passed away? Or would you seriously want to drag out your existence like the Eternal Jew who cannot die in order to be of service to all the newly arisen peoples when he himself has buried the Egyptians, the Greeks, and the Romans? No! A people that knows that one day it will be no more, lives its allotted days that much more fully, lives in such a way as to leave behind a longer and more glorious memory. It can enjoy no rest until it has brought to light and account every one of its faculties to the fullest extent possible, just like a restless man who puts his house in order before leaving it forever.” Walter Flex, who wrote these words, died on the Eastern Front in 1917. He had written them in a book about a friend of his, a young Lieutenant named Ernst Wurche. In fact, the passage just quoted is something his friend had said to him before being killed in 1915. Wurche, according to Flex, was one of those young men who went off to war with the Bible, Goethe, and Nietzsche’s Zarathustra in their backpacks (see §96). Upon their first meeting in France, even before discovering the books he reads, Flex is reminded of Nietzsche: “A few hours later, the slim, handsome young man in the shabby grey tunic was striding like a pilgrim down the mountain from Hâtonchatel to Vigneuelles, his pale grey eyes full of sparkle and confident longing. He reminded me of Zarathustra descending from the heights, or Goethe’s Wanderer.” The resemblance is not only physical. “What pleased him in Zarathustra was the uplifting idea that human nature is something to be overcome. His soul was constantly in search of the eternal. Even in matters concerning his country he was not afraid to face the prospect of transience. Individuals and peoples, he saw them both as transitory and eternal at one and the same time.” After Walter Flex died, his brother Martin published the book and it became immensely popular: “the book went through thirty-nine editions and sold 250,000 copies in less than two years.” It was called Der Wanderer zwischen beiden Welten.124
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  The great chasm.—On 23 May 1934, Carl Gustav Jung spoke about Nietzsche and the World War as part of his first seminar on Zarathustra. “You see,” he told the group, “it is not inapt that we are only now attempting an analysis of Zarathustra; we need all the preparation of our psychology to understand what it really means.” It is not only that Jung was using Nietzsche as validation for his theory of the Collective Unconscious, he claims that without reference to “our psychology,” Zarathustra is unintelligible. “The second part of Faust also was understood by nobody; it takes a long and most painstaking preparation to get the gist of it: it is most prophetic. And we need the experience of the war and of the post-war social and political phenomena to get an insight into the meaning of Zarathustra.” Here is an attempt by Jung to link Nietzsche to the post-war “political phenomena”: in 1934 this can only mean Hitler and National Socialism. To Jung’s credit, he makes explicit and names the mechanism by which this link becomes possible. Nietzsche had “anticipated, through his sensitivity, a great deal of the subsequent mental development; he was assailed by the collective unconscious to such an extent that quite involuntarily he became aware of the collective unconscious that was characteristic of his time and the time that followed.” This coincides pretty closely with my own views, although I see no reason to embrace the Jungian vocabulary in preference to the basic concept of Zeitgeist. Nietzsche was (like all the rest of us) not only a product of his Zeitgeist but was able to anticipate “through his sensitivity” an unusually strong vision of “subsequent mental development.” But I must part company with Jung (and all others like him in this respect) when it comes to linking Nietzsche to events in post-war Germany. Establishing a link between Nietzsche and Hitler is based not so much on distorting Nietzsche’s thinking as on completely misunderstanding the great chasm cut by the World War. Nietzsche once claimed that the year 1888 would “split history into two halves.” As far as Germany is concerned, 1918 has an infinitely better claim to having accomplished this dreadful feat. Nietzsche has long been used, by Jung and others, to illustrate the continuity of German history: only in this way can he be held responsible for the Nazis. Jung at least is honest about his motivations for doing so: he wants to validate his own theories. But any representative of “the Anglo-Saxon peoples” who maintains such a continuity for the purpose of explaining the origins of World War I is both hypocritical and myopic. Blackening the Second Reich with the crimes of the Third is dishonest politics and bad history. Moreover, the English-speaking peoples have never lost a modern war; we simply have no concept of how the lost war affected Germany. But we can listen. The “Foreword” to Thomas Mann’s 1924 masterpiece The Magic Mountain explains why the story he is narrating—the story of simple Hans Castorp—is already “covered with historic mould”: “The exaggerated pastness of our narrative is due to its taking place before the epoch when a certain crisis shattered its way through life and consciousness and left a deep chasm behind. It takes place—or, rather, deliberately to avoid the present tense, it took place, and had taken place—in the long ago, in the old days, the days of the world before the Great War, in the beginning of which so much began that has scarcely yet left off beginning.” When Hans is snatched down into the holocaust of 1914, the narrator bids him “adieu” in this Nietzschean vein: “Farewell—and if thou livest or diest! . . . We even confess that it is without great concern that we leave the question open. Adventures of the flesh and in the spirit, while enhancing thy simplicity, granted thee to know in the spirit what in the flesh thou scarcely couldst have done.” In short, Hans had been able “to live dangerously” and because he had lived, his subsequent life (or death) is irrelevant. This is also the spirit of Ernst Wurche, who repels the thought that his comrades have fallen in vain: “Have not thousands of young men lived through thousands of hours of human existence and managed never once to give thought to anything easy and empty and mean but rather have gone through days and nights with warm and sturdy hearts? Can a time be in vain which has made out of the frailest and most human materials works of art and then has offered these up as if they were barbarians that must destroy?” It doesn’t occur to Wurche that the transformation of these sensitive “works of art” into “blond beasts” (see §115) is in itself a waste; much the opposite. There had never been any “in vains” for Zarathustra’s disciples, but the horrors of the Great War were required to ensure that they had mastered the concept. This mastery is victory enough for Wurche and Flex. Although he was apparently dead, Nietzsche had revealed this concept—the “love of one’s destiny” he had called it—in 1908 (the publication date of Ecce Homo). “My formula for greatness in a human being is amor fati: that one wants nothing to be different, not forward, not backward, not in all eternity. Not merely bear what is necessary, still less conceal it—all idealism is mendaciousness in the face of what is necessary—but love it.” Hitler’s disciples did not and could not understand this. Their mission was to reverse Germany’s tragic destiny. One of the most powerful Nazi posters is a 1928 image of a World War soldier in his Stahlhelm looking at the viewer with sad and searching eyes. The poster’s message reads: “National Socialist—or the sacrifice was in vain.” Bringing Germany back from the ashes by crushing the Jews in a nationalist frenzy of revenge for a lost war? Not one element of that formula is Nietzschean—it would be closer to the truth to say that every element in it is anti-Nietzschean. The lost war had changed everything. Nietzsche’s nemesis Adolf Stöcker (who created the first anti-Semitic political movement in Germany) is the closest thing to Hitler that the Second Reich contains. But even the two Adolfs live on different spiritual planets. It is impossible to imagine the boorish and semi-educated Hitler as a Christian let alone as the polished Hofprediger of the aristocratic Kaiserreich. But Hitler had received an important education of his own: he had been processed through the terrible cauldron of war. A new age and a new Zeitgeist emerged on the other side of that chasm. Not even Nietzsche was prophet enough to glimpse what lay beyond it. The faceless crowds of Nürnberg were not Zarathustra’s disciples any more than were Jung’s seminarians pondering the origins of contemporary ‘political phenomena’ in the safety of Switzerland. Zarathustra’s disciples had belonged to other mountains and another time. Their time had embraced eternity but not 1934. Nor could those of 1934 recognize them; they were the dead. But even misunderstood, they had not lived nor could have died in vain. They required no revenge. They were the laughing dead.125


  §126


  Magic mountains.—Although Thomas Mann’s The Magic Mountain is an infinitely richer work of art than the slim best-selling memoir of Walter Flex, there is no doubt that Hans Castorp, the novel’s hero, is also “A Wanderer Between Two Worlds.” On the most basic level, those two worlds are “the magic mountain” itself (a tuberculosis sanatorium in Switzerland) and the “flatland” down below from which Hans comes with his copy of Ocean Steamships (he was to be a ship-builder) and to which, in 1914, he returns. But this is by no means the only sense in which Hans Castorp exists in a Zwischenreich between two worlds. The true magic of Mann’s masterpiece is the complete interpenetration of vividly described details with the allegorical symbolism of a fairy tale. Simple blue-eyed Hans Castorp is—especially after the departure of his soldier-cousin Joachim Ziemssen—precisely Germany. Even at table, Hans of Hamburg sits between an Englishwoman and a spinster from Königsberg. More importantly, his adventurous soul is the battleground between the Italian humanist Ludovico Settembrini (who represents the enlightened liberalism of the West) and Clavdia Chauchat, the nihilistic Russian beauty (with a French husband) with whom he falls in love. Dualisms abound. The spiritual conflicts to which Hans is exposed even in the first three weeks of his seven-year stay on the mountain remind him of a childhood memory: “Yes, there were two different worlds. As Herr Settembrini talked, and Hans Castorp stood, as it were, between them and cast his critical eye upon one and upon the other, they recalled back to his conscious mind a scene from his own past life. He saw himself rowing on a lake in Holstein, one late summer evening; the sun was down, the almost full moon rising above the bushes that bordered the lake. He rowed alone and slowly over the quiet waters, gazing to right and left at a scene fantastic as any dream. In the west, it was still broad day, with a fixed and glassy air; but in the east he looked into a moonlit landscape, wreathed in the magic of rising mists and equally convincing to his bewildered sense. The strange combination lasted some brief quarter of an hour before the balance finally settled in favour of the night and the moon; all that time Han’s Castorp’s dazzled eyes went shifting in lively amazement from one scene to the other: from day to night and back again to day. The picture returned to him now.” Hans in the middle is the theme of the novel; this is especially obvious after the entrance of Settembrini’s brilliant rival Leo Naphta (see §42), which leads to some of the most interesting debates in literature. It is Settembrini, in an attempt to turn his protégé against Naphta, who explains the connection between Hans and Germany: they both inhabit a Zwischenreich. “‘ Caro!’ Herr Settembrini said. ‘ Caro amico! There will be decisions to make, decisions of unspeakable importance for the happiness and the future of Europe; it will fall to your country to decide, in her soul the decision will be consummated. Placed as she is between East and West, she will have to choose, she will have to decide firmly and consciously between the two spheres. You are young, you will have a share in the decision, it is your duty to influence it.’” But Hans does not choose the equalitarian secular humanitarianism of Settembrini over the elitist transcendental terrorism of Naphta any more than Germany chose between Russia and Great Britain: “Hans Castorp sat, his chin in his hand. He looked out of the mansard window, and in his simple blue eyes there was a certain obstinacy. He was silent.” Hans (like Germany) goes his own way, a dangerous third way of experimentation and exposure to death. Nietzsche’s influence is everywhere in The Magic Mountain. When young Hans strikes off into the Alpine wilderness in “Snow” (Mann identified this as the spiritual heart of his novel), he has a perfectly Nietzschean vision of both the Apollinian and Dionysian realms. The very title of the novel is found in The Birth of Tragedy; the mountain and flatland dichotomy is Zarathustra’s. But Nietzsche is never mentioned in the novel. Although many of the ideas that Mann puts into the mouths of both Naphta and Settembrini are Nietzsche’s, he mixes them in such a way as to make it impossible to say which of the two is more Nietzschean. Naphta is more like Nietzsche in his slashing “beyond good and evil” style of argument but less like him in substance: he is both Christian and a communist. Settembrini perfectly embodies the “good European” and also espouses a this-worldly metaphysical monism, but both his nationalism and his humanitarianism distance him from Nietzsche. Like both Hans and Germany, Nietzsche occupies a Zwischenreich. He describes this vividly in a notebook entry from 1885-1886: “One can see in my earlier writings a good will towards unbounded horizons, a certain clever precaution against convictions, a mistrust of the enchantments and conscience-deceptions which every strong belief brings with it. One can perhaps see in this the caution of a burned child, a betrayed idealist—but basically it seems to me to be the Epicurean instinct of riddle-lover, that won’t easily let itself buy out of the enigmatic character of things. More essentially, it is finally an aesthetic revulsion against the grand virtuous and unconditional words, a taste that arms itself against all four-square contradictions and actually prefers a great deal of uncertainty in things, as a friend of gray areas [Zwischenfarben], shadows, evening lights and endless seas.”126
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  Contradictions.—Nietzsche returned to his beloved aphorisms for the last time in the first section of Twilight of the Idols (1889); he called it “Maxims and Arrows.” The twenty-third is called “German spirit” and its message is simple: “for the past eighteen years a contradiction in terms.” Nietzsche the classicist uses Latin in the original: “German spirit” is a “contradictio in adjecto.” His point is that the adjective “German” simply can’t be applied to the word Geist without creating an oxymoron: there can be no such thing as “German spirit.” To begin with, Nietzsche himself often used the term “German spirit” (see §7); he is therefore contradicting himself. But there is a deeper truth of which he is unconscious. Wilhelmine culture did develop amid a teeming mass of political, cultural and social contradictions (see §105). There are so many cross-purposes in the political and cultural life of the Kaiserreich that there is no one thing that the spirit of its time could be. It is both strong and weak, both confident and insecure, both good and evil, both shallow and deep. Nietzsche does not bother to notice these polarities; he stops himself at the level of wordplay. It is merely the phrase “German spirit,” that is a contradictio in adjecto. But what about the thing itself? He had put it more honestly in 1874 (see §117) when he had written of “the spirit and spiritlessness of our day” [den Geist und Ungeist des Tages]. During the Second Reich, the “German spirit” is a self-contradiction: it is both Geist and Ungeist. On the philosophical level, the Reich’s Zeitgeist was so locked into a Zwischenreich between traditional German Idealism and the new scientific Materialism that the very concept of Geist is open to serious philosophical objections. As long as Germany had been politically divided, it was only in the realm of Volksgeist (“spirit of the people”) that its unity could be found: until 1871, German nationalism was inevitably idealistic. The new Reich, on the other hand, is modern: it is the result of Realpolitik. The comforting old answers have become hollow, but the new ones are unbearably depressing. This created a dilemma that characterized the Zeitgeist. But the very novelty of the Reich—Nietzsche has just reminded us that it was only eighteen years old—impels it toward the new. But even here there are contradictions. There are two opposite pathways united only by their mutual opposition to the old Idealism. In the West, there now appears a shallow Darwinism that reduces man to mechanism. In the East there arises, like some grim fatality, Russian Nihilism. The traditional alternatives of the past—God and Idealism—are out-of-date and threadbare. Nietzsche brilliantly completes the square with a fourth and futuristic alternative. Nihilism’s “God is dead” is embraced. But nihilism is not so much the final decision as an invitation to further development, a spur to “higher men” who have no need of the comforting frauds of the past. Darwinian evolution becomes the conceptual route to the post-nihilist Übermensch. It seems like an attractive solution—at first. But the ghost of Idealism lurks in every version of “the higher” even if the only characteristic of Nietzsche’s “higher men” is that they have overcome Idealism. Like his homeland, the homeless one is caught in a vicious dilemma. As the greatest philosopher of his time and place, Nietzsche was in fact the highest expression of “the German spirit.” Given the polarities of that Zeitgeist, however, it makes perfect sense that even Nietzsche’s brilliant mind could not articulate that spirit clearly: it was teeming with self-contradiction.127


  §128


  The Philosopher of the Second Reich.—Nietzsche is unconscious of how similar he is to the Kaiserreich. In part this is due to a lack of self-awareness: he can’t see the internal contradictions in himself that link him to Germany (see §105). But he can’t see them in Germany either. This leads him to underestimate the weakness of the Reich: he assumes Germany’s political health (see §4). He is undoubtedly aware that he is a great thinker, but also attributes greatness to the Fatherland. He fails to note the parallel between them because he sees the two types of greatness—philosophical insight and national might—as contradictory and mutually exclusive. “Culture and the state—one should not deceive themselves about this—are antagonists: ‘ Kultur-Staat’ is merely a modern idea. One lives off the other, one thrives at the expense of the other. All great ages of culture are ages of political decline: what is great culturally has always been unpolitical, even anti-political.” Writing in the twilight of his last productive year, Nietzsche—the erstwhile classicist—seems to have completely forgotten that Athens flourished both as a cultural and political power in the years after Marathon (see §3). But this is of no consequence. Nietzsche’s glance is once again deflected from the past to his own time (see §1): a united and powerful Reich dominates his present. Thanks to that very power, only a cultural wasteland exists where the “German spirit” should be. Germany now strives for—and achieves—the wrong kind of greatness: “If one spends oneself for power, for power politics, for economics, world trade, parliamentarianism, and military interests—if one spends in this direction the quantum of understanding, seriousness, will, and self over-coming which one represents, then it will be lacking for the other direction.” In fact, the Reich’s expenditure of its great quantum of “understanding, seriousness, will, and self over-coming” (an honest catalog of what Nietzsche clearly knew the “German spirit” actually represented) had more far-reaching results than making it culturally impoverished. In hindsight, it is clear that the real consequent (what a classicist would call the “apodosis”) of this “if/then” (conditional) sentence is: “then you will lay yourself open to a calamitous World War sparked by jealousy and fear of your new found power.” Nietzsche underestimates the perils of Germany’s situation; he can only see that “power makes stupid.” This passage is, after all, found in the same chapter (“What the Germans Lack”) of Twilight of the Idols that contains his “Bismarck joke” (see §38). Nietzsche isn’t prophet enough to foresee the Reich’s imminent destruction, but he was probably self-absorbed enough to desire it (see §61). Only in an endangered and desperate Germany would his affirmative pessimism be intelligible, necessary, and livable. He did not last long enough to see this happen: his Zusammenbruch is only months away. But the Second Reich was destined for a Zusammenbruch of its own (see §122) and, before reaching it, many in Germany with the greatest “quantum of understanding, seriousness, will, and self over-coming” will make Nietzsche their own and Zarathustra their master. For the present, Nietzsche is ignored and German culture is nonexistent—the two were probably linked in his mind. “One asks: can you point to even a single spirit who counts from a European point of view, as your Goethe, your Hegel, your Heinrich Heine, your Schopenhauer counted? That there is no longer a single German philosopher—about that there is no end of astonishment.” Nietzsche was clearly wrong: the Second Reich did have a philosopher—and a brilliant one. Nietzsche was also right: a strong and powerful Germany (with a sure-handed pilot at the helm) could not have embraced him and had not done so. But there were stormy seas to come for the Reich and Nietzsche was ready to be discovered: he had gone out ahead. He was the first storm trooper to have traversed the Zwischenreich.128
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  §129


  The will to untimeliness.—Nietzsche is so intent on avoiding being identified as a product of his time—as “the philosopher of the Second Reich,” as it were (see §128)—that he is driven into something that sounds suspiciously like Platonism: “And any people—just as, incidentally, also any individual—is worth only as much as it is able to press upon its experiences the stamp of the eternal; for thus it is, as it were, desecularized and shows its unconscious inward convictions of the relativity of time and of the true, that is metaphysical, significance of life.” To be sure, this is well before Zarathustra’s proclamation of the death of God; Nietzsche stands at the beginning of his career when he writes these words in The Birth of Tragedy (1872). But even the thoroughly secular Zarathustra speaks from the vantage point of eternity and allows his creator to escape from the limited perspectives of the present (see §85). And this is a problem for Nietzsche. It is precisely Platonic metaphysical dualism—not Heraclitean flux or “neo-Heraclitean Nietzscheanism” (see §82)—that provides a foundation for the distinction between the temporal and the eternal. The aristocratic Platonist—no doubt an individual of worth—rises above the secular reality of the time-bound and emerges into the sunlight of the eternal. Thus Plato can offer his disciples two things that Nietzsche badly wants to offer his: an elitist ethos (see §69) and an escape from the temporal. But Platonism—whether in its aristocratic or popular form—is based on the lie of a “beyond” (see §42). The timeless realm of unchanging Platonic Ideas—like the Heaven of its Christian bastardization—is clearly a myth that Nietzsche will become increasingly intent on smashing. But he too wants to avoid being time-bound; he too wants access to what he calls the “metaphysical significance of life.” In The Birth of Tragedy, he hopes to do this with myth: “The opposite of this happens when a people begins to comprehend itself historically and to smash the mythical works that surround it. At this point we generally find a decisive secularization, a break with the unconscious metaphysics of its previous existence, together with all its ethical consequences.” Nietzsche wants to have it both ways: he opposes secularization through history but rejects the dualistic underpinning of its eternal alternative. Why does he require the ability to transcend “the relativity of time”? Whence comes this “will to untimeliness”? It seems like Nietzsche can only see himself as an individual of worth if he can emancipate himself from his time.129


  §130


  Untimely truths.—Nietzsche’s first writings after The Birth of Tragedy are his four Untimely Meditations (1873-1876). In “David Strauss, the Confessor and Writer” (1873), he indicates what will become his characteristic position about the Reich: military power is the antithesis of cultural greatness (see §128): “Of all the evil consequences, however, which have followed the recent war with France perhaps the worst is a widespread, and indeed universal, error: the error committed by public opinion and by all who express their opinions publicly, that German culture too was victorious in that struggle and must therefore now be loaded with garlands appropriate to such an extraordinary achievement. This delusion is in the highest degree destructive: not because it is a delusion—there exist very salutary and productive errors—but because it is capable of turning our victory into a defeat: into the defeat, if not the extirpation, of the German spirit for the benefit of the ‘German Reich.’” Nietzsche is alone in opposing a “universal error”; he also utters paradoxical impieties (“there exist very salutary and productive errors”) with utmost certainty. He is already “the untimely one,” the very antithesis of “the philosopher of the Second Reich.” His loyalty is to the unpopular truths he will uphold in solitude. He calls this first essay his “confession of faith.” “It is the confession of an individual; and what can such an individual do against all the world, even if his voice is audible everywhere!” Nietzsche is still capable of imagining himself being heard (everywhere!) if not empowered; soon he will be neither. But he has adopted a pose that he will retain. He will do something “for which it is always time, and which the present time has more need of than ever” but which contemporary Germany “continues to count as untimely—I mean: telling the truth.”130


  §131


  The flight to the future.—The necessity for breaking loose from a historical vision that reduces everything to the secular and temporal (see §129) is revisited in “On the Uses and Disadvantages of History for Life” (1874). The nineteenth century was the Historical Age par excellence; thus Nietzsche’s attack on the pervasiveness of the historical vision in his Untimely Meditations is, in an important sense, hardly untimely. To be sure, his views about history are in opposition to his age’s concern with it. But they are also a direct response to the concerns of that age and this makes them all-too-timely. Fortunately for Nietzsche, they are also “untimely” in another and more absolute sense. “For speak of any virtue you will, of justice, magnanimity, bravery, of the wisdom and sympathy of man—in every case it becomes a virtue through rising against that blind power of the factual and tyranny of the actual and by submitting to the laws that are not the laws of the fluctuations of history.” The brute facts of life—actual events unfolding in time—are something above which the virtuous person must rise: the will to untimeliness is once again a will to worth, excellence, and virtue (see §128). But this “untimeliness” tends to drive Nietzsche into the arms of Plato, a place he hardly wants to be: “It always swims against the tide of history, whether by combating its passions as the most immediate stupid fact of its existence or by dedicating itself to truthfulness as falsehood spins its glittering web around it.” This sentence is indistinguishable from Platonism. The “tide of history,” like the “glittering web” of falsehood is, in Platonic language, the fluctuating realm of Becoming. The philosopher, having first risen above appetites and irrational passions, is prepared to ascend, as a rational soul, to the eternal truths of Being. Plato’s Republic, for example, is untimely in at least three senses: it attacks practices that are pervasive in the present, it denigrates the temporal in the name of the eternal, and it was (as we can now see) far in advance of its time (e.g., it argues for the notion that men and women are equal). Nietzsche wants all three “untimelinesses” for himself, but he has little claim to the second—and also the strongest—type. In fairness to the author of 1874, he has not yet come out as forcefully as he eventually will against Plato (as the present passage makes very clear). But even when he does, he will still maintain a pose of untimeliness despite the fact that he has rejected the metaphysical dualism that alone makes it possible. This will leave him with a watered down (and slippery) chronological dualism to use as a proxy: he can be untimely in the third sense of belonging to the future (or the past) as opposed to the present. This third sense can be seen when Nietzsche identifies one useful aspect of history: its most interesting agents do not belong to their own time but oppose it (see §119). “Fortunately, however, it also preserves the memory of the great fighters against history, that is to say against the blind power of the actual, and puts itself into the pillory by exalting precisely those men as the real historical natures who bothered little with the ‘thus it is’ so as to follow ‘thus it shall be’ with a more cheerful pride.” This “flight to the future” had already furnished a means to ridicule Nietzsche: Ulrich von Möllendorff-Wilamowitz (see §1) had blasted The Birth of Tragedy in a pamphlet sarcastically entitled Zukunftsphilologie (“The Philology of the Future”). There is already a certain melancholy to be detected in his reliance on future vindication when he describes those—like himself—who fight against history. “Not to bear their race to the grave, but to found a new generation of this race—that is what impels them ceaselessly forward: and even if they themselves are late-born—there is a way of living which will make them forget it—coming generations will know them only as first-born.” Nietzsche is still enough of a classicist to lament that he was born too late for the heroics of antiquity and his consolation is the thought that the future will recognize him for the hero that he was. But the temporal flight to the future is insufficient to fulfill Nietzsche’s will to untimeliness: he will eventually require also a spatial move. Zarathustra’s mountains will become necessary (see §91) as his rejection of Platonism—the original route to untimeliness and also the straightest—become more explicit.131


  §132


  A closet Platonist?— Clear proof that Zarathustra is still a very long way off—and that Plato is surprisingly close by—is found in “Schopenhauer as Educator” (1874), the third of the Untimely Meditations. “In becoming, everything is hollow, deceptive, shallow and worthy of our contempt; the enigma which man is to resolve he can resolve only in being, in being thus and not otherwise, in the imperishable.” This sentence uses the words Sein and Werden (Being and Becoming) exactly as they would appear in a translation of the Republic. And in the true Platonic vein, escape from Becoming is the meaning of the good life. “He who regards his life as no more than a point in the evolution of a race or of a state or of a science, and thus regards himself as belonging wholly to the history of becoming, has not understood the lesson set him by existence and will have to learn it over again.” If anything, he is making Platonism more timely: he reveals that nineteenth-century evolutionary thinking is simply a modern form of overestimating the importance of “what becomes” as opposed to “what is.” At this stage, Nietzsche’s claim to timelessness is still rooted in the Platonic dualism he will later reject. But he will never reject what this dualism makes possible: his escape from the present. He is fully aware that his will to untimeliness brings him into conflict with a dangerous enemy. “But everything contemporary is importunate: it affects and directs the eye even when the philosopher does not want it to; and in the total accounting it will involuntarily be appraised too high.” The philosopher is and must be—in the Platonic mold—untimely. Nietzsche, late-born in the Age of History (see §131), is more aware than earlier philosophers of the dangers of seeing himself merely as part of the historical process. He also offers some advice that is at once timely and untimely. “That is why, when he compares his own age with other ages, the philosopher must deliberately under-assess it and, by overcoming the present in himself, also overcome it in the picture he gives to life, that is to say render it unremarkable and as it were paint it over.” This passage suggests a clear motivation for Nietzsche’s ongoing battle against the Second Reich. In order to be a philosopher, he must be untimely; for a German philosopher writing in 1874, this means he must oppose the new Reich. He is not unaware of the difficulties of this position, however. “It is commonly accepted that the great man is the genuine child of his age, if he in any event suffers from the deficiencies of his age more acutely than do smaller men, then a struggle by such a great man against his age seems to be only a senseless and destructive attack against himself.” Although he seems to be cautioning against a battle with his time, appearances are deceiving. “But only seems so; for he is contending against those aspects of his age that prevent him from being great, which means, in his case, being free and entirely himself.” A person can only be free and autonomous—can only be what they actually are—by adopting a hostile stance toward the present. “From which it follows that his hostility is at bottom directed against that which, though he finds it in himself, is not truly himself: against the indecent compounding and confusing of things eternally incompatible, against the soldering of time-bound things on to his own untimeliness; and in the end the supposed child of his time proves to be only its stepchild.” This suggests that Nietzsche’s battle with contemporary Germany is not simply a fight with an external enemy. He comes close to identifying himself—by admitting the internal aspect of this conflict—as the mixed “tragelaphine man” he also introduces in this essay (see §54). In the context of the anti-Platonist he will become, the Platonism of this passage—the sharp distinction between “time-bound things” and “his own untimeliness”—also points to the possibility that Nietzsche himself contains more “indecent compounding and confusing of things eternally incompatible” than he might wish.132


  §133


  A revolutionary comrade.—The ability to think in an untimely fashion makes revolutionary action possible. One of the dangers arising from the study of history is that those who write it are generally devoted to the maintenance of the status quo. “There is something palliative, obsequious and contented about all their work, and they approve of the way things are.” With “Richard Wagner in Bayreuth,” Nietzsche brought his series of Untimely Meditations to an end. Despite the fact that he is on the verge of defending a triumphant cause, he must maintain the untimely point that discontent with the actual is the mark of a great man. Historians seldom display this quality. “It is a great deal if one of them lets it be seen that he is contented only because things could have been worse: most of them involuntarily believe that the way things have turned out is very good.” History is destructive to innovation and revolution because it is written not to inspire but to reconcile the reader to what has happened and therefore what presently exists. “If history were not still a disguised Christian theodicy, if it were written with more justice and warmth of feeling, it would truly be of no use whatever for the purpose to which it is now put: to serve as an opiate for everything revolutionary and innovative.” Nietzsche still clings to his vision of himself as the philosophical comrade of Wagner the rebel (see §118). This role is vital because history is not the only counter-revolutionary opiate. “Philosophy is in a similar situation: all most people want to learn from it is a rough—very rough!—understanding of the world, so as to accommodate themselves to the world.” But philosophy betrays its essential nature if it is not untimely. It is an abuse of free thought when “taking things philosophically” means accepting things as they are. It is interesting to see how far Nietzsche is from advocating amor fati (see §125) at this stage of his career, although he is aware of the temptation to do so. “And even its noblest representatives emphasize so strongly its power to soothe and console that the indolent and those who long for rest must think they are seeking the same thing that philosophy is seeking.” Writing in 1876, Nietzsche echoes the tenth of Karl Marx’s “Theses on Feuerbach” when he calls for philosophy to change the world to the greatest extent possible. “To me, on the other hand, the most vital of questions for philosophy appears to be what extent the character of the world is unalterable: so as, once this question has been answered, to set about improving that part of it recognized as alterable with the most ruthless courage.”133


  §134


  Temporary modesty.—Nietzsche clarifies his relationship with Plato at the very beginning (section 2) of Human, All Too Human (1878), but he can only do so with a self-contradiction. “But everything has become: there are no eternal facts, just as there are no absolute truths.” This denial of unchanging Being (in favor of Becoming) leads to a new vision of philosophy: it does not gain access to the eternal (see §129); its truths are relative and “all too human.” “Consequently what is needed from now on is historical philosophizing, and with it the virtue of modesty.” On the other hand, the assertion that “there are no absolute truths” is not as modest as it sounds: the dogmatic universality of the statement is consistent with the traditional arrogance of philosophy that Nietzsche claims to be rejecting. Nor is this his most significant self-contradiction in the assertion: it requires access to a timeless truth to categorically deny the possibility of timeless truth. Moreover, Nietzsche is still committed—despite what appears to be this stunning rehabilitation of historical thinking (see §133)—to avoiding the present: the here and now. “Family failing of philosophers.—All philosophers have the common failing of starting out from man as he is now and thinking they can reach their goal through an analysis of him.” It is his willingness to embrace Becoming that allows Nietzsche to avoid what previous philosophers have not. “They involuntarily think of ‘man’ as an aeterna veritas, as something that remains constant in the midst of all flux, as a sure measure of things.” It seems that the abandonment of Platonism has finally revealed Nietzsche to be what he always actually was: a product of the nineteenth century’s concern with history: “Lack of historical sense is the family failing of philosophers; many, without being aware of it, even take the most recent manifestation of man, such as arisen under the impress of certain religions, even certain political events, as the fixed form from which one has to start out.” This is one of those statements that is timely and untimely at the same time: despite the declaration of independence from “the most recent manifestation of man,” he does so in the name of historical perspective, his century’s great intellectual invention. Moreover, it is clear that he is now sailing under the flag of Darwinism. “Now, everything essential in the development of mankind took place in primeval times, long before the four thousand years we know more or less about; during these years mankind may well not have altered very much.” This new Darwinian orientation suggests the direction that Nietzsche’s thought will travel in the future: in section 10, for example, he anticipates Genealogy of Morals. “As soon as the origin of religion, art and morality is so described that it can be perfectly understood without the postulation of metaphysical interference at the commencement or in the course of their progress, the greater part of our interest in the purely theoretical problem of the ‘thing in itself’ and ‘appearance’ ceases to exist.” But what makes this interest in commencements and origins possible is not only the prehistoric vistas of Darwin but the logically prior abandonment of metaphysical dualism (expressed here as “appearance” and “thing in itself”) that dominates the opening sections of Human, All Too Human. He attacks this issue directly in section 9, which he calls “Metaphysical world.” “It is true, there could be a metaphysical world; the absolute possibility of it can hardly be disputed.” What he means by the “metaphysical world” is what he will later call “the beyond.” When he goes further and asserts that there is none, he will be cutting himself off from the second of his routes to the untimely (see §131). “For one could assert nothing at all of the metaphysical world except that it was a being-other, an inaccessible, incomprehensible being-other; it would be a thing with negative qualities.” How will Nietzsche now gain access to untimely truths? Human, All Too Human is noteworthy indeed for showing little evidence of his “will to untimeliness” (see §129). His embrace of “historical philosophizing” even temporarily cuts him off from ‘”the flight to the future” (see §131): “Posthumous fame.—To hope for the recognition of a distant future makes sense if one assumes that mankind will remain essentially unchanged. . . . [I]t is fantasizing to believe of oneself that one is a mile further on in advance and that all mankind is going along our road.” It is stunning to hear Nietzsche say such things; he is willing to admit that it would be his fault if he is ignored; he obviously had hopes that Human, All Too Human would be well received, which it was not (see §41). “Failure to gain recognition will always be interpreted by posterity as lack of vigour.—In short, one should not be too ready to speak up for proud isolation.” So completely has Nietzsche cut off his usual routes to the untimely that he even seems to be on the verge of embracing his own time and seeing himself as “the Philosopher of the Second Reich.” “We often make the mistake of actively opposing a tendency or party or age because we happen to have seen only its external side, its deliquescence or the ‘faults of its virtues’ necessarily adhering to it—perhaps because we ourselves have participated in them to a marked degree.” For better or worse, he will make a full recovery from this temporary modesty.134


  §135


  In pursuit of the imperishable.—Nietzsche resigned his position at the University of Basel just a few months after the publication of his next book Assorted Opinions and Maxims (1879). In the aphorism, he found a weapon—an arrow (see §127)—that he could use against a wide variety of targets. It was also capable of fulfilling Nietzsche’s will to untimeliness in itself—as an art form. “In praise of the maxim.—A good maxim is too hard for the teeth of time and whole millennia cannot consume it, even though it serves to nourish every age: it is thus the great paradox of literature, the imperishable in the midst of change, the food that is always in season, like salt—though, unlike salt, it never loses its savor.” Having been won over to the reality of Becoming, he still is searching for “the imperishable in the midst of change.” He seems here more intent on achieving artistic perfection than he had been in Human, All Too Human, to which Assorted Opinions and Maxims would eventually be joined (1886). “The hardest and ultimate task of the artist is the representation of the unchanging, of that which reposes in itself, the exalted and simple,” is his succinct formulation. The results are often impressive for style: he attains a paradoxical clarity that is sometimes worthy of La Rochefoucauld. “Indulging oneself.—The more a person indulges himself the less others are willing to indulge him.” And as was the case in Human, All Too Human (see §134), he can also testify against his own future at times. “For the despisers of ‘herd humanity.’—He who regards men as a herd and flees from them as fast as he can will certainly be overtaken by them and gored by their horns.” Nietzsche’s admirers among the Nazis proved this maxim all too true.135


  §136


  The inescapable doubling.—In The Wanderer and His Shadow (1879), Nietzsche’s interest in the political events of contemporary Germany returns: it had basically disappeared in Mixed Opinions and Maxims. There are no chapters in either book; when he had turned his attention to politics in Human, All Too Human, he did so in a chapter devoted to the subject called “A Glance at the State” (see §44). But The Wanderer and His Shadow does contain a long series of numbered sections (275 to 293) devoted to political subjects. He then emerges from a consideration of the timely into a series of three interesting sections that may well be connected to the fundamental dualism of this enigmatic book: the distinction between the Wanderer and the Shadow. In section 294, “the circumspect man” (the thoughtful observer who inwardly considers matters in the sunlight of reason) is situated between two poles. Practical people suspect the circumspect man of deception; the impractical see den Besonnenen as a standing reproach to their own heedlessness. Having just been circumspect about politics, Nietzsche is laying claim to a position that is at once detached and responsible, both untimely and timely. But in section 295, entitled Et in Arcadia ego (“I too am here in Arcadia”), it is the untimely that now predominates: a pastoral scene replaces (and even obliterates by means of poetry) the politics of the Reich. This passage is noteworthy for anticipating the Alpine imagery of Also Sprach Zarathustra. “I looked down over waves of hills, through fir-trees and spruce trees grave with age, towards a milky green lake: rocky crags of every kind around me, the ground bright with flowers and grasses.” The alternative to the timely is already being expressed in spatial terms (see §131): Nietzsche (for he is clearly the ego of the title, not death) is now in the mountains of some far-away Arcadia. While it is difficult to interpret the meaning of this strange passage, some details are striking. “The herders were two dark-brown creatures Bergamask in origin: the girl clad almost as a boy. To the left mountain slopes and snowfields beyond broad girdles of woodland, to the right, high above me, two gigantic ice-covered peaks floating in a veil of sunlit vapor—everything big, still and bright.” It is the dualities in these two sentences that are most striking: the two shepherds (one of each sex yet almost indistinguishable), the basic division of the scene into left and right, and finally, the further bifurcation within both scenes (two peaks in one and a contrast between foreground and beyond in the other). Having set the scene, Nietzsche now reduces it—this complex sum of self-multiplying dualities—to a unity. “The beauty of the whole scene induced in me a sense of awe and of adoration of the moment of its revelation; involuntarily, as if nothing were more natural, I inserted into this pure, clear world of light (in which there was nothing of desire or expectation, no looking before and behind) Hellenic heroes; my feeling must have been like that of Poussin and his pupil: at one and the same time heroic and idyllic.” The scene itself is timeless (‘no looking before and behind’) and brings the awestruck Nietzsche to an ‘adoration of the moment.’ But into this idyllic setting, something new is inserted: a Greek Hero. Who is this hero? Although it is quite obviously also himself, Nietzsche identifies the hero as Epicurus; “the inventor of an heroic-idyllic mode of philosophizing” who retired to his famous garden without any need for the gods. Epicurus’ great Roman follower Lucretius—who fused Epicureanism with the Roman love of nature in deathless poetry—also makes an appearance earlier in the book. “Our uniqueness in the universe! alas it is all too improbable an idea! The astronomers, to whom there is sometimes given a horizon that really is free of the earth, give us to understand that the drop of life in the universe is without significance for the total character of the tremendous ocean of becoming and passing away: that uncounted stars possess similar conditions for the production of life as the earth does.” This is the vision of Lucretius: the first philosopher to prove (on the basis of the infinity of both atoms and the void) that there must be other worlds (indeed, there must be another version of ours). Perhaps the idyllic scene of dualisms fused into a timeless moment is what is here called ‘the tremendous ocean of becoming and passing away.’ It is tempting to reduce everything to one: Nietzsche actually does this when he attacks free will in section 11. “Freedom of will and isolation of facts.—Our usual imprecise mode of observation takes a group of phenomena as one and calls it a fact: between this fact and another fact it imagines an empty space, it isolates every fact.” Rejecting Lucretius, Nietzsche denies the existence of any intervening void. “In reality, however, all our doing and knowing is not a succession of facts and empty spaces but a continuous flux. Now, belief in freedom of will is incompatible precisely with the idea of a continuous, homogenous, undivided, indivisible flowing.” Here is the all-inclusive and “tremendous ocean” again: Nietzsche’s monism annihilates atomic individuals along with the void. “It presupposes that every individual action is isolate and indivisible; it is an atomism in the domain of willing and knowing.” But how can any philosopher be circumspect in this ocean? Neither Epicurus nor Lucretius is caught in this bind: both were pluralists. But how can a Poussin hero be inserted—even exist—within this “continuous, homogenous, undivided, indivisible flowing”? The tensions in The Wanderer and His Shadow (beginning with the basic question of what the Wanderer and his Shadow represent) are not resolved in this fascinating book and Nietzsche’s aphoristic form makes no resolution necessary. But tensions there undoubtedly are. As is explained in section 296 (which follows Et in Arcadia ego), there are two ways of looking at things and presumably the philosopher is the heroic individual who is able to do both. “To see many things, to weigh them one against the other, to add and subtract among them and to arrive rapidly at a fairly accurate sum—that produces the great politician, general, merchant: it is speed in a kind of mental calculation. To see one thing, to find in it the sole motive for action and the judge over all actions, produces the hero, also the fanatic—it is facility in measuring according to a standard.” Certainly Nietzsche himself is somewhere between hero and fanatic, he is also both politician and general. He contains both Wanderer and Shadow. In any case, he is caught somewhere between an individual autonomy that permits timely circumspection (from an Alpine perspective, no less!) and annihilating absorption within the eternally fluctuating ocean of Becoming. He’s been caught in this place before and without something unchanging, he’ll never escape it.136


  §137


  The generous sage.—The German word for “newspaper” (Zeitung) contains the word “time” (Zeit); thus newspapers are inescapably “timely.” Nietzsche’s consistent opposition to the daily paper is a clear symptom of his will to untimeliness. In Daybreak (1881), he has adjusted to his pensioned retirement and settled comfortably into his pose of untimeliness. The rejection of the timely is clearly expressed in sections 177-79. “Learning solitude.—O you poor devils in the great cities of world politics, you gifted young men tormented by ambition who consider it your duty to pass some comment on everything that happens—and there is always something happening!” Nietzsche himself is, or at any rate has been, precisely one of these “gifted young men tormented by ambition,” but he has emancipated himself from this crippling condition and now teaches his readers how to do so. He continues the assault in 178: he deplores the process by which young men (like himself) “were employed, they were purloined from themselves, they were trained to being worn out daily.” Although this may well be simply the perspective of “a gentleman of leisure,” section 179 combines the workaday world, the daily newspaper, and the Reich into a single spirit-destroying enemy (see §127). “As little state as possible.—Political and economic affairs are not worthy of being the enforced concern of society’s most gifted spirits: such a wasteful use of the spirit is at bottom worse than having none at all.” The alternative, as he explains in section 440, is the contemplative life (vita contemplativa). But the old problem of metaphysical dualism forces him to make some interesting distinctions. “Do not renounce.—To forego the world without knowing it, like a nun—that leads to a fruitless, perhaps melancholy solitude.” The nun’s withdrawal is based on otherworldliness, Nietzsche’s withdrawal cannot be. “It has nothing in common with the solitude of the vita contemplativa of the thinker: when he chooses that he is renouncing nothing; on the contrary, it would be renunciation, melancholy, destruction of himself if he were obliged to persist in the vita practica: he foregoes this because he knows himself. Thus he leaps into his element, thus he gains his cheerfulness.” He is actually claiming nothing more than that the thinker’s renunciation is not the same as the nun’s renunciation because the real renunciation would be a grim destruction of self, as in section 178. But the contrast with the nun is superficial: she too is persuaded that ‘the practical life’ of the world is (for her) self-destructive and she is as capable of generating cheerfulness in making her leap as Nietzsche is. The real distinction is that only the nun believes in a divine reality beyond the world of Becoming. In section 474, Nietzsche rejects this metaphysical dualism in a way that helps us to understand why he was at his most Platonic in “Schopenhauer as Educator” (see §132). “The only ways.—‘Dialectics is the only way of attaining the divine being and getting behind the veil of appearance’—this is asserted by Plato as solemnly and passionately as Schopenhauer asserts it of the antithesis of dialectics—and both are wrong. For that to which they want to show us the way does not exist.” Without metaphysical dualism, Nietzsche must fall back on the two forms of the chronological variety (see §131) as he does in section 441, which immediately follows “Do not renounce.” “Why what is closest grows more pale and distant.—The more we think about all that has been and will be, the paler grows that which is.” The timely present is rejected in favor of the past and future. In fact, it is the past alone that seems to be calling him away. “If we live with the dead and die with them in their death, what are our ‘neighbors’ to us then? We grow more solitary—and we do so because the whole flood of humanity is surging around us.” Nietzsche is alone in the midst of the crowd since “his kingdom is not of this time.” But like Jesus, his charity is misunderstood. “The fire within us, which is for all that is human, grows brighter and brighter—and that is why we gaze upon that which immediately surrounds us as though it had grown more shadowy and we had grown more indifferent to it.—But the coldness of our glance gives offence!” Nietzsche is not yet ready to admit that he finds the proximity of his fellow men nauseating (see §91 and the note to §94). But he is dualistically insulating himself from “the shadowy surroundings” that others (like Plato and Schopenhauer) would call “the veil of appearance.” He is also at some pains to show that he is no less generous than a nun: his passion for all that is human is misunderstood as coldness. The warmth of that charity is no doubt best expressed by the fact that he writes his books: he is the generous sage. “He is not merely not looking for fame: he would even like to escape gratitude, for gratitude is too importunate and lacks respect for solitude and silence.” This is a self-description in “Where are the needy in spirit?” (section 449); his charity extends to “not letting his left hand know” about the treasures he dispenses with his right (in addition, he avoids the physical proximity of “the grateful”!). “What he seeks is to live nameless and lightly mocked at, too humble to awaken envy or hostility, with a head free of fever, equipped with a handful of knowledge and a bagful of experience, as it were a poor-doctor of the spirit aiding those whose head is confused by opinions without their being really aware who has aided them!” This humble physician to the impoverished helps his patients move out of the confusing world of mere opinions without their even being aware of it. “Not desiring to maintain his own opinion or celebrate a victory over them, but to address them in such a way that, after the slightest of imperceptible hints or contradictions, they themselves arrive at the truth and go away proud of the fact!” Perhaps ironically (and perhaps also unavoidably), this is precisely what Plato intended dialectic (those same dialectics that Nietzsche has just dismissed in 474) to accomplish: by means of “imperceptible hints or contradictions” to allow the student to emerge from the confusion of mere opinion into knowledge. He sometimes seems to be most ungrateful to those who have been generous to him.137


  §138


  The pose of untimeliness.—The Gay Science is unique among Nietzsche’s books in that it has two distinct parts: one part (books 1-4) was published in 1882 before he began writing Zarathustra, while the other (book 5), was written afterward and published in 1887. Book 5 needs to be considered in its own right because it contains the single most revealing passage (“We homeless ones”; see §§35-36) about the complex relationship between Nietzsche and his time. The importance of books 1 through 4 of The Gay Science is more obvious. They lay the foundation upon which Nietzsche will construct the edifice of Zarathustra, the doctrines of “the death of God,” amor fati, and the “Eternal Return of the Same.” But even more basic for understanding Zarathustra’s roots is the theme that has now been traced chronologically through all his published writings from The Birth of Tragedy through Daybreak (see §129-§137): Nietzsche’s pose of untimeliness. Not surprisingly, this can also be seen in the first four books of The Gay Science. “Who is most influential.—When a human being resists his whole age and stops it at the gate to demand an accounting, this must have influence.” This untimely human being is, of course, Nietzsche himself. His choice of words is interesting: he is untimely enough to be ‘not of this time,’ but he clearly has enough interest in that time to weigh judiciously its credits and debits. Moreover, the fact that he is able to achieve this objective accounting gives him influence. “Whether that is what he desires is immaterial; that he can do it is what matters.” Since it goes without saying that Nietzsche does desire to have an influence—indeed to be the one “who is most influential”—he here reveals that his will to untimeliness is the same thing as his will to fame. What he does not reveal and what he may or may not realize is that this equation is a flat self-contradiction. Being untimely is revealed as a pose that will (some day) enable Nietzsche to be recognized as . . . timely (i.e., when he becomes famous). Perhaps it is no accident that he follows “Who is most influential” (section 156) with a mysterious warning about lying (section 157). “Mentiri.—Watch out! He reflects—in a moment he will be ready with a lie.” Certainly he has just misled us by suggesting that he may not desire to have influence. This mendacity is an example of what it means “to lie” (Latin: “mentiri”) even if we believe that he is unconscious of the self-contradiction already noted. In any case, it is clear that he believes that independence from his age will bring him influence. But won’t he be lonely? “Always in our company.—Whatever in nature and in history is of my own kind, speaks to me, spurs me on, and comforts me; the rest I do not hear or forget right away. We are always only in our own company.” There is probably a lie here as well: while we are always in our own company, we also belong to our time—we are not only in our own company. But the autonomy Nietzsche seemed on the verge of losing in The Wanderer and His Shadow (see §136) has now been recovered. He will not be annihilated in “the tremendous ocean of becoming” any more than he will be one of those secularized “devils in the great cities of world politics” (see §137). Nature can be controlled by railway tickets: the Riviera in the autumn and the Alps in Spring. History—by means of the chronological dualism between past and present—offers an escape from the timely. But “the flight to the future” (see §131) is never far from Nietzsche’s thoughts: he yearns for eternity. “Sub specie aeterni.—A: ‘You are moving away faster and faster from the living; soon they will strike your name from their rolls.’ —B: ‘That is the only way to participate in the privilege of the dead.’ —A: ‘What privilege?’ —B: ‘To die no more.’” It is striking that Nietzsche employs a dialogue to convey for a second time the recently announced identity of “the will to untimeliness” and “the will to fame.” Perhaps he is (unconsciously?) impelled to split his voice (in dialogue) by the self-contradictory nature of the equation just as he was impelled to follow the earlier formulation (section 156) with a warning about lying (section 157). In any case, the dialogue is a more honest approach than self-contradiction followed by a lie-alert: readers will know at once that they’re dealing with two sides of the question. While it is obvious that Nietzsche is “B” (the untimely genius bent on achieving immortal fame), he is also “A,” the boring (and timely) straight man who fears “B’s” isolation and seems almost incredulous at his (own?) audacity. The internal contradictions of Nietzsche’s pose of untimeliness are about to make him split his voice in an even more significant way: Zarathustra is coming! 138


  §139


  κατέβην—When Nietzsche’s works are listed in order of publication (including the books that he finished but did not see published) the total number (including the two parts of The Gay Science and counting as four the essays of Untimely Meditations along with the four books of Also Sprach Zarathustra, all eight of which were published separately), the total number is twenty-one. Eleventh on that list, in the middle of the Nietzschean corpus, is book 1 of Zarathustra. This is the second way (see §83) to place Also Sprach Zarathustra where it belongs: in the central place, the place of honor. There is no need in this case to find and elucidate the passages that illustrate what I have called “the pose of untimeliness” (see §138): the book as a whole is simply a manifestation of that pose. It is rather the relationship of Nietzsche’s masterpiece to Plato’s Republic that must be laid bare. The two subjects are intimately related. Platonic dualism is the original philosophical route to “untimeliness” (see §132); the ascent to unchanging Being (in particular to The Idea of the Good) is at the heart of the Republic. The division between the apparent world of Becoming and (on Platonic terms) the only true world is explained by Socrates most vividly in the Allegory of the Cave. The true world is outside of the Cave; the philosopher (whether woman or man) is the soul capable of leaving behind the shadows and emerging into the sunlight. Outside of the Cave is the bright light of day made possible by the Sun, which represents an unchanging, eternal, objective, immaterial, absolute standard of goodness: The Idea of the Good. The central problem of the Republic is Justice; what is usually called the “ideal city” is only used by Socrates to illustrate the origin and nature of Justice. Socrates must first show what Justice is. Then he must prove that the Life of Justice is superior to the Life of Injustice even under the most adverse circumstances (he is not allowed to make any reference to the consequences for either the just or the unjust in the next world and he must operate on the assumption that both appear to the rest of mankind to be the opposite of what they are). The central dilemma in the Allegory of the Cave is whether or not it is just to compel philosophers to go back down into it. This question is debated and the result is problematic. But a clear indication that it is just to do so voluntarily is indicated by the fact that Socrates’ first word in the dialogue is κατέβην (“I went down”). Zarathustra’s first words are addressed to the Sun. “You great star, what would your happiness be had you not those for whom you shine?” In Plato, there is no question of The Idea of the Good being ‘happy’ except insofar as only those humans who orient their lives around it (the philosophers) thereby become happy. Plato presents the ideas, and Being generally, as completely autonomous, independent, and transcendent. The notion that Socrates’ Sun is in any way dependent on the Philosopher whom it enlightens is thoroughly un-Platonic. Nietzsche’s Zarathustra does not believe that there is anything that is ‘autonomous, independent, and transcendent’ (unless it be himself). His words to the sun are defiant and self-affirming: without him, the sun would be diminished. “For ten years you have climbed to my cave: you would have tired of your light and of the journey had it not been for me and my eagle and my serpent.” Like the Philosopher in Plato’s Allegory, Zarathustra emerges from a Cave to behold the Sun. But the autonomy of the Sun is flatly denied in Nietzsche’s allegory: without Zarathustra, the Sun would certainly have “tired” of its “journey” and possibly would have ceased to make it (whatever that might mean). “Behold, I am weary of my wisdom, like the bee that has gathered too much honey; I need hands outstretched to receive it.” Zarathustra is preparing to announce that he is leaving the mountain: he is going back down. This suggests a connection to Socrates and the Philosophers in the Allegory of the Cave. Socrates raises the question of how the Sun-inspired wisdom of the returning philosopher will be received by those below. Suffice it to say that he leads no potential disciple to believe that there will be “hands outstretched to receive it.” The Philosopher returns to the Cave, whether voluntarily or by compulsion, because that is the right thing to do. The treatment Socrates eventually received from the Athenian law court in 399 B.C. is a better indication of what to expect. But philosophers go back down even if it means bodily harm (since no harm can befall the souls of the just). Zarathustra rejects the distinction between Soul and Body (see §82) just as he rejects any cleft (Kluft) between Being and Becoming (see §90). “Like you, I must go under—go down, as is said by man, to whom I want to descend.” And thus begins Zarathustra’s journey. The curious blend of Platonic imagery with an anti-Platonic metaphysics is certainly striking. But the most problematic thing about these similarities is that both the Platonic and the Nietzschean Hero “go back down” and “return to men.” It is Nietzsche’s old problem: he wants the ethos of Platonism without Plato’s metaphysics (see §129). Even after raising himself to the level of the sun (or sinking that “great star” to his own stature, or both) he still needs some place from which to descend. The aphoristic form allowed Nietzsche unparalleled freedom to be leave tensions unresolved (see §136). Some of those tensions became pronounced enough that splitting his voice (by creating first “B” and then Zarathustra) became an attractive solution (see §138). But there is a hidden cost: he is now writing a continuous story with a plot. The plot is not a complicated one, but it does depend entirely on the distinction between Zarathustra’s mountains, from which he descends, and those below from whom he intends to draw disciples (see §84). If no reader asks too many questions about the reality behind the allegory, this will be fine: the creation of Zarathustra gives the brilliant Nietzsche ample opportunity to speak in dazzling poetry. But when that allegory is questioned, it becomes apparent that Zarathustra’s mountain is simply Nietzsche’s “will to untimeliness” and that Zarathustra’s quest for disciples is Nietzsche’s “will to fame.” Despite the biblical cadences and the Platonic plot (it can hardly be accidental that he makes use of these two in particular), a self-contradiction just can’t possibly be true. No wonder then that Nietzsche will soon need to attack the very notion of truth itself.139


  §140


  Bogenbruch.—“Supposing truth to be a woman—what? . . . Certainly she has not let herself be won—and today every kind of dogmatism stands sad and dis-couraged. If it continues to stand at all!” Nietzsche has returned from Zarathustra’s “magic mountain” and retrieves the capacity to speak of today as he does here in the preface to Beyond Good and Evil he wrote in June 1885. His point is that dogmatic philosophy has, to date, failed to capture the wily and elusive (feminine) truth. But dogmatism too has its uses. “Let us not be ungrateful to it, even though it certainly has to be admitted that the worst, the most wearisomely protracted and most dangerous of all errors hitherto has been a dogmatist’s error, namely Plato’s invention of pure spirit and the good in itself.” Plato’s metaphysical dualism—based on the soul’s ascent from this world of Becoming to a vision of The Idea of the Good—has now been discredited. But Nietzsche does not regret its former strength. “But now, when that has been overcome, when Europe breathes again after this nightmare and can enjoy at any rate a healthier—sleep, we whose task is wakefulness itself have inherited all the strength which has been cultivated by the struggle against this error.” The defeat of Platonism (which required a supreme effort on the part of modern philosophy) has allowed the majority to achieve a peaceful reconciliation with the creature comforts of this world. This is not the kind of resolution Nietzsche wants. Despite Platonism’s errors, he seems glad to have it around if only to prevent the sleep of complacency. He feels called upon, after this qualified support, to name his own alternative to Platonism. “To be sure, to speak of spirit and the good as Plato did meant standing truth on her head and denying perspective itself [das Perspektivische], the basic condition of all life,” is how he describes his anti-dogmatism. “Perspectivism” is the primacy of the subjective perspective of the viewer (a viewer who is more than simply disembodied soul) in preference to the objective and otherworldly Platonic Idea. But instead of elucidating his own “Perspectivism,” Nietzsche meanders back into a series of reflections on Plato: “indeed, one may ask as a physician: ‘how could such a malady attack this love-liest product of antiquity, Plato? did the wicked Socrates corrupt him after all? could Socrates have been a corrupter of youth after all? and have deserved his hemlock?’” These comments show (if it were not already obvious) that his relationship with Plato is an extremely important and significant one. He seems to like the idea that Plato was by nature vigorous and life-affirming (i.e., identical to himself) and that it was Socrates who won him to a life-denying otherworldliness. This identification with the young pre-Socratic Plato may be the only connection to Plato of which Nietzsche is conscious. But there are less obvious and probably unconscious connections with the real Plato—the proponent of metaphysical dualism (see §132). The very title “Beyond Good and Evil” is a good example. Nietzsche consciously stands against the Platonism (recognizable even after it has been vulgarized into Christianity) implicit in the dualism of Good and Evil. Annihilating that distinction by drowning it (and everything else) in a morally neutral “ocean of becoming” is clearly an attractive option for Nietzsche (see §136). But the unconscious dualism at work, for example, in his “will to untimeliness” is also operative in his decision to take his stand precisely beyond Good and Evil. He has created another dualism: even the poetics of Zarathustra fell into the same trap (see §90). There are certainly methods available (the Hegelian dialectic) whereby dualism can be eliminated without recourse to creating another dualism between the rejected dualistic world-view (on the one hand) and the monistic truth (on the other). But Nietzsche is no Hegel. He explains his own method with great lucidity. “But the struggle against Plato [der Kampf gegen Plato], or, to express it more plainly and for ‘the people,’ the struggle against the Christian-ecclesiastical pressure of millennia—for Christianity is Platonism for ‘the people’—has created in Europe a magnificent tension of the spirit [eine practvolle Spannung des Geistes] such as has never existed on earth before: with so tense a bow [einem so gespannten Bogen] one can now shoot for the most distant targets.” Nietzsche identifies himself with a perfect metaphor: he is a tightly strung Bow. It is precisely the fact that his spiritual Bow is strung so tightly that it is capable of firing its Arrows (see §127) at such distant (important) targets. When a Bow is unstrung, its opposite ends are separated by a larger interval (Zwischenraum) than when it has been strung: the closer its opposite ends are brought, the more powerful is the Bow. Nietzsche has just identified the two ends of his metaphorical Bow: they are Perspectivism and Platonism. The former, by denying all absolute truths, verges on monistic Nihilism; Platonism is unrepentantly dualistic. In a pure Perspectivism, relativism rules; there would be no consistent basis, for example, on which to prefer Master over Slave Morality or “the untimely” to what is au courant. Dualism, however, is a good basis for elitism. Although Platonism is based on a metaphysics rejected by Nietzsche, a potent synergistic dualism of a different kind is created by der Kampf gegen Plato (“the struggle against Plato”). What gives Nietzsche his philosophical strength (his ability to “shoot for the most distant targets”) is thus the coexistence of these two opposite positions within himself. Moreover, that strength increases in proportion to the degree of proximity they have to each other: the closer these opposites are brought by the bow-string, the more the Bow (einem so gespannten Bogen) acquires a prodigious spiritual tension (eine practvolle Spannung des Geistes). It is therefore no wonder that the typical person seeks to avoid the prodigious tension built into the modern mind. “European man feels this tension as a state of distress [Nothstand], to be sure; and there have already been two grand attempts to relax the bow, once by means of Jesuitism, the second time by means of democratic enlightenment—which latter may in fact, with the aid of freedom of the press and the reading of newspapers, achieve a state of affairs in which the spirit would no longer so easily feel itself to be a ‘need’ [‘ Noth’]!” It is interesting and perhaps not accidental that the two examples Nietzsche gives of avoiding this tension are embodied by Thomas Mann (see §126) in the two intellectual poles between which his symbolic German finds himself: Naphta is a Jesuit and Settembrini represents ‘democratic enlightenment.’ Hans Castorp, intrepidly and perhaps foolishly, exposes himself to the tension between them. Nietzsche does the very same thing within himself. Both are more German than they think they are. “But we who are neither Jesuits nor democrats, nor even sufficiently German, we good Europeans and free, very free spirits—we have it still, the whole need of the spirit and the whole tension of its bow [die ganze Noth des Geistes und die ganze Spannung seines Bogens]! And perhaps also the arrow, the task and, who knows? the target . . .” The reader is Nietzsche’s target, the arrows are his writings. In order to accomplish his task, he will (cheerfully) endure the needful distress (both Noth and Nothstand) that comes from the close coexistence of the two opposite ends of his Bow. But there are dangers. These dangers are less visible to us who really are not “sufficiently German”; a good example is found in the German word for Nietzsche’s breakdown. The English speaker thinks of the word “breakdown” as “a falling apart,” a failure to get or keep it “together.” The German word, by contrast, is Zusammenbruch; it is a literally a collapse (Latin con-lapsus), a breaking together. Nietzsche has now given us a vivid metaphor for the most spiritual (geistlich) interpretation of his Zusammenbruch: it was the breaking of a bow (Bogenbruch).140


  §141


  Broken contract.—On the back cover of Beyond Good and Evil (published on the August 4, 1886), Nietzsche announced a forthcoming work: “The Will to Power: An Attempt at a Revaluation of All Values. In Four Books.” He had never done this kind of thing before: there had been no “announcement of coming attractions.” Even more significant is the fact that Nietzsche was unable to deliver the promised work. The title, of course, was later appropriated by his literary executors when they stitched together passages from his notebooks and published them after his death. But his own failure to produce the book is highly significant. And it was not for lack of trying. Nietzsche would have written The Will to Power (in four books) if he’d been able to do so.141


  §142


  Distractions.—The new edition of The Gay Science (which, along with a fifth book, included a new preface and an appendix of poetry called “Songs of Prince Vogelfrei”) appeared on 24 June 1887, the same day that the second edition of Daybreak (with a new preface) was also published. In a period of less than a year since the publication of Beyond Good and Evil in 1886, there were new editions of The Birth of Tragedy, Human, All Too Human (including both Assorted Opinions and Maxims and The Wanderer and His Shadow as volume 2), Untimely Meditations (the four essays joined for the first time as one) and Also Sprach Zarathustra (parts 1-3), many of them equipped with new prefaces. It had been a busy year. Perhaps he wanted to assure himself that he had already produced a great body of work: he would solidify what he had already accomplished. But perhaps he simply wanted to distract himself from the great book he couldn’t write.142


  §143


  Failed attempt.— The first mention of The Will to Power, found in a brief 1885 notebook entry, already contains an extremely daunting tentative sub-title: “An Attempt at a New Explication of All Occurrences” [Versuch einer neuen Auslegung alles Geschehens]. This is certainly a difficult subject to tackle. Why did Nietzsche impose such a burden on himself? If the decision to make a temporary home for himself on Zarathustra’s fictional mountain was a symptom of Nietzsche’s “will to untimeliness,” then an unusually systematic consideration of just about everything—fully equipped with a ponderous and eye-catching academic title—was doubtless a product of his “will to fame.” Perhaps he needed to write the kind of book that only a real German philosopher could (see §128). Although he was never able to explicate all events in relation to “the will to power,” the formula may well be a useful conceptual bridge for an outsider trying to connect the two contradictory drives (to both “untimeliness” and fame) that had long preoccupied Nietzsche himself. The decision to write The Will to Power would then be a necessary and logical expression of Nietzsche’s own “will to power.” But his failure to write it is an indication that the bridge concept did not prove adequate for his needs. Perhaps this was so because the project couldn’t resolve the tensions inherent in the decision to undertake it in the first place. Or were there internal tensions in the project itself that prevented its completion? It is difficult to say. As the years progress, Nietzsche will alter almost every aspect of the proposed book. But a glance at its single most enduring feature—it will be written in four books—suggests some of the tensions Nietzsche needed to bridge. The “will to fame” required being au courant; for Nietzsche this meant coming to terms with Nihilism, the cutting edge of modern European thought (this was to be the subject of book 1). But Nihilism would itself be overcome and ultimately transcended by the Eternal Return of the Same (the subject of the final section: book 4)—this would give the book its timelessness and thus constitute the more Platonic extremity of Nietzsche’s tightly strung Bow (see §140). The value systems that he needed to overcome—he specifically (and somewhat ominously) mentions Logic although he may also have meant Christianity and Slave Morality—would be connected to (and perhaps derived from) Nihilism in book 2. It would be interesting to know whether he intended to make these connections by means of history, or logic, or both. In any case, the basis for the all-important “Revaluation” [Umwerthung] of all previously existing values would then be presented in book 3; this would seem to be a particularly difficult book to write because the logical foundation it would seem to require might well have been undermined in book 2. The truth can hardly be determined from the fragmentary evidence left behind in the notebooks; it seems clear that Nietzsche himself was confused. This account of the four books is at best an attempt to capture what may have been in Nietzsche’s mind in the summer of 1886 when he gave a brief sketch of what he was now calling The Will to Power: An Attempt at a Revaluation of All Values. This is probably the same book he announces on the back cover of Beyond Good and Evil (see #141). It would therefore also be the book that he put off in the year that followed (see #142). In addition to all of those new editions and prefaces, he also published Genealogy of Morals in 1887; in it he refers again to the now overdue work. The context is the third essay, titled “What is the Meaning of Ascetic Ideals?” In the previous section, he has just alluded to Adolf Stöcker and other contemporary sham idealists (see §58). “Enough! Enough! Let us leave these curiosities and complexities of the most modern spirit, which provoke as much laughter as chagrin: our problem, the problem of the meaning of the ascetic ideal, can dispense with them: what has this problem to do with yesterday or today!” He suggests that he has become too timely: his real topic (ascetic ideals) demands that he leave aside the consideration of modern topics (those belonging to “yesterday or today”) like Stöcker and Wagner. But he promises to return to them in the near future. “I shall probe these things more thoroughly and severely in another connection (under the title ‘On the History of European Nihilism’); it will be contained in a work in progress: The Will to Power: Attempt at a Revaluation of All Values.” This is presumably a reference to either book 1 or 2 of the version that he feared would be confiscated when Wilhelm became Kaiser during the summer of 1888 (see §57): the moment when he announced that “the rule of Stöcker begins.” On the basis of what he has to say in Genealogy of Morals, it seems to be a serious and somewhat joyless work that he has in progress: to probe “thoroughly and severely” hardly sounds like Nietzsche’s preferred style. He gives some indication of how little he liked working on the difficult project in a letter to Peter Gast dated February 13, 1888. “I have the first draft of my Attempt at a Revaluation ready: it was, all in all, a torture, in addition I still completely lack the energy for it. Ten years later I want to make it better.” In fact, he had less than one year of sanity left when he wrote these words. It seems unlikely that more time would have been sufficient to solve the insoluble problem of The Will to Power. The contradictory pressures that had driven him to attempt this difficult task were hardly conducive to Nietzsche’s spiritual composure. But his inability to write it must have been even more of a torment.143


  §144


  No accident.—It is somewhat difficult to imagine the Eternal Return of the Same as the dénouement of a systematic work of philosophy, but Nietzsche clearly believed that it deserved its privileged position at the end of The Will to Power. In the “On Old and New Tablets” section of Also Sprach Zarathustra, some of the explanatory appeal of this doctrine is made manifest. “I taught them all my creating and striving, to create and carry into One what in man is a fragment and riddle and dreadful accident; as creator, guesser of riddles, and redeemer of accidents, I taught them to work on the future and to redeem with their creation all that has been.” The redemptive power of the Eternal Return—its power to redeem us from Nihilism, pessimism, and the merely accidental meaninglessness of events—is the essence of its explanatory appeal. It is also the guarantee of the autonomous individual’s “will to power”: he is not the victim but rather the creator of what occurs. “To redeem what is past in man and to recreate all ‘it was’ until the will says, ‘Thus I willed it! Thus I shall will it’—this I called redemption and this alone I taught them to call redemption.” The Eternal Return is the redemption of all that is and has been: thus the first subtitle of The Will to Power: An Attempt at a New Explication of All Occurrences (see §143). But there is certainly a powerful tension between the notion that either Zarathustra or his teaching can be a “redeemer of accidents” on the one hand and the perspective of the nihilistic Nietzsche who had earlier drowned individual autonomy in “the tremendous ocean of becoming” on the other (see §138). The projected book will need to bridge the gap (or “string the bow”?) between Nihilism and the Redemptive Return and the difficulties he will soon face are already visible even in the comparative safety of Zarathustra’s poetically licensed inconsistencies. A passage from “On Old and New Tablets” illustrates—albeit in unsystematic and highly symbolic terms—the difficulties he will later face in redeeming Becoming from accidental meaninglessness of Nihilism. “When the water is spanned by planks, when bridges and railings leap over the river, verily, those are not believed who say, ‘Everything is in flux.’ Even the blockheads contradict them.” Here Nietzsche is the Heraclitean anti-blockhead: he is upholding the flux doctrine against a world of fools. Those who would bridge Becoming—the symbolic equivalent of rising above constant change in order to grasp some permanent values—are ridiculed. It is they who say: “Everything should be in flux? After all, planks and railings are over the river. Whatever is over the river is firm; all the values of things, the bridges, the concepts, all ‘good’ and ‘evil’—all that is firm.” They are blockheads, however, because the flux doctrine is true and inescapable. The blockheads are totally fooled; in the winter, for example, the ice confirms their false belief that the flowing river is bridgeable. “At bottom everything stands still.” Even though the “ocean of becoming” has now become a more manageable Heraclitean river, the perpetual flux problem remains. Heraclitus himself had famously observed that it was impossible to step into the same river twice; his disciple Cratylus had maintained that it can’t be entered even once. Both notions are flatly contradicted by the Eternal Return: the autonomous individual’s affirmation of flux (his voluntary step into the river) is the great “redeemer of accidents.” The Eternal Return redeems the purely adventitious aspect of Becoming: if it is not exactly a bridge over the river, it is at least an affirmation that the river is the way it is (“Thus I willed it! Thus I shall will it!”). No less importantly, it is also an affirmation that the philosopher is autonomous enough to be able to step into it once, twice, or indeed an infinite number of times. Nietzsche affirms the reality of Heraclitean flux but then seeks to transcend or redeem it through the individual’s affirmative “will to power”: the (joyful) acceptance of the Return. Zarathustra’s disciple is baptized in the river of Becoming and washed free of fixed flux-denying falsehoods like “good” and “evil.” The acceptance of Nihilism is thus the first step to Nietzschean discipleship. But this baptism—not unlike the more conventional kind—must then lead to Redemption. To demonstrate this, Nietzsche will soon require conceptual bridges of his own: after coming down from the poetic heights of Zarathustra’s impressionistic speeches, he will try to overcome Nihilism and prove Redemption through the Return in a comprehensive and systematic Revaluation of All Values. He will attempt to write The Will to Power in precisely four interconnected books. This is scarcely a fit project for a neo-Heraclitean Nihilist. If everything is in flux, how can any individual emerge from (let alone return to) what cannot be escaped in the first place? The redemption of Becoming from accident requires the conceptual freezing of what cannot be frozen: “Thus I willed it!” says the redeemed Redeemer. But for the Nihilist there is no Thus (which implies something fixed and finite), no I (which requires the autonomy of the individual), no external shoreline from which to enter the river (which demands dualism), no deliberate choice to affirm it (which implies free will), and certainly no bridge to Redemption. “—against this the thawing wind preaches. The thawing wind, a bull that is no plowing bull, a raging bull, a destroyer who breaks the ice with wrathful horns. Ice, however, breaks bridges! O my brothers, is not everything in flux now? Have not all railings and bridges fallen into the water?” The destruction of “all railings and bridges” in the spring-time flood of the melted river symbolizes the metaphysical habitat of the Übermensch. Man himself is merely a bridge, “a dangerous crossing” (see §95). Only an “overman” can perform the necessarily self-contradictory dance over Becoming (see §90). “There it was too that I picked up the word ‘overman’ by the way, and that man is something to be overcome—that man himself is a bridge and no end: proclaiming himself blessed in view of his noon and evening, as the way to new dawns—Zarathustra’s word of the great noon, and whatever else I hung up over man like the last crimson light of evening.” In the great noon of the Eternal Return, a new man emerges clean from the bridge-breaking river. But that new man is worse than tragelaphine: to call him “a tautly strung bow” is euphemism. The “Redeeming Nihilist” is in fact an oxymoron. “The most comprehensive soul, which can run and stray farthest within itself; the most necessary soul, which out of sheer joy plunges itself into chance; the soul which, having being [die seiende Seele], dives into becoming [Werden]; the soul which has, but wants to want and will; the soul which flees itself and catches up with itself in the widest circle; the wisest soul, which folly exhorts most sweetly; the soul which loves itself most, in which all things have their sweep and countersweep and ebb and flood—oh, how should the highest soul not have worst parasites?” Zarathustra sees these mysterious parasites as external dangers to the sanctity of his soul and his mountain; for Nietzsche, however, they proved to be insoluble internal problems. The Übermensch may well be a light-footed oxymoron: a “Redeeming Nihilist” capable of dancing over self-contradictions. The author of The Will to Power (who will “probe these things more thoroughly and severely” in four books) cannot be. Redemption or not, it was no accident that Nietzsche could not deliver the promised masterpiece.144


  §145


  Thaw wind from the south.—Is it accidental that the same section in book 5 of The Gay Science (1887) that contains Nietzsche’s revealing description of the Second Reich being planted, much like himself, “between two deadly hatreds” (see §35) also includes an attack on Truth? In “We who are homeless,” Nietzsche is about to distance himself from both Humanitarianism and Nationalism (see §36) when he writes: “Humanity! Has there ever been a more hideous old woman among all old women—(unless it were ‘truth:’ a question for philosophers)?” The explicit attack on truth is the hallmark of Nietzsche’s return from Zarathustra’s heights: the first section in part 1 of Beyond Good and Evil (“On the prejudices of philosophers”) darkly suggests that “the will to truth” may be the most misguided of those prejudices. Indeed the opening sentence in the preface to this first post-Zarathustra book raises the same possibility and also uses the female imagery found in “We homeless ones.” “Supposing truth to be a woman—what? is the suspicion not well founded that all philosophers, when they have been dogmatists, have had little understanding of women?” Dogmatists pursue truth but cannot capture her. But this is not only because they are clumsy with women: unaware of Perspectivism (see §140), these benighted dogmatists are in pursuit of that which does not really exist. Nietzsche’s rejection of truth as an “ugly old woman,” a mere “prejudice of philosophers,” was the expedient he required in order to dance above the river of self-contradiction into which he has fallen (see §90). There is a section called “The principle of contradiction” in what he called “the first draft of my Attempt at a Revaluation” (see §143): it was to be included in book 3 of the unwritten work. There seems little doubt that Nietsche was prepared—like Heraclitus before him—to mount an attack on the logical principle that Aristotle had made the foundation of philosoph y: the law of non-contradiction. “Truth” would then be revealed as nothing more than a flimsy bridge over the raging river. The rejection of “Truth” would be a breath of fresh air. In “We who are homeless,” Nietzsche repeats Zarathustra’s image of the wind and the ice. “The ice that still supports the people today has become very thin; the wind that brings the thaw is blowing; we ourselves who are homeless constitute a force that breaks open ice and other all too thin ‘realities.’” These “all too thin realities” are those same bridges over the flood of Becoming that will be swept away when the ice melts (see §144). The “homeless one” is the spring wind that brings the thaw. Nietzsche is not German enough to rely on the frozen fictions of the “ugly old woman.” Among the poems he appended to The Gay Science (see §142) is one called “In the South.” It ends with the words: “Up north—embarrassing to tell—/I loved a creepy ancient belle:/The name of this old hag was Truth.”145


  §146


  News from the north.—In fact, the truth came down from Denmark. “You are without doubt the most exciting of all German writers.” Georg Brandes (see §66) wrote his first letter to Nietzsche on November 26, 1887. “A new and original spirit breathes to me from your books. I do not fully understand what I have read; I cannot always see your intention. But I find much that harmonizes with my own ideas and sympathies, the depreciation of the ascetic ideals and the profound disgust with democratic mediocrity, your aristocratic radicalism.” The recognition Nietzsche had for so long been denied came down upon him from the north. It proved to be a mixed blessing. To begin with, Brandes was clearly only an admirer, not a worshipper; there is a disturbing objectivity in his measured praise. Fame was to prove deleterious to Nietzsche’s mental health. It created new pressures and increased pre-existent tensions. It was simultaneously the fulfillment of his grandiose “will to fame” and the flat contradiction of his “will to untimeliness.” Brandes situated “the untimely one” squarely in a contemporary context; the critic began his 1889 article (which brought the now-incapacitated philosopher to the attention of Germany) with the words: “Friedrich Nietzsche appears to me the most interesting writer in German literature at the present time.” In his very first letter to Nietzsche, Brandes (a cosmopolitan Jewish Dane) bluntly states the truth to “the homeless one.” “In spite of your universality you are very German in your mode of thinking and writing.” Nietzsche (in his reply of December 2, 1887) felt called upon to comment awkwardly, “I myself have no doubt that my writings in one way or another are still ‘very German.’” Shakespeare had written of the chilling gusts of the north wind: “This is no flattery: these are counselors/That feelingly persuade me of what I am.” Nietzsche’s thoughtful discomfort with even this trivial observation indicates that recognition from Copenhagen would force him to take stock of himself in a new and unfamiliar way. Perhaps because it was The Genealogy of Morals that had provoked Brandes’s interest in the first place, he reread the book himself (apparently a rare occurrence) and found it a surprising experience. In the letter to Gast (December 20, 1887) in which he first tells his friend about the response from Brandes, he writes: “The passion of the most recent book is somewhat shocking: I read it the day before yesterday with great surprise and as if it were something new.” The passage that precedes these words is even more revealing in this context. “I am industrious but dejected and have still not emerged from that violent swinging back and forth [vehementen Schwingung] which the last year has brought along with it. Still not ‘depersonalized enough [‘ entpersönlicht genug’].’ In rereading the Genealogy, he had been shocked by his own passion; he must now achieve equilibrium and stop swinging. This imagery suggests that he is an oscillating pendulum in some kind of emotional Zwischenreich; in any case, he is working without deriving any joy from it. In fact, he is about to begin a great push to write The Will to Power. To accomplish that task, he will need to emerge from the “violent swinging” within himself and become “less of a person”—this probably means becoming more objective and systematic. He sees himself at a turning point. “Nevertheless I know what has been accomplished and what has been put aside: a line has been drawn under my life to date—that was the meaning of the last year. Indeed, in so doing, my life to date has revealed itself for what it is—a mere promise.” Fresh from rereading his most recent book, Nietzsche is now reading himself as a text and drawing a line that divides the narrative in two: everything up to this point has only been preparation. The “news from the north” has increased the pressure to fulfill that promise: he was now perfectly aware (just in case he had forgotten) that he had announced the coming masterpiece in the Genealogy (see §143). So he will try again. The result will be the torment revealed to Peter Gast less than two months later on February 13, 1888. “I have the first draft of my Attempt at a Revaluation ready: it was, all in all, a torture, in addition I still completely lack the energy for it. Ten years later I want to make it better.” In the mere ten months that remain to him, his megalomania will increase in proportion to his inability to write The Will to Power. He will write other things instead (see §142): The Case of Wagner, Twilight of the Idols, The Antichrist, Nietzsche contra Wagner, and Ecce Homo. His newfound fame will leave its mark on each of these books. For example, it was an inquiry from Brandes that led him to write his autobiography—seldom a project congenial to one’s peace of mind. Only a year after hearing from Brandes for the first time, Nietzsche will be writing to him of the significance of the completed Ecce Homo, but the book he is not writing will not be forgotten. “The whole is the prelude to the revaluation of all values, the work that lies open before me: I swear to you that in two years we will have the whole world in convulsions. I am a destiny.—” Through Brandes, Nietzsche will be brought to the attention of August Strindberg in October; the playwright will hail The Case of Wagner. “Without doubt you have given humanity the profoundest book it possesses, and what is not least you have had the courage—and perhaps you can afford—to spit these words. I am ending all my letters ‘Read Nietzsche.’ This is my Carthago est delenda.” But it was Nietzsche himself and not Carthage that was facing imminent destruction and Strindberg’s playful pandering to the brilliant philosopher’s megalomania was not helping the situation. Nietzsche wrote to the Swede on December 31, 1888, from Turin. “I have ordered a Prince’s Day in Rome, I will have the young German Kaiser shot. Auf Wiedersehn! Then we will see each other again. . . . une seule condition: Divorçons . . . [signed] Nietzsche Caesar.” Ronald Hayman describes the tragic response. “Strindberg’s reply, written entirely in Greek and Latin, started with a quotation from an Anacreontic poem, ‘I want, I want to be mad,’ and ended ‘Meanwhile it is joy to be mad.’ It was signed ‘Strindberg (Deus, optimus maximus).’”146


  §147


  Book one.—Perhaps it is unfair to claim that Nietzsche never wrote The Will to Power; to begin with, by September 1888, the project bore as title what had previously been its subtitle: Revaluation of All Values. In that shape, he actually did manage to complete book 1 (it would still have four): he called it The Antichrist: Attempt at a Critique of Christianity. Despite his newfound fame, he maintains his “pose of untimeliness” in what he called the preface not merely to The Antichrist but to the whole Revaluation of All Values. “This book belongs to the very few. Perhaps not one of them is even living yet.” He writes as if Georg Brandes were not already inspiring audiences with the freshness of “aristocratic radicalism” in a series of lectures at the University of Copenhagen. “Maybe they will be the readers who understand my Zarathustra; how could I mistake myself for one of those for whom there are ears even now?” As it happens, it was becoming intolerably difficult to consider himself one of those for whom there are no ears. But Nietzsche persists in the habitual pose: “Only the day after tomorrow belongs to me. Some are born posthumously.” But this is a pose not only because it is no longer true, it was always an imposture because it was contradicted by his equally strong “will to fame.” The persistence of this tension is found by comparing the last words of The Antichrist with the preface. “And time is reckoned from the dies nefastus with which this calamity began—after the first day of Christianity! Why not rather after its last day? After today? Revaluation of all values!” Once again, Nietzsche is drawing a dividing line based on his book-to-be (see §146). This time, however, the Revaluation of All Values will demarcate not only his own personal period of preparation from the fulfillment of his promise: the book published today is a cosmic event, or, at the very least, the turning point in the “History of European Nihilism” (see §143).147


  §148


  The will to system.—The last plan for The Will to Power: Attempt at a Revaluation of All Values (August 1888) is noteworthy for its elegant symmetry: each of the four books contains exactly three chapters. The work’s logical structure is also indicated by the fact that the subject of book 1 is no longer Nihilism but “What is Truth?” This was beginning at the beginning. It was not to be. Starting in September, the title is changed to Revaluation of All Values and, instead of going to work on it, he immediately began planning what he called “an abstract of my philosophy.” This plan constitutes a double-retreat: from The Will to Power to “Revaluation” and from “Revaluation” to a mere abridgement of it. This Auszug [“extract, abstract, epitome, summary, abridgement”] quickly becomes what he would later call (on a suggestion from his friend Peter Gast) Twilight of the Idols. It is interesting that his own choice for a title was Idleness of a Psychologist; this reveals that he himself was hardly fooled by the subterfuge of preparing “an abstract of my philosophy.” His own title indicates a double self-reproach: he is now merely a psychologist (not a philosopher as he was in e.g. The Case of Wagner) and he is lazy, idle, and indolent: he cannot produce the great work because he is not up to the task. This state of mind helps to account for the curious claim (made in Twilight of the Idols) that “there is no longer a single German philosopher” (see §128). Perhaps even more significant is the fact the twenty-sixth of the “Maxims and Arrows” (the chapter with which Twilight of the Idols begins) announces the third and final retreat. “I mistrust all systematizers and I avoid them. The will to a system is a lack of integrity.” It is, of course, difficult to know exactly how systematic the work he had in mind would or could have been. But there is evidence to suggest that he approached it in a remarkably systematic fashion. For example, the next to last plan for The Will to Power is composed of four books of precisely four chapters each. An eight-part plan from earlier in 1888 contains an interesting numerical calculation where he divides 600 by eight (he gets 56 with a remainder of 40 then breaks off the division problem) and rounds the answer down to “70 pages.” The explanation of the original “600” is found in an earlier plan made shortly after the February 1888 “draft”: it is once again a four-book plan with each book composed of three chapters. After the sketch he wrote: “Each book 150 pages/Each chapter 50.” Apparently he thought that six hundred pages was a suitable length for a major work of (German) philosophy. And despite the attack on “the will to system,” the Preface to Twilight of the Idols ends with the following words: “Turin, September 30, 1888, on the day when the first book of the Revaluation of All Values was completed.” Nietzsche’s arrows were too sharp; the “will to system” was not so much a lack of integrity on his part as an invitation to self-reproach. It was his self-contradictory thinking that lacked integrity—indeed that stubbornly and systematically defied all attempts to reduce it to integrated coherence—not the would-be systematizer himself.148


  §149


  A psychologist’s idleness.—If the recognition of Nietzsche by Brandes and others was an external cause of Nietzsche’s Zusammenbruch, there were obviously internal causes as well. Childhood is the seedtime for psychological difficulties and Nietzsche’s own childhood was certainly a troubled one: the death of his father at the age of four stands out sharply in this context if nothing else does. On the other hand, both of these explanations (whether internal or external) are psychological. It has now become fashionable to explain his breakdown in purely physical terms: it is a physiological process as opposed to a psychical one. Well and good: each age deserves its own prejudices. But if we are not prepared to admit that even a thinker can be driven mad by his own thoughts, then to whom will we grant this ability? Do we really believe that thought is so powerless? Nor are we notably consistent in believing this. How can someone blame Nietzsche’s thought for the Nazis but refuse to countenance the suggestion that it was responsible for his own mental breakdown? Dementia resulting from tertiary syphilis seems like the sort of explanation our time deserves: it is physical and sexually titillating as well. But on the other side of some imaginary dividing line are the spiritual explanations as opposed to physical ones. Naturally materialists (and other monists) will say “nay” both to the dividing line and to whatever lies beyond it; so would Nietzsche himself. But what harm is there in indulging in a psychologist’s idleness? Thanks to Sigmund Freud (born twelve years after Nietzsche), we are now more attuned to psychology than were all but a few of their contemporaries. Even if the only thing we know about psychology is the Oedipal Complex, it seems pretty obvious that Nietzsche had one. What male doesn’t? Nietzsche seems to have had a particularly stubborn case: he was completely unconscious of any anger he had toward his father. In Ecce Homo, he praises his father profusely. Especially in the section that Kaufmann chose not to translate, he also displays a completely irrational hatred toward his mother. He suggests that he is similar to Athena (and perhaps some strangely identical inversion of Jesus): he is sprung from his father’s Polish ancestry but not from his German mother. “I am a Polish nobleman pure and simple, in whom not one drop of bad blood is inter-mixed, least of all German. When I seek the most complete opposite of myself, an incalculable coarseness of instinct, I always find my mother and my sister,—to believe that I was related to such canaille would be a blasphemy to my divinity.” This vision was pathological. Nietzsche’s ancestry on his father’s side was, as it turns out, German as well: he also came from a long line of Protestant clergymen (on both sides). The same son who glorifies his father in Ecce Homo not only refused to follow in his footsteps but mounted instead a spirited assault on the two institutions to which Ludwig Nietzsche had devoted his life: Christianity and the Prussian Monarchy. Most importantly, Friedrich Wilhelm Nietzsche had perfectly good grounds—psychologically speaking—to hate his father: his father had abandoned him. No psychologist expects a four-year-old child to understand the death of a parent in a rational manner. The boy could not hate his father for dying: he would have required Freudian analysis in order to begin that process. Instead, he must revere him, and to do so, he must follow in his footsteps. Is any further explanation for Nietzsche’s well-known misogyny (entertaining to thoughtful readers only because of the uncomfortable position in which it places Kaufmann, Brandes, and his other admiring apologists) than the fact that his family consisted only of five women? Unaware of most things male, these women—his inexperienced young mother, his powerful grandmother and her two unmarried daughters, and finally his younger sister, Elisabeth—could hardly be expected to help young Fritz develop, as we would say, normally. The rigidly pious household dominated by Erdmuthe Nietzsche, sanctified to an expurgated version of his father’s memory, located in provincial and pedestrian Naumburg in Prussian Saxony was hardly a good environment in which to avoid guilt, shame, and réssentiment. Did young Fritz ever masturbate? Did he ever get caught stealing? How would such matters have been handled? I suspect that anyone with integrity having been raised in this kind of environment would have yearned for “the innocence of becoming” no less that Nietzsche did. Nietzsche can take more than his share of credit for the fact that such environments are uncommon today: the narrow Pietistic Prussianism of nineteenth-century Naumburg is practically inconceivable today. Perhaps all who wish to make Nietzsche “responsible” for the evils of the twentieth century would do well to remember how liberating it is for all of us to have escaped the domination of those who (like his own religious relatives) humiliatingly held children responsible for simply being “human, all too human.”149


  §150


  Ecce Homo.—There is, of course, the question of God. A study of The Antichrist, for example, reveals that Nietzsche’s real enemy is less Jesus than Christianity. The portrait of Jesus is remarkably sympathetic: not surprisingly, he sounds like Nietzsche himself. “What are the ‘glad tidings’? True life, eternal life, has been found—it is not promised, it is here, it is in you: as a living in love, in love without subtraction and exclusion, without regard for station.” This sounds like a beyond-denying affirmation of all that is. Nor is this impression derived from a single passage. According to Nietzsche, the essence of Jesus’ message is not a faith but a redemptive practice. “The deep instinct for how one must live, in order to feel oneself “in heaven,” to feel “eternal,” while in all other behavior one decidedly does not feel oneself “in heaven”—this alone is the psychological reality of “redemption.” A new way of life, not a new faith.” The ‘redemption’ offered by Jesus sounds suspiciously like the Eternal Return. Jesus does not redeem others: the practice he taught allows men to redeem themselves. “This ‘bringer of glad tidings’ died as he had lived, as he had taught—not to ‘redeem men’ but to show how one must live. This practice is his legacy to mankind: . . . Not to resist, not to be angry, not to hold responsible—but resist not even the evil one—to love him.” Here is the amor fati (see §125) as well as the Eternal Return; there is even a small element of the Redemptive Nihilist in Nietzsche’s Jesus. And, in Nietzsche’s will to this particular Jesus, there is also just the faintest trace of “a wicked little boy” in Naumburg, shamed for doing something he shouldn’t have done by one of his pious aunts. Behold the Man!150


  §151


  Toward a hermeneutics of self-deception.—Given the context of Nietzsche’s confusing relationship with Jesus, how are we to understand the fact that he calls himself “The Crucified” in his last deranged letters (see §64)? And what are we to make of an earlier passage like the following from Beyond Good and Evil? “It is possible that within the holy disguise and fable of Jesus’ life there lies concealed one of the most painful cases of the martyrdom of knowledge about love: the martyrdom of the most innocent and longing heart which never had sufficient of human love, which demanded love, to be loved and nothing else, demanded it with hardness, with madness, with fearful outbursts against those who denied it love.” Is it possible that within the disguise of a narrative about Jesus that Nietzsche is actually describing himself? In truth, this is little more than a rhetorical question; the only real question is whether Nietzsche himself was conscious of what he was doing. These heartbreaking words constitute such an accurate and acute self-portrait that the degree of his consciousness hardly matters to the reader: any sympathetic soul can see Nietzsche’s “innocent and longing heart” behind his grandiose bravado and “hardness.” The question is whether Nietzsche is self-aware in one way but blind in another. The rest of the sentence (with the exception of the first eleven words of it) applies only to Jesus; this suggests that he was unconscious of the parallel despite the accuracy of the previous self-portrait: “the story of a poor soul unsated and insatiable in love who had to invent hell so as to send those who did not want to love him—and who, having become knowledgeable about human love, finally had to invent a god who is wholly love, wholly ability to love—who has mercy on human love because it is so very paltry and ignorant!” In comparison with this Jesus, Nietzsche may be equally vindictive but far more courageous and undeceived: he has no need of fictions, damning though he may be to those who ignore him. He makes a bold statement about Jesus in the next sentence: is it also a revelation of himself? “He whose feelings are like this, he who knows about love to this extent—seeks death.” Does this mean that the man (like both himself and his version of Jesus) who “never had sufficient of human love” seeks death? Or does he refer only to the hell- and God-creating coward who deceives himself about the true nature of his condition (like his Jesus but unlike him)? If he means the former, is he not predicting his own collapse? If he means the latter, does that not cast his collapse in a new light: as something he willed? And if he means neither—if he is perfectly unconscious of any connections—that might explain why he adds: “—But why reflect on such painful things? As long as one does not have to.—” It is as if he were recoiling from the painful truth; he seems relieved to be off the hook. On balance, he seems to be somewhere between dazzling perspicacity and blinding self-delusion. The hypothesis that he is almost always his own subject sometimes makes him as transparent to the reader as he is blind to himself.151
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  Father figures.—When he comes to review The Case of Wagner in Ecce Homo, Nietzsche makes it clear that he held himself back while attacking the composer. “Does anyone really doubt that I, as the old artillerist I am, could easily bring up my heavy guns against Wagner?—Everything decisive in this matter I held back—I have loved Wagner.” While he certainly has some beautiful things to say about Wagner in Ecce Homo (see §121), this is hardly a fair description of The Case of Wagner. He is back-pedaling from what in fact was a vigorous assault (he had accused the anti-Semitic Wagner of being a Jew). It is surely significant that two of Nietzsche’s last five books (Nietzsche Contra Wagner was added to prove that the opposition expressed in The Case of Wagner was of long standing) were about the once idolized composer (see §1). It seems hardly worth mentioning that this late term assault on his former mentor was Oedipal. A few moments of psychological idleness (see §149) is one thing; a detailed exploration of the psychological dimension of Nietzsche’s complex personal relationships with Wagner and his widow Cosima (to whom Nietzsche professed love at the end) is quite another. More interesting is what Nietzsche says about The Case of Wagner in Ecce Homo. He claims that his real target in the book was not the composer but another mysterious individual he does not name as well as Germany itself. “Ultimately an attack on a subtler ‘unknown one,’ whom nobody else is likely to guess, is part of the meaning and way of my task. . . . [E]ven more, to be sure, an attack on the German nation which is becoming ever lazier and more impoverished in its instincts, ever more honest, and which continues with an enviable appetite to feed on opposites, gobbling down without any digestive troubles ‘faith’ as well as scientific manners, ‘Christian love’ as well as anti-Semitism, the will to power (to the Reich) as well as the évangile des humbles.” The identity of this “unknown one” is no mystery: it is the new Kaiser (see §53). The basis of his attack on the Reich and its new young leader is identical: they both combine irreconcilable opposites. Nietzsche had published The Case of Wagner thinking to educate the young Kaiser: he saw himself as the anti-Stöcker (see §59) purging the young man of his internal contradictions (see §52). He is willing to sacrifice Wagner, his own surrogate father, in his attempt to capture the attention of the Kaiser. His reward will be to drive the anti-Semitic Stöcker from his post as Hofprediger—the post to which his own father had aspired (see §63)—and gain for himself the chance to preach the young man his own less Christian but far more honest creed. By the time he writes his autobiography, however, his attitude toward Wilhelm has entered its third and final phase (see §61). He has abandoned this pedagogical project and now calls the Kaiser a bigot (see §121) who is unworthy even to be his coachman (see §62). In Ecce Homo—at once his most personal book and his last—he softens his attitude towards Wagner, glorifies his own father, and reveals, for the first time in any published work, a curious affection for Frederick III, the father of the new Kaiser (see #57). While explaining the genesis of Zarathustra, he describes “the charming quiet bay of Rapallo” where he first encountered (in the course of two walks) the Persian sage who became his literary persona. “This place and this scenery came even closer to my heart because of the great love Emperor Frederick III felt for them; by chance, I was in this coastal region again in the fall of 1886 when he visited this small forgotten world of bliss for the last time.” This is the sort of thing we would expect from a sentimental bourgeois patriot, not from “the homeless one.” What can explain this maudlin sentiment? The simple truth is that the young Kaiser’s relationship with his father (and with Bismarck, who was his surrogate father figure) was remarkably complex and not without parallels to Nietzsche’s relationship with Pastor Ludwig and Richard Wagner. Shortly after dismissing Bismarck on 18 March 1890, Wilhelm wrote in a most revealing manner about these relationships. “The man I had idolized all my life, for whom in my parental home I endured the hellish tortures of moral persecution, the man for whom I alone, after the death of my grandfather, I stormed the breach to retain him, and for which I harvested the fury of my dying father and the inextinguishable hatred of my mother, noticed not a jot of it and strode proudly away from me because I would not bend to his will! What a stab in the heart!” Neither youngster received sufficient attention from his father and both then idolized men remarkably different in temperament and political orientation (see §133) from their own absent parent (see §62). Wilhelm’s troubled relationship with his father was well known in Germany and Nietzsche apparently thinks that he can hurt the young Kaiser by extravagantly praising his dead father. Naturally he is also willing to attack him in a cruder and more direct fashion as well. In both cases there is, of course, the remarkable hallucination that he will soon come to the attention of the Kaiser: it goes without saying that his relationship with both Friedrich [German for “Frederick”] and Wilhelm was purely imaginary. It was also pathological. But thanks to his father’s patriotic Prussianism, Nietzsche was in some sense born for such grandiose entanglements. As he approaches the Zusammenbruch, his hallucinations will come to center more and more on the Kaiser (see §146) while his remarkable praise for Frederick III in Ecce Homo appears to be only a far-fetched plan to rehabilitate the father at the expense of the son. Despite the fact that his conscious motivation is divorced from reality—the Kaiser isn’t reading!—it reveals something vital of which he seems completely unconscious: he is doing the same thing to himself. It cannot be an accident that the vision of his father preaching like an angel (§63) and the happy days he spent with Wagner at Tribschen are hovering before his eyes as he writes his last book. Blinded by his own grandiosity, he believes that his words about Friedrich will damage young Wilhelm; he is unaware that the fact he is writing them shows how damaged Friedrich Wilhelm Nietzsche already is.152


  §153


  The collapsing arch.—Imagine the Nietzsche of the last days, the “Nietzsche Caesar” who had written to Strindberg (see §146) standing under a Triumphal Arch in Rome on that imaginary “noble’s day.” He is the general of an Adelskrieg, the conqueror of the Crucified. But all is not well. The Arch above him is far less solid and robust than what we would expect for a Caesar; so, no doubt, is Nietzsche himself. It is certainly heavy enough to crush him should it collapse; meanwhile he stands motionless beneath it in soiled toga and wilted laurel crown. The Arch [Bogen in German] rests on two deeply fissured stone pillars. The Bogen itself consists of three ominous pieces of stone: the keystone (directly over “Nietzsche Caesar’s” head) and the two rounded (and cracked) pieces rising from each of the supporting pillars. This image of a collapsing Arch is intended to represent what I see as the five psychological causes (I will leave the physical causes for others) of Nietzsche’s celebrated Zusammenbruch. The central keystone is the tightly strung philosophical bow from the pPreface of Beyond Good and Evil (see §140): it was destined to break when Nietzsche’s targets became too distant. The two ends of it—moving perilously close together to increase the bow’s tension—represent, on a metaphysical level, Platonic Dualism and Perspectivist Monism. It will snap as a result of the attempt to write The Will to Power, a task that would require the impossible coincidentia oppositorum of the logical structure of a philosophical system with the self-contradictory claim that there is truly no truth (see §144). The fatal attempt to write The Will to Power is represented by the rounded piece between the keystone and the pillar on the left—this pillar itself represents “the will to fame.” Nietzsche’s discovery by the Dane Brandes had put him under dramatically increased pressure to write the great book: this he absolutely could not do without “breaking the bow.” Increased pressure from the rounded piece will be communicated downward to the pillar that will also finally break—weakened as it is by the fissure running right through it: the juxtaposition of the incompatible “will to fame” and “the will to untimeliness.” In fact it was the pressure created by trying to integrate these two opposite drives that necessitated the bridge-concept of the “will to power” (and the magnum opus which would explicate it) in the first place. The right-hand pillar is no more solid than the left: it represents Nietzsche’s unconscious Oedipal Conflict with his Prussian Preacher of a dead father (see §149); it is expressed also in his troubled relationship with Richard Wagner (see §152). This pillar too is cracked because he must both emulate and loathe his father. It will break because of increased pressure put on it by the last piece of the Arch, the most timely of all. The second curved piece—the last piece of the puzzle—is the accession of “the young German Kaiser,” a young man who had an all too public Oedipal Complex of his own. The bow breaks; “Nietzsche Caesar” will fall.153


  §154


  The moment of truth.—The very last words in Nietzsche’s final notebook are about the Kaiser. “In that I annihilate you Hohenzollern, I annihilate the lies.” These words are difficult to translate: the “you” is singular and familiar: the German word is dich. He sees himself at the end in a dialogue with his Kaiser as if they were intimates. One is tempted to translate: “In that I annihilate you, Hohenzollern, I annihilate the lies.” What does he mean? Just a few lines before, he wrote about some very specific Hohenzollern lies. “The Reich itself is no doubt a lie: no Hohenzollern, no Bismarck has ever thought about Germany . . . thus the rage against Professor Geffcken . . .” Who in the world is Professor Geffcken? At the end of September 1888, Friedrich Heinrich Geffcken, a close friend and confidant of the Kaiser’s dead father, had published (in the same important journal that would soon publish Georg Brandes on Nietzsche) the war diaries of Frederick III and that had caused an uproar. The newspapers were full of it. That, of course, is hardly sufficient to explain why Nietzsche mentions what is now an historical obscurity on the last page of his last notebook. The mention of Geffcken is an unusually detailed and uncharacteristic reference to current events for “the timeless one.” The diaries of Frederick III from the Franco-Prussian War of 1870-1871 revealed the fact that neither Bismarck nor King William of Prussia (Frederick’s father and the first Kaiser) had believed in the Reich or pushed for a united Germany: the impetus had come from him, the Crown Prince. Bismarck ordered the publication banned and the perpetrator arrested. The affair became a cause cèlebre and a severe embarrassment for the Iron Chancellor. No one believed his first explanation—that the diaries were forgeries. He counterattacked, first by imprisoning Geffcken and then by publishing a document that discredited Frederick III. The views expressed in the diaries were meaningless, suggested Bismarck, because Frederick himself had been kept out of the loop by his father. “I was not allowed by King William to discuss the more confidential aspects of our policy with the Crown Prince, because His Majesty feared indiscretions leaking out to the English Court, which was full of French sympathizers.” In fact, Frederick was married to Queen Victoria’s daughter, an Englishwoman who was no doubt responsible for her husband’s well-known Anglophile inclinations. What made Bismarck’s counterattack even more controversial than the highly significant fact that he was calling his former master a traitor was that the actual document he published was the Chancellor’s ‘Immediate Report’ (something like an official ‘daily briefing’) prepared exclusively for Kaiser Wilhelm II. This confidential report could not have been published without the Kaiser’s express permission. So ascendant was Bismarck’s influence, the world thus learned, that the young Kaiser had betrayed the memory of his recently deceased father in order to advance the Chancellor’s self-serving machinations. It appeared that the Kaiser was merely Bismarck’s tool and that Bismarck’s loyalty had never been to Germany. What is immediately remarkable about Nietzsche’s outburst is that he speaks as a German—“no Hohenzollern, no Bismarck has ever thought about Germany.” The “Polish nobleman” and critic of things German sounds as if he had been personally betrayed. “Bismarck proves that he throws around the word ‘German’ only in a policeman’s legal sense. . . . I believe that they are laughing in the Courts of Vienna, in St Petersburg; everyone knows the whole crew are upstarts [parvenu] who have never yet once intentionally said a clever word. That is certainly not one who sets any stock by the well-being of the Germans as he claims.” As long as Nietzsche could persuade himself that the Reich was what it seemed to be—the grand expression of German power and national pride as opposed to spirit and culture—he could safely oppose it. But the Geffcken case revealed that the Reich was hollow: not even its own creator had believed in it. More unsettling for Nietzsche was the very public revelation of the young Kaiser’s betrayal of his father. This struck too close to home. He could not consciously recognize himself—the author of The Antichrist—as the murderer of his pious Protestant father. Without Freud, he could only be the blind Oedipus. He is caught in the toils of his grandiose visions and the maddeningly insoluble problem of The Will to Power recently devalued into the less timely Revaluation of All Values. Nevertheless, he must do something great with the fame that descends from the north: he must “shoot for the most distant targets.” He chooses and discards targets; he reaches for arrows and bends the bow. The metaphor of “the collapsing arch” is far too static: it cannot express the idea that the opposite ends of the Bogen are moving closer to each other as the Zusammenbruch approaches. The accession of “the young German Kaiser” has given Nietzsche an irresistible target just at the moment that he is becoming famous. Obsession with that target entails revisiting his own father-son dynamic: he now becomes, as Ludwig once was, the tutor to the Hohenzollern. But the only conceivable way to fulfill his father’s stolen destiny—to become the anti-Stöcker to the Prussian monarch—requires sacrificing the surrogate Wagner or becoming “the Antichrist.” In any case, he must write the great work. The tension mounts. Alone in Italy, he reads the news from the Fatherland and day by day the Zwischenreich between the bow’s extremities shrinks. “I am prepared to rule the world,” he writes on the last page of that notebook. He finally sounds like the caricatured image of Kaiser Wilhelm that will be created by Allied propagandists during the Great War. They will make the Kaiser what the philosopher himself could not: Nietzsche’s disciple. Indeed his relationship with the Kaiser is a frighteningly intimate one; this leads to misunderstandings. He doesn’t understand what is really happening: he enters his dark night thinking that Wilhelm, Bismarck, and Stöcker are cooperating in the posthumous assassination of Frederick III. In retrospect, we can see that this obscure and long-forgotten “Geffcken Affair” marked something like “the beginning of the end” of Bismarck’s power: he was discredited by it especially in the eyes of “the young German Kaiser.” The Pilot will be dropped in little more than a year. Only one day after Nietzsche’s Zusammenbruch—on 4 January 1889—a law-court in Germany threw out the case against Geffcken and the Professor walked free. Bismarck’s days were numbered. But without Bismarck’s sure hand at the helm, the Reich’s days were numbered as well. This was especially true when the Kaiser, like his mother’s son and the good Anglophile he always secretly was, took to the High Seas in his sailor suit. Nietzsche was long gone by then but managed to return again and again notwithstanding. In his very last notebook he proved that he had certainly read the newspapers and that, despite everything, he had loved Germany. He also proved that the truth was too much for him to bear.154


  §155


  The failure to take sides.—There are good reasons why it sometimes seems that Nietzsche is writing about the Great War. “How much one is able to endure: distress, want, bad weather, sickness, toil, solitude. Fundamentally one can cope with everything else, born as one is to a subterranean life of struggle; one emerges again and again into the light, one experiences again and again one’s golden hour of victory—and then one stands forth as one was born, unbreakable, tensed, ready for new, even harder, remoter things, like a bow that distress only serves to draw tighter.” Nietzsche wrote these words just before he became famous: they are from Genealogy of Morals (1887), the book that caught the eye of Georg Brandes. This passage asserts an ability to withstand pressures that ultimately proved to be beyond even Nietzsche’s remarkable powers. The bow ultimately broke; the arrows he has left behind for us to study and use as best we can. Those arrows are precious and they tell a wondrous story about both the philosopher and his times. Immediately after the passage from Ecce Homo quoted in §152, he thinks he is criticizing Wilhelm and the Reich and not himself when he writes: “Such a failure to take sides among opposites!” In fact, he is describing the tragedy of all three. In the case of the Second Reich’s preeminent and representative philosopher, the “failure to take sides” operates, as one would suspect, on a metaphysical level: he is caught in some pressure-filled Zwischenreich between Elitism and Nihilism. In the case of the Reich, this failure to choose was played out in the context of die grosse Politik: the disastrous but utterly prescient “Free Hand” policy of steering between Britain and Russia. Bridges can be constructed between the thinker and the Reich not only because Nietzsche saw his own mission as “High Politics” but because “evolutionary elitism” was as English as Nihilism was Russian. The philosopher’s failure to effectively combine the two claimed only one casualty: his own mental health. Germany’s decision to steer a middle course ultimately had millions of them. The irony is that the policy itself was not bellicose; there was more than a little “good Europeanism” in Germany’s neutrality. The “Free Hand” was also remarkably prescient: a War between Russia and “the English speaking peoples” was inevitable and did eventually come to pass. The “Free Hand” proved disastrous—despite the accuracy of the premise on which it was based—because the makers of British Foreign Policy exercised their own more practical version of “the will to power.” The first War and even the second one would be with Germany, not with Russia. The Russian Empire, even in the guise of militant socialism, could not be confronted safely by the capitalistic West until Germany had been humiliated, damned, and divided. But all that was afterward, long after the Germany that Nietzsche knew (and loved and hated) had been destroyed and the Second Reich was no more than a memory. It has become difficult to see either thinker or polity as they were. Nietzsche did his best to obscure his own inevitable entanglement with the Second Reich; posterity has given more attention to his tenuous connection with the Third. But Nietzsche could never escape his complicated dance with the Germany of his day and he was too brilliant not to have illuminated it in return. Although they could never mutually embrace each other, the fates of both were similar. Before the Kaiser’s Germany perished in its dark night, it had joined Friedrich Wilhelm Nietzsche—the Redemptive Nihilist of the Eternal Return of the Same—in some strangely familiar Zwischenreich where it too experienced, after enduring the unendurable, a not entirely unrecognizable Zusammenbruch of its own.155
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  Notes


  1. The “pose of untimeliness” adopted by N is pervasive from the Untimely Meditations to Twilight of the Idols, his last published work, which contains a chapter called “Skirmishes of an Untimely Man” (TI 513/KSA 6. 111). All citations of N’s published writings (by page numbers) will be to the English translations listed in the foregoing “Abbreviations Used in the Notes” and to KSA, citations to volume number and page. The quotation in the text is from BT 133/KSA 1.143: “So ist mit der Wiedergeburt der Tragodie auch der aesthetische Zuhörer wieder geboren.” For Wilamowitz’s Zukunftsphilologie (1872), see Curt Paul Janz, Friedrich Nietzsche; Biographie (München: Deutscher Taschenbuch, 1981), I. 463-69; Karlfried Gründer (ed.), Der Streit um Nietzsche’s “Geburt der Tragodie.” Die Schriften von E. Rohde, Wagner, U. v. Wilamowitz-Möllendorff (Hildesheim: G. Olms, 1969); and Peter Bergmann, Nietzsche: “The Last Antipolitical German” (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1987), 93-94. Whatever limitations it may have with respect to Curtis Cate, Friedrich Nietzsche (London: Hutchinson, 2002), Young’s Friedrich Nietzsche is refreshing for its warm praise for Janz (xiii, 58, and 58n) and its admixture of criticism with defense; on N’s “infatuation” with Wagner, see 28, 74-78, and 112; for his background in classics, see 67-69. A good example of N’s attack on modernity in the name of the ancients is found in a letter to Carl Fuchs written in August 1888 where he compares ancient poetic meter to the modern practice that he calls “barbaric affect rhythm” at SB 8.404: “From the moment when our kind of rhythmic accent penetrates ancient verse, language loses in every case and the distinction between long and short syllables evaporates.” Janz calls the distinction between modern stress accent and ancient practice N’s “contribution to philology” (I. 384).


  2. BT 124/KSA 1.132. The next section begins: “Returning from these hortatory tones to the mood befitting contemplation, I repeat that we can learn only from the Greeks what such an almost miraculously sudden awakening of tragedy means for the innermost life ground of a people” (italics mine). N’s father was a pastor (see Bergmann, Nietzsche, 9-12). The mention of “Tiger und Panther” suggests N’s influence on the Wehrmacht of a later Reich; N’s use of these animals was ridiculed by Wilamowitz (see Janz, Friedrich Nietzsche, I. 469): “let him gather tiger and panther to his side but not Germany’s young philologists.”


  3. For representative opinions on N and the Second Reich, see Young, Friedrich Nietzsche, 139, 169, 182, and Walter Kaufmann, Nietzsche: Philosopher, Psychologist, Antichrist, fourth edition (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1974), 198-99 and 202. For the relation between German music (“from Bach to Beethoven, from Beethoven to Wagner”) and Dionysus, see BT 119/KSA 1.127. Both quotations are again from BT 124/KSA 1.132. The “preface” referred to is in fact entitled “Attempt at a Self-Criticism”; see especially BT 17/KSA 1.11. An example of N’s profession of untimeliness can be found when he refers in the first sentence of it to “the time in which it was written, in spite of which it was written”; this, of course, was written in 1886. In 1871, he still refers to “the victorious fortitude [siegreichen Tapferkeit] and bloody glory of the last war” (BT 138-39/KSA 1.149); cf. Young, 139-40. By 1886, he is writing in a different mood when he refers to Germany’s “transition, under the pompous pretense of founding a Reich, to a leveling mediocrity, democracy, and ‘modern ideas’!” (BT 25/KSA 1.20). For N’s military service see Young, Friedrich Nietzsche, 72-73, and Bergmann, Nietzsche, 78-81. Bergmann also indicates the surprise (and fears) that N experienced when the total victory over France became visible. For the strictly political events of N’s life and the Second Reich generally (see chapter 10 for the Franco-Prussian War), I will generally refer the reader to A. J. P. Taylor, The Struggle for Mastery in Europe, 1848-1918 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1954).


  4. The two quotations are, respectively, from TI 562/KSA 6.160 and BT 17/KSA 1.12. N published “Schopenhauer as Educator” in 1874. Kaufmann (BT 59n3) is too eager to declare N’s independence from Schopenhauer; cf. Young, Friedrich Nietzsche, chapter 5. For Schopenhauer on tragedy, see The World as Will and Representation, translated by E. F. P. Payne (New York: Dover, 1966), 252-54. For N’s account of Aristotle on tragedy, see BT 132-33/KSA 1. 142-43. “I have been the first to discover the tragic” (see WP #1029, 531). The Gay Science (expanded edition of 1887) has a nice text (section 370) in which N links his disagreement with both Wagner and Schopenhauer, his former mentors, to a common theme (GS 327-331/KSA 3.619-22). In this passage, he calls “pessimism of strength” a “pessimism of the future” and “Dionysian pessimism.” I will hereafter use the term affirmative pessimism (WP 224 and 527); see Frederick R. Love, “Review of Nietzsche, Wagner, and the Philosophy of Pessimism by Roger Hollinrake.” Music & Letters 65, no. 1 (January 1984), 107. In his eagerness to make an intellectual break with Schopenhauer in the first edition of The Gay Science (1882), N attacks him for his “unprovable doctrine of the One Will” (GS 153/KSA 6.454); N will revive precisely such a doctrine with his “Will to Power”—Wille zur Macht.


  5. For the end of the Socratic era, see the quotation in §2. N never mentions Karl Marx; his views on socialism and antisocialism will be described in due course in some detail. Both quotations are from section 18 of The Birth of Tragedy, the longer is BT 111/KSA 1.117. Cameron and Dombowsky, Political Writings of Friedrich Nietzsche, 10-11, links “Alexandria” to the Paris Commune; cf. Bergmann, Nietzsche, 120, and, for greater emphasis on the impact of the commune on N, see Losurdo, Nietzsche, 13-28.


  6. The quotation (one continuous passage in the text) is from D 105/KSA 3.153. The original for “bravery and manliness” is Tapferkeit und Mannlickeit. Section 171 (D 104/KSA 3.152) explains the remark about souls “lusting after everything.” The section that follows (#173; “Those who commend work”) suggests a connection with what I have just called “the Alexandrian prophecy” (§5), although N has other fish to fry and if anything adopts an ironic tone about anti-socialism. For the break with Wagner and N’s health, see Bergmann, Nietzsche, 107-9 and 130, respectively. N resigned from the university in 1879. Between The Birth of Tragedy and the break with Wagner, N wrote: “The individual must be consecrated to something higher than himself—that is the meaning of tragedy; he must be free of the terrible anxiety which death and time evoke in the individual: for at any moment, in the briefest atom of his life’s course, he may encounter something holy that endlessly outweighs all his struggle and all his distress—this is what it means to have a sense for the tragic; all the ennoblement of mankind is enclosed in this supreme task; the definite rejection of this task would be the saddest picture imaginable to a friend of man. That is my view of things! There is only one hope and guarantee for the future of humanity: it consists in his retention of the sense for the tragic” (WB 213/KSA 1. 453). It is difficult to be impressed with R. J. Hollingdale’s translation of this passage; he deletes a long and important passage: before “all the ennoblement” the original reads: “And since all mankind must one day perish—who can doubt it?—the greatest task for all future ages is the goal of encountering as a whole that looming destruction with a tragic sensibility.” The deleted passage illustrates N’s unquestioning (“wer durfte daran zweifeln!”) pessimism. For a particularly clear comment by N on Schopenhauer, see WP 521. For a powerful summary of a shift in N, see Duncan Large, “The Aristocratic Radical and the White Revolutionary: Nietzsche’s Bismarck,” in Jürgen Barkhoff, Gilbert Carr, and Roger Paulin (eds.), Das schwierige neunzehnte Jahrhundert; Germanistische Tagung zum 65. Geburtstag von Eda Sagarra in August 1998, 101-116 (Tübingen: Max Niemeyer, 2000), 108: “The only difference between 1873 and 1888 is that whereas in 1873 Nietzsche still cares passionately enough about the fate of German culture to express great anxiety at the prospect of its being potentially outstripped by its French counterpart, by 1888 this potential state of affairs has in Nietzsche’s view been actualized.” The spirit of this observation applies to 1881 as well.


  7. For the Dionysian demon quotation, see §3. All other quotations (once again a continuous passage) are from BT 123/KSA 1.131. The important phrase is Feuerzaüber der Musik (note that N gives Thomas Mann his title Der Zauberberg on the same page!). The German in the text is of course from “An die Freude” of Schiller: “We advance drunk with fire.” For Beethoven’s indirect influence on The Birth of Tragedy, see Young, Friedrich Nietzsche, 121-123n. It is noteworthy that “Friedrich Nietzsche” has four syllables; I tried to suggest this connection with my allusion to Also sprach Zarathustra. Kaufmann (BT 123n1) feels called upon to comment on N’s unusual attitude toward hope and faith in this passage, but see §17. For N as effective teacher, see Young, 102, 154, 159-60, and 199.


  8. The passage is again BT 123/KSA 1.131. In support of the view that N’s negations both here and in section 7 are didactic provocations, it should be borne in mind that this section of The Birth of Tragedy culminates (in the very next paragraph) with the exhortation to his friends quoted in §2. In taking notes for this study I created an abbreviation for the phrase “Nietzsche himself,” which I will use hereafter in the notes though not in the text: “Nipse.”


  9. For Tapferkeit, see n3 and n6 above. In the 1920 war memoir The Storm of Steel (New York: Howard Fertig, 1996), Ernst Jünger describes the first conversation he had with a soldier wearing the new Stahlhelm (the date is August 1916) on 92-93 (cf. 109): “The face half-framed by the steel rim of the helmet was unmoved; the voice accompanied by the sound of battle droned on, and the impression they made on me was one of unearthly solemnity. One could see that the man had been through horror to the limit of despair and there had learnt to despise it. Nothing was left but supreme and superhuman indifference.” I will use this translation without prejudice to the improved version of Ernst Jünger, Storm of Steel, translated with an Introduction by Michael Hofmann (New York: Penguin, 2003). In The Magic Mountain, Thomas Mann makes palpable how utterly outlandish the Stahlhelm would have appeared to the pre-war era. The chapter is called by H. T. Lowe-Porter (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1927): “Highly Questionable”; the setting is the séance where Joachim returns from death (681): “And what was it, this headgear? It seemed as though Joachim had turned an army cook-pot upside down on his head, and fastened it under his chin with a band. Yet it looked quite properly warlike, like an old-fashioned foot-soldier perhaps.” For the “glimpse of Verdun,” see Alistair Horne, The Price of Glory (New York: St. Martin’s, 1963), 299.


  10. HH 295/KSA 2.527. Certainly this aphorism has no relevance to the Franco-Prussian War that N knew from firsthand experience; that war was too successful. The quotation from Jünger (see previous note) is found on 303-4. For the speech Jünger gives (the only time in the memoir that he mentions speaking to the men before a battle), see n15. Cf. the Captain’s “famous speech” in Das Boot.


  11. WP 481. The Jünger quotation is from The Storm of Steel, 268. Despite the fact that they won tremendous victories (by the loathsome standards of the First World War), German soldiers faced such terrible privation in 1918 that they were slowed down by unauthorized feasting in the captured trenches. See B. H. Liddell Hart, The Real War: 1914-1918 (Boston: Little, Brown, and Co., 1930), 400-401. On the relationship between Jünger and N, consider Martin Heidegger, Zu Ernst Jünger, Gesamtausgabe 90, edited by Peter Trawny (Frankfurt am Main: Vittorio Klostermann, 2004), 227: “Ernst Jünger is the only authentic follower of Nietzsche; his writings render all previous literature ‘about’ Nietzsche inessential and superfluous.” Note that Lexington Books does not permit the use of three periods except in the case of ellipsis.


  12. WP 464. We of the twentieth century think of Hitler instinctively. And perhaps N’s next comment—his answer to the problem he has posed for himself—really does apply better to the Nazis during the Second World War: “Obviously, they will come into view and consolidate themselves only after tremendous socialist crises—they will be the elements capable of the greatest severity towards themselves and able to guarantee the most enduring will.” Perhaps it does; Hitler probably is unthinkable without a socialist crisis. But if so, it is only this last sentence, and only the first half of it. It was World War I that put an end to the pampered Europe N describes.


  13. The quotations (the first is out of order) are from HH 176/KSA 2.311-12. For a commentary on the somewhat confusing remark about “the means to culture” in the last quotation, see section 520 (HH 182/ KSA 2.324). For N’s state of mind at the time of writing this book, see Bergmann, Nietzsche, 108-9.


  14. HH 163/KSA 2. 289. Some light on N’s view of barbarians may be shed by the following: “I point to something new: certainly for such a democratic type there exists the danger of the barbarian, but one has looked for it only in the depths. There exists another type of barbarian, who comes from the heights: a species of conquering and ruling natures in search of material to mold. Prometheus was this type of barbarian” (WP 478-78). For the danger to culture created by victory in 1871, see the first section of the first of his Untimely Meditations (DS 3/KSA 1.159), the first sentence of which begins: “Public opinion in Germany seems almost to forbid discussion of the evil and perilous consequences of a war, and especially of one that has ended victoriously.” Naturally N, “the untimely one,” will provide it. For “shock value,” see Young, Friedrich Nietzsche, 410: “Sometimes, in order to make Nietzsche less shocking, scholars suggest that ‘will to power’ just means ‘power over oneself.’ But this misses the fundamental point that Nietzsche wants to be shocking.”


  15. The quotations are from GS 228/KSA 3.526. For Dürer’s knight, see §8. For N’s popularity in the 1890s, see Steven E. Aschheim, The Nietzsche Legacy in Germany, 1890-1990 (Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1992). In describing the speech he gave in the orchard (see §10), Jünger reveals how thoroughly he has embraced N’s attitude on 304: “On such occasions I took care not to be carried away by a spirit of daredevilry. It would hardly have been appropriate to show that one looked forward to the battle with a certain joy in the face of men whose dread of death was in many cases increased by anxiety for wife and child.” Perhaps for this reason, the Stosstruppen (“stormtroopers”) were chosen “because of their youth, fitness, or bachelor status”; see Bruce Gudmundsson, Stormtroop Tactics: Innovation in the German Army, 1914-1918 (Westport, CT: Praeger, 1989), 81.


  16. The quotation (broken into two separate sentences) is from WP 370 (#696). The two sentence fragments applied to sexual intercourse are from #699 of the same work. That passage as a whole is: “There are even cases in which a kind of pleasure is conditioned by a certain rhythmic sequence of little unpleasurable stimuli: in this way a very rapid increase in the feeling of power, the feeling of pleasure, is achieved. This is the case, e.g., in tickling, also the sexual tickling in the act of coitus: here we see displeasure at work as an ingredient of pleasure. It seems, a little hindrance that is again overcome—this game of resistance and victory arouses most strongly that general feeling of superabundant, excessive power that constitutes the essence of pleasure” (WP 371). Cf. Arthur C. Danto, Nietzsche as Philosopher: An Original Study (New York: Columbia University Press, 1980), 225.


  17. For N’s 1872 promise of a tragic age, see §2. Quotations (one continuous passage) are from EH 274/KSA 6.313. What Kaufmann translates as “merciless destruction” should really be “annihilation” (die schonungslose Vernichtung alles Entartenden und Parastischen). I suspect he found this gruesome choice of words troubling, hence the diluted translation. He is clearly correct, however, that this section is about “Wagner in Bayreuth” and not The Birth of Tragedy (EH 275n6).


  18. The quotations are from a section called “My conception of freedom” (TI 541-43/KSA 6.139-40). An unusually clear commentary on the meaning of the words “the distance which separates us” is to be found in the previous section of Twilight of the Idols (#37): “The cleavage between man and man, status and status, the plurality of types, the will to be oneself, to stand out—what I call the pathos of distance, that is characteristic of every strong age” (TI 540/KSA 6.138). The word Stand (which Kaufmann here translates as “status”) is the usual word for “class” (which again suggests §5). For “the storm-troops of 1918,” see, for example, Liddell Hart, The Real War, 392: “The ordinary lines of attacking infantry were preceded by a dispersed chain of ‘storm’ groups, with automatic rifles, machine guns, and light mortars. These groups were to push straight through wherever they could find an opening and leave the defenders’ ‘strong points’ to be dealt with by succeeding lines. The fastest, not the slowest, must set the pace, and no effort was made to keep a uniform alignment.” The March 1918 offensive (which Liddell Hart is here describing) was directed against the British.


  19. The quotations about Darwinism are from GS 292/KSA 3.585-86. Cf. WP 365. N makes a clear distinction between the ruling and working classes in this connection. “The conditions under which a strong and noble species maintains itself (regarding spiritual discipline) are the reverse of those which govern ‘the industrial masses,’ the shopkeepers á la Spencer. That which is available only to the strongest and most fruitful natures and makes their existence possible—leisure, adventure, disbelief, even dissipation—would, if it were available to mediocre natures, necessarily destroy them—and usually does” (WP 479). For the class implications of Utilitarianism in England, see WP 398 (#758). N makes another interesting list of the “leisure” activities of the English in the passage about surrogates for war discussed in §13. N seems to underestimate the will to power of the English in his published writings; it is England’s “small-spirited-ness” that is “now [1884] the greatest danger on earth” (KSA 11.238). For the quotations about Utilitarianism, see BGE 139/KSA 5.164-65. N’s attack on both Utilitarianism and Darwinism is coordinated at GS 79/KSA 3.376-77. Incidentally, Sir John Mandeville (“private vice makes public benefit”) was not English but Dutch; cf. Young, Friedrich Nietzsche, 310. The last quotation is BGE 166/KSA 5.197. Considering how often N attacks “modern ideas,” this attribution to the English is highly significant. Cf. Altman, German Stranger, 313-20.


  20. For the “party of life,” see §17. The quotations are from TI 515/KSA 6.113-14. The Jung quotation is in James L. Jarrett (ed.), Jung’s Seminar on Nietzsche’s Zarathustra, abridged edition (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1998), 17. The anecdote belongs to the 1869-1878 period when N was in Basel. Jung tells us: “I know people who knew Nietzsche personally, because he lived in my own town, Basel, so I heard many details of this kind” (16). A “redingote” is a double-breasted overcoat, the word a corruption of “riding-coat” (OED). Other revealing remarks by N about England found in this same chapter (“Skirmishes of an Untimely Man”); for example, “the English are the people of consummate cant” (he uses the English word “cant”) in the 12th section on Thomas Carlyle (TI 521/KSA 6.119). He is much gentler on Emerson in the next section. N uses an amusing phrase to sum up English morality in an 1888 fragment from The Will to Power: “Anglo-angelic shopkeeperdom á la Spencer” (WP 498). To the extent that most outside the English intelligentsia (including many soldiers during the Great War) remained Christian, and that at least some of the German soldiers had been converted to some facsimile of N’s views, the following passage is suggestive: “One will see that the problem is that of the meaning of suffering: whether a Christian meaning or a tragic meaning. In the former case, it is supposed to be a path to a holy existence; in the latter case, being counted as holy enough to justify even a monstrous amount of suffering. The tragic man affirms even the harshest suffering: he is sufficiently strong, rich, and capable of deifying to do so. The Christian denies even the happiest lot on earth: he is sufficiently weak, poor, disinherited to suffer from life in whatever form he meets it. The god on the cross is a curse on life, a signpost to seek redemption from life; Dionysus cut to pieces is a promise of life: it will be eternally reborn and return again from destruction” (WP 543). The train of thought leading to this suggestion begins with Modris Eksteins, Rites of Spring: The Great War and the Birth of the Modern Age (New York: Anchor, 1989); cf. Altman, Martin Heidegger and the First World War, 1-3.


  21. The quotations are from BGE 163/KSA 5.193-94. N’s remarks on the English (to which reference is made but from which no quotations are taken) is from the following section (#252) at BGE 164/KSA 5.195-96. The Kipling work referred to is Kim (1901). The phrase that Hollingdale translates “in the great game and struggle of forces” is in the original im grossen Spiel und Kampf der Krafte, which makes the phrase “great game” less distinct; it is a “game and struggle.” For Anglo-Russian conflict in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, see Peter Hopkirk, The Great Game (New York: Oxford University Press, 1992). A contemporary (and influential) account is Henry Rawlinson, England and Russia in the East (London: John Murray, 1875), 281: “we are living upon a volcano in India, which at any minute may explode and overwhelm us; and what is of especial importance to the present argument is, that the class which would be first exposed to Afghán intrigue, set on foot by Russian propagandism, is of all others the most inflammatory and the most virulent. . . . I believe that not more fiercely does the tiger hunger for his prey than does the Mussulman fanatic throughout India thirst for the blood of the white infidel.” For the Pendjeh Crisis of 1885, see Taylor, Struggle for Mastery, 298. N followed the events of the Crimean War with great care as a boy (born in 1844, he was ten when the war began). See Young, Friedrich Nietzsche, 14-15, and Bergmann, Nietzsche, 18: “From 1854 until its conclusion two years later, Pinder, Krug, and Nietzsche followed every detail of the war, feeding each other’s fascination. Nietzsche immersed himself in military textbooks, compiled a little military dictionary, and even created a game of chance—the roll of the dice could determine, for example, whether Napoleon III would die or withdraw the following year. When Sebastopol fell, the three boys, having taken a pro-Russian position, were terribly disappointed.” Young also documents N’s interest in the Danish War of 1864 (7-8). For a possible clue as to why N makes a Jewish-Russian connection, see an unpublished passage in his 1884 notebooks at KSA 11.238 (26[335]): “A grafting of the German and Slavic races—also we would need the best adapted money-men, the Jews, simply, in order to have the dominion of the earth.”


  22. All quotations are from KSA 11.41-42. For British anxiety about Russia, see David Fromkin, A Peace to End All Peace: Creating the Modern Middle East, 1914-1922 (New York: Henry Holt, 1989), 26-32 and especially the following (27): “Defeating Russian designs in Asia emerged as the obsessive goal of generations of British civilian and military officials. Their attempt to do so was, for them, ‘the Great Game,’ in which the stakes ran high. George Curzon, the future viceroy of India, defined the stakes clearly: ‘Turkestan, Afghanistan, Transcaspia, Persia—to many these names breathe only a sense of utter remoteness. . . . To me, I confess, they are the pieces on a chessboard upon which is being played out a game for the dominion of the world.’ Queen Victoria put it even more clearly: it was, she said, ‘a question of Russian or British supremacy in the world.’” See also Fromkin’s citations on 569. For the Pendjeh Crisis, see n21. For a “new Slavic imperium,” see KSA 11.124 (where N remarks that das jetzige Deutschland ist eine vor-slavische Station und bereitet dem panslavistischen Europa den Weg). For N as “Polish nobleman,” see EH 225/KSA 6.268 and Bergmann, Nietzsche, 177. For cosmopolitan Nice, see Bergmann, 157-58. For the reference to Goncourt, see KSA 14.700 (on 25 [112]). N’s remarks on America indicate that he assumed its potential as a Great Power even when questioning whether it will achieve that status (e.g., KSA 11.215: “Die Amerikaner zu schnell verbraucht—vielleicht nur anschienend eine zukunftige Weltmacht”). N’s fullest treatment of the United States in his published writings can be found in section 329 of The Gay Science (1882) where he mentions that “the breathless haste with which they work—the distinctive vice of the new world—is already beginning to infect old Europe with its ferocity and is spreading a lack of spirituality like a blanket” (GS 259/KSA 556). Foreign policy is not emphasized in Cameron and Dombowsky, Political Writings; for an exceptional foray on Anglo-German relations, see 17; preferable is Löwith, “Friedrich Nietzsche,” 168-69: “The more threatening the attitude of Russia becomes, the more will Europe have to become equally threatening by acquiring one will by means of a ruling caste that can set its aims thousands of years ahead and drill the democratic masses for its purpose. The time of petty-states is over. The twentieth century, Nietzsche prophesied, will bring the compulsion to great imperialistic politics for the dominion of the globe. To this end, Germany will have to strive for an ‘agreement’ with England, ‘for nobody believes any longer that England will be strong enough to keep playing her old role even for fifty years more.’”


  23. All the quotations (with the exception of the phrase “nationalistic follies,” for which see §22; for a similar phrase from his published writings, see §25 below) come from section 208 of Beyond Good and Evil (BG 118-19/KSA 5.139-40). Another passage on the Russian alternative to petty nationalistic squabbles is found in TI 543/KSA 141 where he writes that Russia is “the only power today which has endurance, which can wait, which can still promise something—Russia, the concept that suggests the opposite of the wretched European nervousness and system of small states, which has entered a critical phase with the founding of the German Reich.” There are passages in N’s notebooks, especially from 1884, that call for an even closer German connection with Russia than these passages suggest: “We need an unconditional combination with Russia and with a new program which will allow no English phantom to come to power in Russia. No American future!” (KSA 11.239). Incidentally, it is highly significant that Japan was allied with Britain when it attacked the Russians in 1904; the Anglo-Japanese Alliance of 1902 is too little known in the United States today (see Taylor, Struggle for Mastery, 399-401). Incidentally, the more one studies the means by which the czar avoided ceding power to the Duma in the aftermath of the 1905 Revolution, the more prescient do N’s 1884 remarks about an “English phantom” appear.


  24. All quotations are from section 475 of the important chapter called “A Glance at the State” (HH 174-75/KSA 2.309). Incidentally, the remainder of this section is devoted to the Jews; N sees contemporary antisemitism as a result of nineteenth-century nationalism. The idea that Germans are mediators (the word N uses is Vermittler) is echoed in an interesting notebook passage about Leibniz (KSA 11.215; 26[248]). The literature on N’s “good Europeanism” is voluminous because of the importance of this topic to Kaufmann-style apologetics. For the railway age, I am indebted to Bergmann, Nietzsche, 142: “Throughout the eighties he assumed the manner of the sage, living apart; yet as the philosopher of the railway age he was forever on the move, darting in and out between an Empire, a dual monarchy, a kingdom, and two republics.” Bergmann refers here to the Reich, Austria-Hungary, Italy, Switzerland, and France, respectively.


  25. All quotations are from the highly significant conclusion to the chapter called “Peoples and Fatherlands” (BGE 169-172/KSA 5.201-204). This very section (256) contains some of N’s most obvious expressions of Germanism (e.g., “We Germans are still closer to barbarism than the French”; hardly an insult from N), which in turn are used to set up one of the passages most useful to a bellicose German Nationalism at the beginning of the next chapter (cf. BGE 171/KSA 5.203 with BGE 173/KSA 5.205-206).


  26. All quotations are from EH 321/KSA 6.360; earlier remarks in this passage (#3 of “The Case of Wagner”) are referenced but not quoted. For evidence that N did in fact realize England’s role in defeating Napoleon, see KSA 11.80 where he writes: “Only the stupidest opposed him, or those that had the most to lose because of him (England).” Another important passage in this context is found at GS 318/KSA 3. 609-10: “For the national movement out of which this war glory is growing is only the counter-shock against Napoleon and would not exist except for Napoleon.” (A similar thought is expressed with more pungency at WP 469). If it is the English to whom N alludes with the words “the businessman and the philistine” (for other evidence that this is the case, see §18 above), he was perhaps overly optimistic in the sentence that followed: “He [Napoleon] should receive credit some day for the fact that in Europe the man has again become master over the businessman and the philistine—and perhaps even over ‘woman’ who has been pampered by Christianity and the enthusiastic spirit of the eighteenth century, and even more by ‘modern ideas.’” For N’s confession that when he praises someone he sometimes is really praising himself—i.e., what I call “Nipse”—see EH 277/KSA 6.317 where he mentions his former mentors Schopenhauer and Wagner.


  27. All quotations are from three continuous sections on Goethe (#49-51) from Twilight of the Idols (TI 553-55/KSA 6.151-53). For another passage linking Goethe and Napoleon, see WP 66. Despite Goethe’s place as the most revered German author, N insists that he has no real connection with Germany in HH 340-41/KSA 2.607: “Only for a few was he alive and does he live still: for most he is nothing but a fanfare of vanity blown from time to time across the German frontier. Goethe, not only a good and great human being but a culture, Goethe is in the history of the Germans an episode without consequences: who could, for example, produce a piece of Goethe from the world of German politics over the past seventy years!” Since he published this in 1879, he presumably means the seventy years since the beginning of the nationalist movement that led to the “War of Liberation” against Napoleon.


  28. The quotations (continuous) are from HH 332/KSA 2.592-93. Certainly N regards himself as a great writer. See, for example, the last passage on Goethe discussed in §27 above, where he writes of himself: “The aphorism, the apothegm, in which I am the first among the Germans to be a master, are the forms of ‘eternity’; it is my ambition to say in ten sentences what everyone else says in a book—what everyone does not say in a book.” This kind of writing presumes, of course, good readers, as N points out in the quoted material above and more extensively elsewhere (GM 23/KSA 5.256): “To be sure, one thing is necessary above all if one is to practice reading as an art in this way, something that has been unlearned most thoroughly nowadays—and therefore it will be some time before my readings are ‘readable’—something for which one has almost to be a cow and in any case not a ‘modern man’: rumination.” Cf. Henry David Thoreau’s more succinct (and aphoristic) formulation in the “Reading” chapter in Walden: “Books must be read as deliberately and reservedly as they were written.”


  29. For the 1887 edition of The Gay Science, see GS 28 and 29. The other two quotations are both from HH 108/KSA 2.189-90. For the structural similarities between Beyond Good and Evil (as well as the later Twilight of the Idols) and Human, All Too Human, I am indebted to Richard Schacht’s “Introduction” (HH, xix and xxi). A distinction is made in this passage (HH #225) that is then taken up in the next section (HH #226;) and given a national basis: N uses primarily English examples to illustrate what he calls “the fettered” as opposed to “the free spirit” (“He is an Englishman, not because he has decided in favor of England: he encountered Christianity and Englishness and adopted them without reasons”). If fetters of the spirit are characteristically English, then it is difficult not to think of Oscar Wilde when N writes of the free spirit in #225: “He is the exception, the fettered spirits are the rule; the latter reproach him that his free principles either originate in a desire to shock and offend or eventuate in free actions, that is to say in actions incompatible with sound morals.” It is noteworthy that Wilde (like N) also excelled in the aphorism or apothegm (cf. n28). For other connections between the two, see §77.


  30. All quotations are from chapter 9 (“Man alone with himself”) of Human, All Too Human; the first (“Enemies”) is HH 179/KSA 2.317, the second (“Convictions”) is HH 199/KSA 2.356, and the third (“Are we obliged”) is HH 198-99/KSA 2.355. The second passage brings to mind Berowne’s comment in Love’s Labour’s Lost (V.i.358-59): “[Let] us once lose our oaths to find ourselves, / Or else we lose ourselves to keep our oaths” and perhaps suggests another connection between N and Adrian Leverkühn, the protagonist of Thomas Mann’s Doctor Faustus (who writes an opera based on the Shakespeare comedy). For an example of N’s deliberate inconsistency, consider, e.g., the following observations about chapter 8 of Human, All Too Human (“A glance at the state”) to which reference will often be made in the pages that follow. In the space of a single chapter (sections #438-482), N offers conflicting assessments of war (#477 vs. #481), the nation (#475 vs. #480 and #473), the Kulturkampf (#472 vs. #476), and Bismarck (#453 vs. #481), hereafter “B.” The inconsistencies are deliberate and connected with N’s overall project of educating free spirits; cf. Young, Friedrich Nietzsche, 160, 440, 474, and 474n. It is important to note in this connection that he began the “free spirit series” as he was making his transition out of formal teaching. N’s views on inconsistency echo those of Ralph Waldo Emerson (“A foolish consistency is the hob-goblin of little minds”); there are many references to Emerson in N’s works and he furnishes another example (along with Oscar Wilde; see n29) of a contemporary master of the aphoristic form who can rival N. On N’s solitude in relation to disciples, see section #2 of the 1886 “Preface” at HH 6/KSA 2.15; for N as warrior, see Young, 149 (cf. 139-40), 168, and 226. I called relativism a “double-edged sword” because it is a self-contradictory position: “It is certain that there are no certainties.”


  31. The quotation is from TI 511/KSA 6.108. The remark about Germany being better able to “suspend judgment” than N suggests is intended to begin to draw the reader’s attention to certain similarities between N’s free spirit and the Second Reich. Consider, for example, making some substitutions in the last sentence of §30: Like N’s free spirit, the Reich abandoned a futile and idealistic dream of a higher German unity based on culture and was exhorted instead by a hardheaded Prussian to embrace Realpolitik, the “politics of reality.” By avoiding a commitment to either of the greatest powers of the time—by suspending its judgment in the Great Game between Russia and Great Britain—it repeatedly incurred the charge of inconsistency along its painful way, and, as a result, it ended up in isolation as the enemy of both.


  32. All quotations are from section 54 of The Antichrist (AC 638-39/KSA 6.236-37).


  33. The quotations are from section 209 of Beyond Good and Evil (BGE 199-21/KSA 5.140-41). Note that this section immediately follows the passage discussed in §23 above (“The Russian threat?”). I have altered Hollingdale’s spelling “scepticism” in the quotations. For Dürer’s knight, see §8 and §9 above. For a passage in Beyond Good and Evil (from the chapter “The Free Spirit”) that illustrates in a powerful poetic manner (1) the connection between “free spirits” and “manly skepticism,” and (2) N’s sense of solitude on his “North Pole expeditions of the spirit,” see BGE 54-55/KSA 62-63.


  34. The quotation is from WP 471-72/KSA 12.44-45. See n24 above for another of N’s descriptions of Leibniz (KSA 11.215; 26[248]) that includes the words Vermittler. This term applies to the “Free Hand” in a constructive sense; listig (“cunning” is pejorative). For “the Free Hand,” see Taylor, Struggle for Mastery, chapter 17, where it is connected with Chancellor von Bülow. The architect of the policy is usually said to be Baron von Holstein, who dominated German foreign policy after the fall of B; the phrase “less able successors” applies to Chancellors Caprivi, Hohenlohe, and Bülow. B’s relation to “the Free Hand” will be explored in more depth below, in particular as “the Honest Broker” of 1878. In general, see Taylor, chapter 12. The key to the failure of the Free Hand was that those who realized that the Germans were playing it eventually found themselves in a position to do something about it: “Sir Edward Grey, the new Foreign Secretary, had served under Rosebery at the time of greatest tension with France and Russia. He had known well ‘the very disagreeable experience’ of having to rely upon Germany for support that was rarely forthcoming” (Taylor, 436). Grey was Foreign Secretary between 1905 and 1916; it was his speech that persuaded Parliament to declare war on Germany on August 4, 1914. It bears emphasis that “the English-speaking peoples” declared war on Germany before she declared war on them.


  35. All quotations are from GS 338-40/KSA 3.628-31. I have been unable to find any scholar who has tried to explicate what N means by the “two deadly hatreds”; cf. Kaufmann, Nietzsche, 295. For recent failures to do so, see Monika M. Langer, Nietzsche’s Gay Science: Dancing Coherence (Basingstoke: Palgrave, 2010), and Young, Friedrich Nietzsche, 443-48. In the light of the 1894 Franco-Russian Alliance—or rather of an anachronistic and therefore exclusively anti-German understanding of it—twentieth-century readers might mistakenly assume that N means France and Russia; a less anachronistic pair would be France and Austria-Hungary. Both having been beaten by the Prussians (one in 1866, the other in 1871), both could easily be seen as nourishing a deadly hatred against Germany (as indeed was the case with French revanchisme). But these hatreds or potential hatreds—B created an alliance with Austria-Hungary in 1879 to forestall just such a development in her case, and relations with France were particularly warm in 1884-1885 when N was writing this—would be directed against Germany and arose necessarily from steps that B had taken to create the Reich. N implies that the Reich’s leaders have found it necessary to actively plant (pflanzen) their own creation (ihre eigne Schöpfung) between two (previously existing) hatreds (zwischen zwei Todhasse). I take this to mean that the practitioners of die grosse Politik have consciously decided to situate Germany in a neutral position between two rivals who already nourish a deadly hatred, not toward Germany, but toward each other. While there is no doubt that it was a key element of B’s foreign policy to prevent France and Russia from allying against Germany; he certainly tried to foment antagonism between these two. But the interpretation I have offered is not only more consistent with N’s phraseology here as well as with N’s remarks in unpublished notes made on the same subject, which were discussed earlier (see §22), but with the reality of Anglo-Russian enmity during the nineteenth century. The Anglo-Russian entente— which symbolized the merely apparent termination of this enmity—was the result of the Anglo-Russian Convention of 1907. Sir Edward Grey (see previous note) was the Foreign Secretary who negotiated it. This entente grew out of Russia’s humiliating defeat in the Russo-Japanese War of 1904-1905 at the hands of Britain’s alliance partner. It was only after the Free Hand led the Germans to “play hard to get” in what proved to be the final Anglo-German alliance talks of 1901 (and the death of the Germanophile Queen Victoria) that negotiations for the Anglo-Japanese Alliance of 1902 began in earnest.


  36. Once again, all quotations are from GS 338-40/KSA 3.628-31. Nor, by the way, is this the last time that section 377 will come up for scrutiny. The German words ein Volk, ein Reich, ein Führer mean “one people, one nation, one leader” and this was, of course, a well-known Nazi slogan; for the Reich as ephemeral, see SB 8.553. It is suggestive to bear in mind that the failed 1848 revolutions in Germany aimed to combine precisely humanitarianism and nationalism. Given that N so obviously deplored both nationalism and socialism, it is difficult to see him as even a proto-Nazi (“National Socialist German Workers Party”). For the purposes of this study, it is more important to point out that B had little use for socialism or nationalism either. Theodor Schieder, “Nietzsche und Bismarck,” Historische Zeitschrift 196, no. 2 (April 1963), 320-342, is the pioneering study of the relationship between B and N with respect to domestic policy and in many ways it remains the best; subsequent references to it will be based on Theodor Schieder, “Nietzsche and Bismarck,” translated by Alexandra Hendee, The Historian 29, no. 4 (August 1967), 484-604. See also Large, “Aristocratic Radical”; on 111 (cf. 112) he detects a connection between B and a “Polish” N based on N’s 1884 note that B had “Slavic blood” (KSA 11.81). For a recent discussion in English of N’s “evolving attitude towards Bismarck” (22), see Cameron and Dombowsky, Political Writings, 3-4, 22-25, 32, 118-19, 171, and 173.


  37. The quotations from Taylor, Struggle for Mastery, are, respectively, 254, 253, 253-54. The N passage is HH 175/KSA 2.309. For the background of the Congress of Berlin (1878), see Taylor, chapter 11. Unfortunately, Cameron and Dombowsky only discuss the 1884 Congress of Berlin in Political Writings, 172; for contextualized discussion by a great German historian, see Theodor Schieder, “Bismarck und Europa; Ein Beitrag zum Bismarck-Problem,” in Werner Conze (ed.), Deutschland und Europa; historische Studien zur Völkerund Staatenordnung des Abendlandes; Festschrift für Hans Rotfels zum 60. Geburtstag am 12. April 1951, 15-40 (Düsseldorf: Droste-Verlag, 1951), 33-40. The original “We don’t want to fight, yet by Jingo! If we do, we’ve got the ships, we’ve got the men, and got the money too” is quoted in OED and called there, felicitously, “the Tyrtaean ode of the party ready to fight Russia in 1878.” On the theory that a picture is worth a thousand words, see “A serio-comic map by Fred Rose from 1877” at http://www.reporter.am/go/article/2010-08-17-british-library-exhibit-features-magnificent-maps (accessed May 20, 2012). The 1899 version can be found on the cover of Colin McEvedy, The Penguin Atlas of Recent History (Europe since 1815) (Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1982).


  38. The N quotation is from TI 506/KSA 6.103-4; Bergmann, Nietzsche, quotes the Silberstein passage on 30-31 (see also 194n2) and also comments on the relationship between N and B. The anthology mentioned is Hermann Itschner, Nietzsche-Worte: Weggenossen in Grosser Zeit (Leipzig: A. Kröne, 1915), 32; the excerpt in it only runs from “Are there any German philosophers” to “Bismarck.” See Aschheim, Nietzsche Legacy, 144: “At least 20,000 copies of Hermann Itschner’s Nietzsche anthology, presented as an inspirational guide for great times, were distributed.” The “joke” is quoted in Large, “Aristocratic Radical,” 103, but he offers no analysis on 104.


  39. The quotation is from HH 166/KSA 2.294-95. The last sentence of this section (Hollingdale calls it “the steersman of the passions”) will be considered in due time; all but that last sentence is quoted here. For another similar passage about B’s technique, which once again seems to praise him for his skill, see HH 167/KSA 2.296-97. For the Kulturkampf and Poland, see Jerzy Lukowski and Hubert Zawadzki, A Concise History of Poland (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 2001), 157. For N and the Kulturkampf, see Scheider, “Nietzsche and Bismarck,” 591-92; Cameron and Dombowsky, Political Writings, 12-13, 37, 296nn66-67; and especially George S. Williamson, The Longing for Myth in Germany: Religion and Aesthetic Culture from Romanticism to Nietzsche (Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press, 2004), 234-58; cf. Young, Friedrich Nietzsche, 189n.


  40. The quotation is from EH 335/KSA 6.374. See also EH 291/KSA 6. 330-31. N refers to “Bismarck’s Machiavellism [Machiavellismus] with a good conscience, his so-called ‘ Realpolitik’” at GS 305/KSA 3.598. This passage is also noteworthy because it links B with Goethe and yet elicits from Kaufmann the comment: “Nietzsche’s reaction to Bismarck was overwhelmingly negative.” For N’s more positive reaction to Machiavelli, see Don Dombowsky, Nietzsche’s Machiavellian Politics (Basingstoke: Palgrave, 2004). For the dedication of Human, All Too Human to Voltaire, see KSA 14.115; it reads (translation mine): “Dedicated to the remembrance of Voltaire as a memorial-celebration of his death, May 30, 1778.”


  41. The quotation is from section 473 (“Socialism with regard to its means”) of HH 173-74/KSA 2.307-8. A notable anti-socialist passage (D 125-27/KSA 3.183-85) calls for the emigration of workers in order to keep from their ears “the flutings of the Socialist pied pipers”; B’s policies were less visionary. For a comparison of N and B on anti-socialism, see Schieder, “Nietzsche and Bismarck,” 590-91, and Cameron and Dombowsky, Political Writings, 13-16, 73-74, 295n35, and 299-300n21. For the end of the Kulturkampf and the beginning of the anti-socialist campaign, see volume 12 (“The Latest Age”) of The Cambridge Modern History (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 1910), 152-53. I will generally rely on such outdated sources, in particular EB, to get a crisper sense of the generally accepted notion of contemporary events. Bergmann (Nietzsche, 127-28) shows that the political events of 1878 blunted the impact N had anticipated for Human, All Too Human; the fact that the second assassin (Dr. Karl Nobiling) was an intellectual prompted suspicion of “free spirits” like N. Cf. Bergmann 210n97 and 128: “Four days after Nobiling’s act, Otto Ribbeck wrote: the worst is that the whole way of thinking is destroying so many of the better natures like a poison,” citing as his example the destructive ‘disgusting new book by Nietzsche.’”


  42. TI 535/KSA 6.133. In the last sentence of the quotation, N sets “the beyond [das ‘Jenseits’]” against not literally “this world” but das Diesseits, which is more elegant. An equally elegant exposition of N’s anti-metaphysics is also found in Twilight of the Idols (“How the ‘true world’ finally became a fable”) in TI 485-86/KSA 6.80-1. For a typical textbook description of B’s domestic policy, see R. R. Palmer, Joel Colton, and Lloyd Kramer, A History of the Modern World, 10th edition (New York: McGraw-Hill, 2007), 595-96. A possible rival to these two (the Kulturkampf and anti-socialism) is B’s abandonment of free trade in 1879; N expresses his opinion on this subject as well in WP 386: “The maintenance of the military state is the last means of all of acquiring or maintaining the great tradition with regard to the supreme type of man, the strong type. And all concepts that perpetuate enmity and difference in rank between states (e.g., nationalism, protective tariffs) may appear sanctioned in this light.” For Naphta and the parallels between Catholicism and Communism, see Mann, Magic Mountain, chapter 6 (“Of the City of God, and Deliverance by Evil”) and, in particular, 404: “The dictatorship of the proletariat, the politico-economic means of salvation demanded by our age, does not mean domination for its own sake and in perpetuity; but rather in the sense of a temporary abrogation, in the Sign of the Cross, of the contradiction between spirit and force; in the sense of overcoming the world by mastering it; in a transcendental, a transitional sense, in the sense of the Kingdom. The proletariat has taken up the task of Gregory the Great, his religious zeal burns within it, and as little as he may it withhold its hand from the shedding of blood. Its task is to strike terror into the world for the healing of the world, that man may finally achieve salvation and deliverance, and win back at length to freedom from law and from distinction of classes, to his original status as Child of God.” The Wittgenstein quotation is the first sentence of the Tractatus.


  43. BT 17/KSA 1.11. N describes the addition of his Wagnerian exhortation to the Greek core in the 1886 “Attempt at a Self-Criticism” as follows in BT 25/KSA 1.20: “That I appended hopes where there was no ground for hope, where everything pointed all too plainly to an end! That on the basis of the latest German music I began to rave about ‘the German spirit’ as if that were in the process even then of discovering and finding itself again—at a time when the German spirit, which not long before had still had the will to dominate Europe and the strength to lead Europe, was just making its testament and abdicating forever, making its transition, under the pompous pretense of founding a Reich, to a leveling mediocrity, democracy, and ‘modern ideas’!” N mocks himself for having had hopes but the fact remains that he had had them. Bergmann sees the 1870-1871 war as decisive for N in Nietzsche, 82: “The image of the Prussian soldier—and of himself, the former officer candidate—propelled him into his new role as literary polemicist.”


  44. Except for the first quotation (see n38), all others are from HH 178/KSA 2.315-16. The title of this section is “Grosse Politik und ihre Einbüssen.” The dialectical nature of Human, All Too Human must be borne in mind throughout; N places “War indispensible” (see §13) only four sections before this attack on compulsory military service. N defends “universal military service with real wars” as the first of “remedies of modernity” in WP 78. Eventually, N will go head to head with B by redefining grosse Politik (see book III). The zero-sum aspect (cf. SB 8.233) of the B versus N battle (masquerading as the distinction between the public/political and the private/spiritual) is found in the chapter’s last aphorism (HH, #482): “And to repeat.—Public opinions—private indolence,” i.e., holding opinions about politics is nothing more than a lazy unwillingness to think (and create) for oneself. A description (WP 89) of the means by which philosophers (“a further development of the priestly type”) are able to gain power over “the awe inspired by princes, by the victorious conqueror, by the wise statesman” may have reference to this competition with B, although only the end and not the means bear comparison with N. Much of book 6 of Plato’s Republic is concerned with the rivalry between philosophy and politics for the attention (and soul) of the one N calls the “efficient, industrious, intelligent, energetic man.” See for example 494c (Paul Shorey translation): “How, then, do you think such a youth will behave in such conditions, especially if it happen that he belong s to a great city and is rich and wellborn therein, and thereto handsome and tall? Will his soul not be filled with unbounded ambitious hopes, and will he not think himself capable of managing the affairs of both Greeks and barbarians, and thereupon exalt himself, haughty of mien and stuffed with empty pride and void of sense?” On this passage, see Altman, Plato the Teacher, 161-62.


  45. All three aphorisms (#191, #192, and #193) are found in HH 260/KSA 2.463-64. The last one (#193) is the first passage I have quoted thus far that may shed some light on the problem—the Ultimate Nietzsche Mystery—of N’s breakdown: hereafter referred to as his Zusammenbruch. N’s insanity began ten, not twenty, years from the time this aphorism was published, but it is certainly strange that the Zusammenbruch closely corresponded in time with N becoming famous. For the idea that B had diminished the effect of N’s books, see Bergmann, Nietzsche, 127-28. The gist of this passage is that the chancellor’s bold steps against the Socialists in response to the two assassination attempts of 1878 deprived Nietzsche of the attention he had expected from the publication of Human, All Too Human (cf. n41). In the case of The Birth of Tragedy, a case could also be made that by 1879 (publication date of these three aphorisms) N had already reached the conclusion he expressed in his “Attempt at a Self-Criticism” (preface to The Birth of Tragedy) in 1886: that he had spoiled his book by supplementing its Greek core with a modern section born of enthusiasm unleashed by current events (see n43), i.e., the stupendous achievements of B. Bergmann (81) points out that N turned against the 1870-1871 war only after it was clear that Germany would win a decisive victory; “post-traumatic stress” is the more charitable explanation in Young, Friedrich Nietzsche, 139-40. In fairness to N, it is worth bearing in mind that the distraction posed by great contemporaries, especially great contemporary German statesmen, was a new problem for German philosophers. It was comparatively easy to scorn the petty politics of the various states of pre-1871 Germany, even Prussia. N was the first German philosopher of note (in the league of Leibniz, Kant, Hegel or Schopenhauer; see GS 304-7/KSA 3.597-601) who had to reckon with (and avoid being devoured by) a strong and united Germany. Plato makes clear (Republic, 496b; Shorey translation) that it is an advantage to a philosopher to be “a great soul born in a little town [who] scorns and disregards its parochial affairs.” For N on altruism, see Young, 252 and 254-55.


  46. All quotations are from D 101-3/KSA 3.148-50. N makes reference to both Kant and Hegel (each an example of what I called “the will to systematize”) when he speaks of “the novel and extraordinary posture chosen by Schopenhauer: not above things [Kant et al.] or on his knees before things—[Hegel] both could have been called German—but against things!” A particularly interesting aspect of the passage as a whole is that N points out that the three are inconsistent with each other: “Schopenhauer is an enemy of Wagner’s music, and Wagner an enemy of Bismarck’s politics, and Bismarck an enemy of everything Wagnerian and Schopenhaurian.” Wagner’s relationship with B is far less hostile than N implies; Hannu Salmi, “Wagner and Bismarck,” Wagner News 24, no. 3 (November 1998), shows that Wagner courted but was rebuffed by B. A plausible case could perhaps be made for the view that N constructs his worldview out of precisely these three influences. It is interesting that the next section of Daybreak (#168) is called “A model” and shows N’s debt to the Greeks; it is as if he is revealing his contemporary influences in #167 and then cautioning us in the next section not to forget those of the ancient world. Aschheim’s Nietzsche Legacy chronicles and systematizes the selective and distorting anthologizing of N and has been an invaluable source of inspiration and information throughout.


  47. BGE 152-53/KSA 5.180-82. R. J. Hollingdale might have been better advised to translate Politisieren as “politicization” rather than “policizing.” The last comment of the narrator (and the final words of the section as a whole) is difficult to interpret. “The old men had obviously grown heated as they thus shouted their ‘truths’ in one another’s faces; I however, in my happiness and beyond [Glück und Jenseits], considered how soon a stronger will become master of the strong [wie bald über den Starken ein Starkerer Herr werden wird]; and also that when one nation becomes spiritually shallower there is a compensation for it: another becomes deeper.” The last phrase could mean simply that while Germany is becoming shallower, e.g., France is becoming deeper. On this reading, N the narrator (the “good European”) is making an observation from a detached position (Jenseits) on the effect that B’s Reich has had on Europe. But what then would he mean by the first thing he tells us this exchange led him to consider: “How quickly will the stronger become master over the strong” (my translation). Are we to take this in national terms, as a reference to 1870-1871? This seems unlikely. Or does it relate to B’s mastery over Germany? This is plausible but confusing. Or is it the narrator’s comment on the two patriots, with the second being “the stronger”? Or, could it possibly mean that N has gained mastery over B? I leave these questions open; see Laurence Lampert, “‘Peoples and Fatherlands’: Nietzsche’s Philosophical Politics,” Southern Journal of Philosophy 37, supplement (1999), 45-48. N clearly struggled with this passage (from “I however” to the end) because he changed what he had written in his manuscript to the present reading after it was sent to the printer (see KSA/14.368). In the context of “the free hand,” the remark about Germany’s “diffidence and desire to stand aside” suggests that B is not changing Germany as much as the first patriot fears (cf. §35).


  48. Revealing is Young, Friedrich Nietzsche, 553: “He [sc. N after 1891] still spoke occasionally, but mainly to produce stock sentences in the style of a brainwashed schoolboy. Franziska made a record of some of them: ‘I translated much.’ ‘I liven in a place called Naumberg.” ‘I swam in the Saale.’ ‘I was very fine because I lived in a fine house.’ ‘I love Bismarck.’ ‘I don’t like Friedrich Nietzsche.’” For the Bonghi letter, see SB 8.568. For the “war to the death against the House of Hohenzollern,” the section bearing this title (25[13]) is found in KSA 13.643. The last notebook entry is 25[21] (KSA 15.647). The statement that B “has never thought one inch beyond [eine Handbreit über] the Hohenzollern Dynasty” appears several times (KSA 13.643, 644). For “In the service of the prince,” see HH 163/KSA 2.289 (section 445); “Pilot of the passions” is #453. The “idiot par excellence” is found in KSA 13.643. All translations (except from HH) are mine. N wrote a letter to B (declaring war upon him) in December 1888 (see KGB 3.5 #1173).


  49. All quotations are from GS 161-62/KSA 3.461-62. The German for what Kaufmann translates as “quite unconsciously, no doubt” is even stronger in a literal translation: “unconscious of himself without all doubt [sich selber unbewusst, ohne allen Zweifel]!” The references to the declaration of war and B as a tool are found above. N’s view of Kaiser Wilhelm I as B’s mouthpiece has long been rejected; cf. Arthur Rosenberg, Imperial Germany: The Birth of the German Republic, 1871-1918, translated by Ian F. D. Morrow (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1931), 33: “Since he was no puppet, but a man of independent judgment, William I bears before History the full responsibility for the harshness that marked the constitutional struggle in Prussia, the Kulturkampf, and the anti-Socialist Law.”


  50. “The great man of the masses” (#461) is quoted in its entirety (HH 168/KSA 2.298). A reference is also made to “Prince and god” (#462) in HH 168/KSA 2.298. Typical of English assessments of Wilhelm’s (hereafter “KW”) dismissal of B is Barbara Tuchmann, The Guns of August (New York: Macmillan, 1962), 5: “Bismarck had warned Germany to be content with land power, but his successors were neither separately nor collectively Bismarck’s. He had pursued clearly seen goals unswervingly, they groped for larger horizons with no clear idea of what they wanted.” A passage on KW rich in adjectives is found in A. J. P. Taylor, The Course of German History (New York: Capricorn, 1962), 139 (a much less meticulous work than his Struggle for Mastery), which describes him as “hysterical, grandiloquent, craving popularity, pursuing limitless dream-projects and abandoning them unfinished.” For “the Labor Emperor,” see W. L. Langer, An Encyclopedia of World History (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1960), 691. On the transition between B and KW (the “calamity” issue) this same work reports: “But he [Frederick III] died within a few months of his accession; and as soon as William II came to the throne the elaborate Bismarckian structure began to tumble down” (138). For a clear account of the events leading to B’s dismissal, see Erich Eyck, Bismarck and the German Empire (London: Allen & Unwin, 1950), 307-23. Access to cabinet ministers is discussed by Eyck on 320, the dispute over anti-Socialism on 309-10, 314-16, 320. If Eyck is correct in his assessment of B’s plans (319), had he not been dismissed, then KW certainly did the right thing: “His new theory was quite a simple one. The Reich, he argued, was a federation of German princes, not of the German states. If the princes were not satisfied, they could give notice and dissolve the Reich, just as partners wind up a company when they are not satisfied with the results. The German people would not be consulted and would have no say in the matter; they would have to wait until the German princes resolved to form a new Reich with a new constitution, which, no doubt, would diminish the authority of parliament and abolish universal suffrage.” For a more or less contemporary account that emphasizes the class of personalities, see Hermann Oncken, “The German Empire” (1910), in Cambridge Modern History, vol. 12, 165: “The grounds of the rupture and of Bismarck’s resignation (March 18, 1890) lay, of course, when all has been said, in the individuality of the man who attained in virtue of his birth to the supreme power of sovereign, and in that of the man who for nearly a generation had virtually exercised that power.”


  51. All quotations, one continuous passage, are from BGE 108/KSA 5.126-27. Hollingdale uses “commander” to translate Befehlshabern (it really should be “a new kind of philosophers and commanders”) but the German for, e.g., “the need for such leaders” is die Nothwendigkeit solcher Führer.


  52. The quotation from N is GM 44/KSA 5.278. For the “Hun Speech” (“Etzel” is Attila) of KW, see Giles MacDonogh, The Last Kaiser: The Life of Wilhelm II (New York: St. Martin’s, 2001), 244. “A horrified Bülow expurgated the text for the press, but at least one newspaper managed to get hold of the purple version and publish it. William was allegedly incensed by the changes when he read them on the Hohenzollern as he headed out for his delayed Nordlandreise: ‘You have struck out all the best bits . . .’ he told his Foreign Minister.” The expedition (under Waldersee) reached Peking eleven days before N’s death (245). For KW on “the Yellow Peril,” see 277-79. For other remarks by N on China, see EH 330/KSA 6.369 where he refers to “desiccated Chinese stagnation” and GS 99/KSA 3.399: “China, for example, is a country in which large-scale dissatisfaction and the capacity for change have become extinct centuries ago.” Given how inaccurate later events in particular proved N’s views, it is interesting that he links China to socialism both in the continuation of this passage and the one discussed in §36. N discusses Attila only once, in his notebooks (KSA 8.385). His remark is simply: “The Hun Attila ‘Human Thundercloud’ [Mensch Gewitterwolke].” The biblical passage is Luke 2:29.


  53. With the exception of the two passages (this reckoning includes the words meiner “Kriegserklärung” gegen Wagner to which I referred but did not quote directly) from the Gast letter (SB 8.439-40), all other quotations are from The Case of Wagner. The translation from this letter is mine. The “Epilogue” is found in CW 190-92/KSA 6.50-53. N directly references the Genealogy of Morals in a rare footnote to the “Epilogue”: “The opposition between ‘noble morality’ and ‘Christian morality’ was first explained in my Genealogy of Morals: perhaps there is no more decisive turning point in the history of our understanding of religion and morality. This book, my touchstone for what belongs to me, has the good fortune of being accessible only to the most high-minded and severe spirits: the rest lack ears for it. One must have one’s passion in things where nobody else today has it.” (CW 192/KSA 6.52). N will soon indulge himself more extensively in this kind of retrospective commentary about his own writings in Ecce Homo. The passage in this text relating to The Case of Wagner, which makes a riddling allusion to a person we can identify (from the letter to Gast) as KW will be considered in due course. A distinctive example of his tremendous debt to N is Leo Strauss’s ongoing claim that “Athens” and “Jerusalem” are incompatible; see Altman, German Stranger, 254 and 271; for Strauss’s advance beyond N, cf. 479-85 and 71-73.


  54. With the exception of the first quotation from “David Strauss, the Confessor and the Writer” (DS 33-4/KSA 1.200), all others are from section 2 of “Schopenhauer as Educator” (SE 130-36/KSA 1.341-50). With the exception of the “tragelaphine man” passage itself (SE 136/KSA 1.350), all others are from a continuous passage in SE 133/KSA 1.345-46. τραγέλαφοις is found in Frogs 937. Plato also uses the word in Republic 488a. The Shakespeare quotation is from As You Like It, II.vii.47-49. See also John Richardson, Nietzsche’s System (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1996), 67-72. Returning to this passage after writing The German Stranger, I am struck once again by the influence N exercised on Strauss’s attack on alles Mittlere (61-62). Although I noted there the parallels between Jacobi and N (44n72, 92, and 459n71), it is evident that a comprehensive comparative study of the two is needed.


  55. The first quotation is from EH 277/KSA 6.317. Later in the same chapter, he makes the point explicit with “although at bottom it is admittedly not ‘Schopenhauer as Educator’ that speaks here, but his opposite, ‘Nietzsche as Educator’” (EH 281/KSA 6.320). The rest of the quotations are from “On the Uses and Disadvantages of History for Life.” The first of these is from UDH 80/KSA 1.274-75, while the remaining quotations are from a continuous passage in UDH 119-20/KSA 1.329. It is here that N makes reference to the tag from Goethe (see next note). Dionysus versus the Crucified are the last words of Ecce Homo (EH 335/KSA6.374). For Franz Rosenzweig’s alternate solution to N’s “jarring juxtaposition,” see Peter Eli Gordon, Rosenzweig and Heidegger: Between Judaism and German Philosophy (Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California Press, 2003), 159-61.


  56. The quotations (a continuous passage) are the conclusion of section 24 from The Birth of Tragedy (BT 142-43/KSA 1.153-54. The phrase “Nietzsche-Mephistopheles” is used to mark the allusion to Goethe’s Faust (lines 2038-39) in the passage from UDH quoted in section §54 above: Grau, teurer Freund, ist alle Theorie und grün des Lebens goldner Baum. An eloquent summary of the Kyffhäuser myth is found in Hans Kohn, The Mind of Germany: The Education of a Nation (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1960), 3-4: “A legend originally involving his grandson Frederick II was soon transferred to Barbarossa; it portrayed him asleep deep down inside a mountain—the Untersberg near Salzburg or the Kyffhäuser in Thuringia. But even asleep the hidden emperor remained the guardian of the nation’s destiny. If Germans were ever in need of a savior he would be awakened by the ravens encircling his mountain top; he would then rise and lead Germany from defeat and despair to the glory of the new golden age. Compared with this certainty of salvation the actual events of German history and the realities of the world outside were pale indeed: deep down in their hearts the Germans felt that their true ruler, Germany’s heimliche Kaiser, was ever ready to come to her rescue. Under the spell of such legends were sometimes in danger of losing sight of political realities and of abandoning themselves to wistful dreams.” The construction of a monument to Kaiser Wilhelm I at the Kyffhäuser was overseen and dedicated by KW in 1896. For N’s father as preacher, see Bergmann, Nietzsche, 9-11. For N’s link of Parsifal to Christianity, see Nietzsche Contra Wagner (“Wagner as the Apostle of Chastity,” section 3) in NCW 674-75/KSA 6.430-31. The importance of N’s faith in this passage has been demonstrated recently by Robert Miner, “Leo Strauss’s Adherence to Nietzsche’s ‘Atheism From Intellectual Probity,’” Perspectives on Political Science 41, no. 3 (July 2012), 155-164, particularly 160 and 164n44. Miner’s discovery of N’s influence on what will become Strauss’s “faith-based atheism” (Altman, German Stranger, 269) is significant.


  57. Indebted throughout, I am particularly indebted to Peter Bergmann for suggesting the train of thought I develop in this section and the sections that follow about Adolf Stöcker. See Bergmann, Nietzsche, 172-73 and 176-77. The letter to Gast is found in SB 8.338-39. Kaufmann includes this passage in a note to Ecce Homo (EH 297n6) and I use his translation; cf. Young, Friedrich Nietzsche, 486. In this same note, he makes the point about the “if only” approach to Frederick III’s reign. I refer to EH 271/KSA 310 at the end of the section for N’s identification of the dwarfs. Kaufmann comments (and I agree with him) that “the interpretation—that priests were meant—is questionable” (EH 271n7). For Stöcker, see Tal, Christians and Jews, 248-259; Losurdo, Nietzsche, 487-521; Cameron and Dombowsky, Political Writings, 18, 174, and 240-41, and Young, 358 and 529; for the enmity between B and Stöcker, see Rosenberg, Imperial Germany, 12-13, and more importantly, Cameron and Dombowsky, 241, and Losurdo, 570-76. Not surprisingly, Stöcker enjoyed a vogue among Nazis, e.g., Walter Frank, Hofprediger Adolf Stoecker und die christlichsoziale Bewegung, second, revised edition (Hamburg: Hanseatische, 1935), but Young’s “appropriately christened Adolf” (486) is nevertheless unfortunate.


  58. The “little list” (an allusion to Gilbert and Sullivan’s Mikado, 1885) is found in GM 158-59/KSA 5.407-08. For the quotation from BT, see §55; for the letter to Gast, see §56. For N’s comments on the relationship between Christianity and Socialism, see WP 123 and 201. “God is dead” is Z 124/KSA 4.14. For τραγέλαφοις, see §53. At Mann, Magic Mountain (see n43), Hans Castorp’s mentor (and, I would suggest, the secret narrator of Hans’s story) Ludovico Settembrini says on 112: “‘Beer, tobacco, and music,’ he went on. ‘Behold the Fatherland!’” For Wagner and Parsifal, see n55; for his antiSemitism, see Kaufmann’s comment in CW 196n10. N first refers to the projected “The Will to Power: Attempt at a Revaluation of All Values” (GM 160/KSA 5.409—he refers to it in 1887 as “a work in progress”) on the back cover of Beyond Good and Evil, published August 4, 1886 (see the “Chronology” by Daniel Breazeale to at UM, xxxviii. In a letter of September 7, 1888, in SB 8.411 he says that the book (now called simply “Umwerthung aller Werthe”) will go to the press “im nächsten Jahre.” In a letter of September 14 in SB 8.426 he says that both The Case of Wagner and Twilight of the Idols are “nur wirkliche Erholungen inmitten” the great work, which he again calls “Umwerthung aller Werthe. ” For KW’s journey to Bayreuth, see MacDonogh, Last Kaiser, 75. MacDonogh includes the following comment: “He liked Tristan und Isolde, but above all he enjoyed Parsifal.”


  59. For the Gast letter, see n52. The Kreuzzeitung was an important conservative newspaper; it will be discussed in more detail below. N refers to The Case of Wagner first in a letter to Gast of April 20, 1888, in SB 8.298; he calls it “ein Kleines Pamphlet über Musik. ” Bergmann, Nietzsche, 172-73, cites some passages from the notebooks that show that Stöcker was on N’s mind in 1887-1888. The example of his friend Gersdorff (173n146) shows that N probably saw himself as being able to cure both anti-Semitism and a love of Wagner.


  60. Quotations are from section 38 of The Anti-Christ (AC 610-12/KSA 6.209-11). The passage with the reference to the pope suggests once again N’s endorsement of the Kulturkampf specifically within the framework of his attack on Christianity in general (see §39). In the letter of September 7, 1888 (SB 8.411; see n58), he calls The Anti-Christ the first book of the proposed Umwerthung aller Werthe. For the mixed man, see §54. He uses “Selbstsucht und Selbstüberhebung” in a pejorative sense applied to all European states in the last notebook (KSA 13.637).


  61. The passage from the last notebook is KSA 13.643 (translation mine). For two versions of the three kaisers’ witticism, see MacDonogh, Last Kaiser, 111.


  62. The quotations from N himself are from section 3 of the “Why I am so Wise” chapter of Ecce Homo (EH 225-26/KSA 14.472-73). (The KSA edition prints in place of this a later version of section 3 at 6.267-69. This version, which clearly reveals N’s imbalance [he speaks extravagantly of his father and remarks that to believe himself related to his mother and sister “would be a blasphemy to my divinity”] also contains the only remark in his last books that shows he has entered the third phase in his attitude toward KW [see §60]: “I would not give the young German Kaiser the honor of being my coachman” [KSA 6.268].) The quotation from Bergmann is at Nietzsche, 10. For the circumstances of Ludwig’s collapse, see Bergmann, 11-13, and H. F. Peters, Zarathustra’s Sister: The Case of Elisabeth and Friedrich Nietzsche (New York: Crown, 1977), 4-5. “In her brother’s biography, Elisabeth repeated that her father had died as the result of a fall. This story has become the official version of pastor Nietzsche’s death” (5). For the expectation that Ludwig would be appointed Hofprediger, see Elisabeth Förster-Nietzsche, Der Junge Nietzsche (Leipzig: Alfred Kröner, 1912), 10; cf. the same author’s Das Leben Friedrich Nietzsche’s, volume 1 (Leipzig: Maumann, 1895), 5, where this expectation is not specified. For N’s remarks at the Jena asylum, see Ronald Hayman, Nietzsche: A Critical Life (New York: Oxford University Press, 1980), 339nn152-53; see also Young, Friedrich Nietzsche, 552. N’s full name is emphasized in Large, “Aristocratic Rebel,” 106, and Cameron and Dombowsky, Political Writings, 1; cf. Young, Friedrich Nietzsche, 3-4. For a reasonably complete underestimation of Bergmann, see Emden, Friedrich Nietzsche, 211n94.


  63. The passage about N’s father is KSA 6.267-68 (translation mine). For the second version of section 3, see previous note. All other quotations (except where marked with references to earlier sections) are from a continuous passage from GS 340/KSA 3.631. For Protestantism’s impact on N, see Kaufmann, Nietzsche, 162, 239, 287, 343, 412, and 417. For KW’s Neue Kurs, see Taylor, Struggle for Master, chapter 17.


  64. The letter to Meta von Salis is found in SB 8.572. Bergmann, Nietzsche, 214n71, supplies sources about her; see also Young, Friedrich Nietzsche, “Illustrations,” #28 and 390. The letter to B is SB 8.504. At around this time, N also composed two other drafts of letters to KW (#1171-72, SB 8.503-4) intended to accompany Ecce Homo; they are respectful in tone. The longer one (#1171) presupposes an interested reader—N clearly was able to persuade himself that he could have KW’s ear. But it is perhaps too long or too honest (he confesses that he has had to overcome “his opposition to everything German” in order to send it); he tries again with more brevity in #1172. It is boastful enough (he claims that in Ecce Homo “the fate of mankind” is decided) that he set it aside as well. He then seems to have hit on the idea of giving two copies to the more accessible B. But this plan wouldn’t work because he is feeling hostile to B, and can’t refrain from saying so. This indicates that in early December he is angry at B but not yet the kaiser; not yet at both of them. This is probably related to his growing identification with Poland and his anger with B for a policy of forced resettlement of Poles (see Bergmann, Nietzsche, 177; he cites bibliography on 216n176 and Lukowski and Zawadzki, A Concise History of Poland, 157). For N’s self-identification as Pole (“I am a Polish nobleman pure and simple, in whom not one drop of bad blood is inter-mixed, least of all German”), see KSA 6.268 (the second version of “Why I am so Wise,” cf. n61) and EH 225 (the first—and less extreme—version). He expresses outrage at the policy of “Confiscation” (he attacks KW as well as B) in a letter to August Strindberg dated December 8, 1888, in SB 8.509. He sends a letter on January 4 addressed to “The Illustrious Poles” (SB 8.577). Consider also Large, “Aristocratic Radical,” 112: “Nietzsche discards Bismarck at last, I would argue, in order to supplant him: in the increasingly febrile narcissism of the late works there can be room for only one heroically self-de-Germanized German to teach the Germans what they lack, and that is not the Slavic Bismarck [see n35] but rather the Slavic Nietzsche.”


  65. N’s attack on the Platonic distinction between Being and Becoming will be treated later in §82, §90, and §92. For refreshing candor on the limits of N’s training in philosophy, see Young, Friedrich Nietzsche, 79, 148, 159-62, and 536; for his acquaintance with Aristotle specifically, see 148 and 424n. For some other prominent scholars on N and Aristotle, see Kaufmann, Nietzsche, 221, 233, 382, and 384; Alexander Nehamas, Nietzsche: Life as Literature (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1985), 110, 175, 181, and 252; and Richardson, Nietzsche’s System, 269-80. For “a new kind of enslavement,” see §36. The two quotations from the “Summer-Fall 1884” notebook are, respectively, KSA 8.194 and 8.253. Aristotle’s “natural slave” argument (based on the soul-body dualism) is found in Politics I, chapters 4-5; on this, see Danto, Nietzsche as Philosopher, 156. In a note on “the slave” in KSA 7.143, he mentions Plato but not Aristotle. N’s only clear references to the Politics are about Aristotle’s claim that the solitary must be either god or beast (I.2) in TI 467/KSA 6.59 (Aristotle would point out that that the third solitary supplied by N is really not one: the philosopher needs leisure and will hardly grow his own food, etc.) and two references to a passage (1335b30) that N first interprets to mean that Aristotle thinks that the offspring of old men should be killed (KSA 7.590) and later doubts (accurately) that he means just that at 8.280; in fact the Stagirite only says that such offspring are weak. For the sublunary realm in Aristotle’s cosmology, see Meteorology 340b5. The five elements are found in On the Heavens I.2 and the eternal heaven is discussed at II.1 of the same work. For Aristotle’s conjunct dualisms of form/matter and potentiality/actuality, see Edward Halper, Aristotle’s Metaphysics: A Reader’s Guide (London: Continuum, 2012). N’s unpublished Philosophy in the Tragic Age of the Greeks (1873) constitutes the highpoint of his interest in Aristotle as measured by the number and variety of citations, but the closest thing to a discussion of metaphysics is a reference in section 11 (KSA 1.845) to the Posterior Analytics (see KSA 14.112 for the citation) where the subject is less ontology than discourse (although it is not clear that N understands this). N reminds himself to acquire works of Aristotle in the spring of 1875. I suspect that he did not do so.


  66. All direct quotations are from BGE 175-79/KSA 5.208-12; for the book’s systematic character, see SB 8.228. It is interesting that in BGE 177, “protracted revenge” is discussed in relation to masters not slaves, as it will be in Genealogy of Morals. All references to the Genealogy (e.g., the “slave revolt in morality”) can be found in section 7 of the First Essay (GM 33-34/KSA 5.266-68). For Georg Brandes’s role in popularizing N, see George Brandes, “Aristokratischer Radicalismus. Eine Abhandlung über Friedrich Nietzsche,” Deutsche Rundschau 63 (1890), 52-89; references here will be to “An Essay on Aristocratic Radicalism” (1889) in Brandes, Friedrich Nietzsche, translated by A. G. Chater (London: William Heinemann, 1914). See also R. A. Nicholls, “The Beginning of the Nietzsche Vogue in Germany,” Modern Philology 56, no. 1 (August 1958), 24-26. Nicholls observes: “The first impulse to the study of Nietzsche came from Scandinavia” (25). He mentions Strindberg (with whom N was corresponding until the end) as well as Brandes and Ola Hanssen. But Brandes was the first important critic to recognize N; cf. Young, Friedrich Nietzsche, 418, 458, 487-89, 526. Brandes was Jewish (EB 4.447). Hayman points out that at first Brandes ignored Beyond Good and Evil but then responded when he read the Genealogy (Nietzsche, 314; cf. SB 8.189). Both Utilitarianism and On Liberty are works of the Englishman J. S. Mill; N comments unfavorably on him in BGE 165/KSA 5.196 and in both BGE 166/KSA 5.198 and GM 28/KSA 5.262 he writes that “the plebianism of the modern spirit . . . is of English origin.” For an admirable willingness to take N’s position on slavery seriously in the context of his politics (cf. Young, Nietzsche, 425-27), see the promising start made by Hugo Halferty Drochon, “Nietzsche and Politics,” Nietzsche-Studien 39 (2010), 663-677; “‘The time is coming when we will relearn politics,’” Journal of Nietzsche Studies, no. 39 (Spring 2010), 66-85, and “Nietzsche’s ‘Great Politics’ and his Revaluation Project,” PhD dissertation, Cambridge University (2011), especially 183-90. Breathtaking is Losurdo, Nietzsche, 401-37; cf. Cameron and Dombowsky, Political Writings, 172 and 302n12. The absolute irreconcilability of “Athens” and “Jerusalem” in Strauss evidently owes much to N’s influence.


  67. All references are to CW 190-92/KSA 6.50-53.


  68. All quotations are from section 37 of Twilight of the Idols (TI 538-41/KSA 6.136-39). In Beyond Good and Evil (#200), N points out that the same “era of dissolution” that brings forth the mixed man at war with himself (those who contain “contrary and not merely contrary drives and values”) also produces those for whom these contrary drives “act as one more stimulus and enticement to life”—he calls them “those marvelously incomprehensible and unfathomable men predestined for victory and the seduction of others” (by which he presumably means Nipse). For relevant discussion, see Richardson, Nietzsche’s System, 136, 139, 264-65, and 278-80; Nehamas, Nietzsche, 7, 221, and 227-28; and Young, Friedrich Nietzsche, 417-18 and 422.


  69. “But the struggle against Plato, or, to express it more plainly and for ‘the people,’ the struggle 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 such as has never existed on earth before: with so tense a bow one can now shoot for the most distant targets” (BGE 14/KSA 5.12). For Aristotelian psychology, see the admirable discussion in W. K. C. Guthrie, A History of Greek Philosophy, volume 6 (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 1981), 277-330. For Platonic metaphysics, see Republic VI. For what it’s worth, the present author doesn’t think that Plato was an elitist; the “noble lie” is, after all, a lie (Republic 414c). See Plato the Teacher, 291-92, 303-4, and 349. For N’s “primordial principle,” cf. Waite’s “the most rigid designator” (Nietzsche’s Corps/e, 214-16) and Altman, German Stranger, 276-77. It is here that Strauss proves himself a master tactician by solving N’s Plato problem (see preface).


  70. The first quotation is from the last section (#62) of The Antichrist (AC 655/KSA 6.252). The other is AC 634/KSA 6.232. For the significance of “Rome” for a disciple of N as well as the fateful step back to Judaism from Christianity, see the foregoing preface to “A German Trilogy.”


  71. Quotations are from section 202 of Beyond Good and Evil (BGE 106-7/KSA 5.124-26). “Moral ist heute in Europa Heerdenthier-Moral.” For N’s comments about Luther, see AC 654/KSA 6.251. Of Christianity and democracy he writes in WP 126: “Christianity as a denaturalization of herd-animal morality: accompanied by absolute misunderstanding and self-deception. Democratization is a more natural form of it, one less mendacious.” For Christianity and socialism, see WP 123: (“the rise of Christianity is nothing more than the typical socialist doctrine”). He refers to “the slaves’ theory of suffrage universel and ‘equality’” in WP 198. He also calls for “the annihilation of suffrage universel; i.e., the system through which the lowest natures prescribe themselves as laws for the higher” at WP 459. Both of these comments are dated 1884. Election results are from Volker Bergman, Imperial Germany: 1871-1914 (Providence, RI: Brown University Press, 1994), 335-36.


  72. Quotations are from HH 161/KSA 285-86. Looking back on Human, All Too Human ten years later in Twilight of the Idols, N is proud of his earlier critique of the Reich’s “hybrid” of democracy: “Democracy has ever been the form of decline in organizing power: in Human, All Too Human (I, 472) I already characterized modern democracy, together with its hybrids such as the ‘German Reich,’ as the form of decline of the state” (TI 543/KSA 6.140-41). In the 1886 “Attempt at a Self-Criticism” (BT 25/KSA 1.20), he looks back on 1871 as a time when Germany “was just making its testament and abdicating forever, making its transition, under the pompous pretense of founding a Reich, to a leveling mediocrity, democracy, and ‘modern ideas’!” Section 472 of Human, All Too Human is in “A Glance at the State”; he doesn’t actually mention the Reich in this section. Typical of Anglophone assessments of democracy in the Second Reich is Taylor, Course of German History, 116: “Show piece of the constitution was the Reichstag, elected by universal suffrage, the incorporation of German radical demands. The Reichstag could hold debates and could pass (though not initiate) laws; its consent was necessary to the expenditure of money. But it possessed no powers.” Note the self-contradiction. Another example: if B had been able to get the expulsion clause of his tough new anti-Socialist law passed by the Reichstag before the elections of January 1890, it would have required a very different set of circumstances to bring about his dismissal by KW. The biblical self-contradiction (which Paul affirms as true) is Titus 1.12-13.


  73. The quotations are from GS 107/KSA 3.407-08. For N, Marx, and the Eugen Dühring connection, see Bergmann, Nietzsche, 121-22; for more information on N and Dühring, see Tal, Christians and Jews, 264-66; Santaniello, Nietzsche, God and the Jews, 100-104; Robert S. Wistrich, “Radical Antisemitism in France and Germany (1840-1880),” Modern Judaism 15, no. 2 (May 1995), 121-30. An illuminating parallel, expecially in the wake of Losurdo, is Richard Hofstadter, “John C. Calhoun: The Marx of the Master Class,” in The American Political Tradition and the Men Who Made It, 67–91 (New York: Vintage, 1948). The classic Marxist critique of N is found in the writings of Georg Lukács, for which see Aschheim, Nietzsche’s Legacy, 276-80; the best is Losurdo, Nietzsche; for example, see 612-15 on N and Dühring.


  74. All quotations (except for the line from The Importance of Being Earnest) are from D 119-20/KSA 3.175-76. For Kaufmann on Dawn, see Nietzsche, 183, 187-88, 191, and 195. Although interspersed with my comments, the section is quoted continuously and in its entirety. In an 1885 notebook draft for a section called “What is noble” (cf. chapter 9 of Beyond Good and Evil), N includes in his list of positive qualities in WP 497: “Pleasure in forms; taking under protection everything formal, the conviction that politeness is one of the greatest virtues; mistrust of letting oneself go in any way, including all freedom of press and thought, because under them the spirit grows comfortable and doltish and relaxes its limbs.” This passage is quoted to show that the elements of N’s portrait of an aristocrat in D #201 that most moderns would be inclined to interpret as pejorative were probably not so for N. In response to Georg Brandes’s request for biographical information, N wrote in a letter of April 10, 1888, in SB 8.288: “Vita . . . My ancestors were Polish nobility (Niëzky); it appears that the type is well rooted despite three German ‘mothers.’ Abroad I customarily pass for a Pole; in fact this winter’s foreign register in Nice lists me as Polish.”


  75. The first quotation is from SB 2.247, the signature is SB 2.235, and the remark about B is from SB 2.258. The plan to join the Guards is found at SB 2.225. For their elite status, see EB 12.658-59. For N’s horsemanship and military service between 1867-1868, see Bergmann, Nietzsche, 63-64, from which a few more quotations must be included: “He took up riding with his new friend Erwin Rohde, and the two would appear at seminar meetings in riding dress, crop in hand. All this was partial compensation for the shortsightedness which he believed would disqualify him from military service” (63). “He made a quick trip to Berlin to try to enlist in one of the royal guard regiments; after failing at that, he settled for the local Naumburg detachment of the mounted artillery” (63). “But everything abruptly changed for Nietzsche in March 1868 when he was injured in a riding accident. Two chest muscles were torn, bringing his active military service to a sudden end” (64); see also Cameron and Dombowsky, Political Writings, 33, and Young, Friedrich Nietzsche, 72-74. For the fact that he was a medical orderly and not a soldier in the Franco-Prussian War, see Young, 137-39, and Bergmann, 79.


  76. The quotations are from GS 117/KSA 3.417-18. For “Niëzky,” see n74. In a notebook of 1885, N writes: “There is only nobility of birth, only nobility of blood. (I am not speaking here of the little word ‘ von’ or the Almanach de Gotha: parenthesis for asses.) When one speaks of ‘aristocrats of the spirit,’ reasons are usually not lacking for concealing something; as is well known, it is a favorite term among ambitious Jews. For spirit alone does not make noble; rather there must be something to ennoble the spirit.—What then is required? Blood” (WP 495-96). Kaufmann’s comment on this (496n37) is amusing. N locates nobility somewhere between “von” and Jew; i.e., in Nipse.


  77. The quotation from Colli is KSA 5.421. The letter to Overbeck is SB 6.531, to Malwida (letter dated September 1, 1884) is SB 6.523. The poem in letter form is SB 6.562. All translations are mine. As an Epode it is BGE 203-4/KSA 5.241-43. The section of Beyond Good and Evil that is reminiscent of Oscar Wilde’s lover, Lord Alfred Douglas (the son of the same Marquess of Queensbury who codified the rules of boxing) is #265 (BGE 185/KSA 5.219-20) with another possible echo in the description of “free insolent spirits” in #270. An autobiographical tone first emerges in #269. The “love’s labor’s lost” sections are #276-80. For intentional obscurity, see #290. The facts of the relationship between N and von Stein are treated by Danto, Nietzsche as Philosopher, 47; Hayman, Nietzsche, 276, 283, and 305-6; and Young, Friedrich Nietzsche, 392-94 and 422-23; see also SB 8 on 100, 103, and 117. For the claim of N’s homosexuality, see Joachim Köhler, Zarathustra’s Secret: The Interior Life of Friedrich Nietzsche, translated by Ronald Taylor (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2002); this is rejected by Young on 32, 239, and 324. Rüdiger Safranski, Nietzsche: A Philosophical Biography, translated by Shelley Frisch (New York: W. W. Norton, 2002), explores the question in a more open spirit. For Freud and Jung being interested in N’s homosexuality, see Wiener Psychoanalytische Vereinigung, Minutes of the Vienna Psychoanalytic Society, volume 1 (1906-1908), edited by Herman Nunberg and Ernst Federn, translated by M. Nunberg (New York: International Universities Press, 1962), 357-59; for N and Freud, see Young, Friedrich Nietzsche, 237. For N and Wilde see Kaufmann, Nietzsche, 248, 392, and 421; Nehamas, Nietzsche, 15, 30, 34, and 186; Richard Miskolci, “Nietzsche and Wilde—Fragments about the Subversion of Values,” UNESP 11 (1997), 219-261; and Eve Kosofsky Sedgwick, The Epistemology of the Closet (Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1990), chapter 3. It was Muhammad Ali, the great African-American boxing champion, who said he would “dance like a butterfly, sting like a bee.”


  78. The passage is EH 262/KSA 6.300-1. For the anti-B line of the Kreuzzeitung in 1888 (he had been one of its founders in the 1840s; cf. EB 4.5), see Rosenberg, Imperial Germany, 12-13. The description of the paper in EB (19.579) is interesting: “The Kreuz Zeitung represented the ‘small but mighty party’ of the reactionary Conservatives and Agrarians in the state, and of the orthodox (Lutheran) Protestants in the Church. It was the favorite journal of officers in the army, of the Conservative gentry (Junker) as well as the medium through which people of social standing preferred to announce births, marriages and deaths.” See also Young, Nietzsche, 405-6.


  79. The passage (quoted continuously and in its entirety) is section 259 of Beyond Good and Evil (BGE 174-75/KSA 5.207-08). In addition to being an example of N’s Junkerphilosophie, it also indicates the important influence that both Schopenhauer and Darwin exercised on N. The erstwhile student of Schopenhauer finds in Darwinism just enough “life as struggle for survival” to render any pessimistic denial of the “will to life” unthinkably unnatural, hence the biological language in this passage. But N rejects “the will to life” as thoroughly as the resigned Schopenhaurian sage had done. N rejects the “will to life” as a doctrine: it is not enough to merely live, to exist, or to survive. Having used Darwin to show how unnatural Schopenhauer is, he can now use lofty individualism (“aristocratic radicalism”) to show how pedestrian Darwinism is. It is not a struggle to survive, it is a will to dominate. Darwinism could not offer N the loftiness of soul—the aristocratic alternative—that had made Schopenhauer so attractive to him in the first place. The master morality has been anchored in biology but has not surrendered to it. N’s doctrine of the will to power has allowed him to move beyond both Darwin and Schopenhauer; it is the will to power itself that drives him to do so. For some remarks on N and Darwin, see Kaufmann, Nietzsche, xiii, 8, 167, 175, 179, and 311; Nehamas, Nietzsche, 103, 119, and 245; Danto, Nietzsche as Philosopher, 223-24; and Young, Friedrich Nietzsche, 408.


  80. Except for the single phrase from Twilight of the Idols (TI 466/KSA 6.58), all quotations (from a continuous passage) are from WP 500/KSA12.207-8. Another apposite quotation is found in WP 512/KSA 11.533-34: “The new philosopher can arise only in conjunction with a ruling caste, as its highest spiritualization. Great politics, rule over the earth, are at hand; complete lack of the principles that are needed.” Bergmann, Nietzsche, 162-63, discusses this 1885 note in the context of the transformation of N’s attitude toward die grosse Politik (see §81). Luther’s opposition to the Peasant War of 1524-1525 is well known. The best meditation on N’s “aristocratic radicalism” is Losurdo’s Nietzsche, especially on 872-74; see also Cameron and Dombowsky, Political Writings, 20-21. Here again it is obvious that Strauss was influenced by N’s attack on alles Mittlere (“everything in the middle”); see Altman, German Stranger, 44n72, 61-62, and 392.


  81. All the quotations from N are from KSA 13.637-38 (translation mine). The von Clausewitz dictum (from Vom Kriege) I found in Bartlett’s. The quotations are from Bergmann, Nietzsche, 162. Bergmann’s useful discussion of grosse Politik is found on 161-65; particularly noteworthy is the following from 163: “Nietzsche embraced the concept of grosse Politik precisely at the moment when Germany was suddenly creating her colonial empire. It is not merely a historian’s superstitious belief in simultaneity to suggest that this was no coincidence, no accident.” Bergmann’s contention will be discussed later. The passage from Daybreak (entitled “Von der grossen Politik”) that he discusses and I mentioned is D 110-11/KSA 3.161-62. This passage is important because its first sentence shows that N originally had what appears to be a critical attitude toward what he will later call “the will to power”: “However much utility and vanity, those of individuals as of peoples, may play a part in grand politics: the strongest tide which carries them forward is the need for the feeling of power, which from time to time streams up out of inexhaustible wells not only in the souls of princes but not least in the lower orders of the people.”


  82. The quotations (continuous) are from Z 146/KSA 4.39. For Zarathustra’s cave and his address to the sun (“You great star, what would your happiness be had you not those for whom you shine?”), see Z 121/KSA 4.11. The sun and a cave are found in Plato’s Republic VII and Socrates describes his distinction between Being and Becoming in books 6 and 7 of the same work. Guthrie, A History of Greek Philosophy, offers serviceable discussions of both Plato at volume 4 (1975), 33-34, and Heraclitus at volume 1 (1967), 442-46 and 449-54, adequate to address any questions raised in the text. For N’s post-Platonic Heracliteanism, see Richardson, Nietzsche’s System, 78; Kaufmann, Nietzsche, 199, 207, 214-15, and 241; for N’s role in reviving Heraclitus, see Glenn W. Most, “Zur Archäologie der Archaik,” Antike und Abendland 35 (1989), 1-23, and “Po/lemoj pa/ntwn path/r. Die Vorsokratiker in der Forschung der zwanziger Jahre,” in Hellmut Flashar (ed.) assisted by Sabine Vogt, Altertumswissenschaft in den 20er Jahren: Neue Fragen und Impulse, 87-114 (Stuttgart: F. Steiner, 1995).


  83. The final quotation is of course N himself from Ecce Homo (EH 304/KSA 6.343). N’s fifteen books arranged in chronological order are as follows: (1) The Birth of Tragedy (1872), (2) Untimely Meditations (1873-1876), (3) Human, All Too Human (1878), (4) Assorted Opinions and Maxims (1879), (5) The Wanderer and His Shadow (1879), (6) Daybreak (1881), (7) The Gay Science (1882), (8) Thus Spoke Zarathustra (1883-1885), (9) Beyond Good and Evil (1886), (10) On the Genealogy of Morals (1887), (11) The Case of Wagner (1888), (12) The Twilight of the Idols (1889), (13) Nietzsche contra Wagner (1889), (14) The Antichrist (completed 1888), and (15) Ecce Homo (completed 1888). Dates are for publication except where noted. In “Nietzsche’s Philosophy in the Light of Recent History,” in Last Essays, translated by Richard and Clara Winston and Tania and James Stern (New York: A. A. Knopf, 1959), Thomas Mann writes on 148: “However it may be that I am only exposing my own inadequacy when I go further and state that in general Nietzsche’s relationship to his Zarathustra seems to me to be one of blind overestimation. The book has become, thanks to its Biblical pose, the most ‘popular’ of his works, but far from his best. . . . His genius reached its height at the time he wrote Beyond Good and Evil and The Genealogy of Morals. ” This last has been the scholarly opinion since Brandes (see n66); cf. Young, Friedrich Nietzsche, 459n.


  84. With the exception of the quotations from Bergmann’s Nietzsche (see n81) and The Gay Science (see n35), all others are from EH 310-11/KSA 350-51. The original for “the great war” is der grosse Krieg; World War I was usually called der Weltkrieg. For the play on words with grosse/kleine Politik, see KSA 3.630. Bergmann does not discuss this passage. On the colonies, Bergmann writes on 163: “Bismarck’s dramatic about-face, his acquisition of the Cameroons in July 1884, German South West Africa in August, New Guinea in December, and finally German East Africa in May 1885 put into place a colonial empire where a year before none had existed at all.” For Also Sprach Zarathustra as “A New Bible” and other valuable insights, see Young, Nietzsche, 366-67.


  85. The first three quotations are from Z 171-72/KSA 4.75-6. The central point of this section (“On the Thousand and One Goals”) is that mankind, divided into national groups (“peoples”), has a Thousand Goals but not yet One. By overcoming Germany (his own “people”) N creates the one goal mankind lacks: the Übermensch (who is presumably stateless as well as God-less, and perhaps for the same reason). The other quotations are from EH 327-28/KSA 6.367.


  86. The quotations are from EH 328/KSA 6.367. “The name (/ς) is the corrupt Greek form of the old Iranian Zarathustra (new Persian, Zardusht). Its signification is obscure; but it certainly contains the word ushtra, ‘camel’” (EB 28.1039-40). This etymology suggests that Zarathustra’s first discourse (“On the Three Metamorphoses”) traces the development from the original camel through the lion to the child (which would be N’s Zarathustra). “It was not without special reason—so Zoroaster believed—that the calling of a prophet should have taken place precisely when it did. It was, he held, the final appeal of Ormazd to mankind at large. Like John the Baptist and the Apostles of Jesus, Zoroaster also believed that the fullness of time was near, that the kingdom of heaven was at hand. Through the whole of the Gãthãs runs the pious hope that the end of the present world is not far distant. He himself hopes, with his followers, to live to see the decisive turn of things, the dawn of a new and better aeon. Ormazd will summon together all his powers for a final decisive struggle and break the power of evil for ever; by his help the people will achieve the victory over their detested enemies, the daêva worshippers and render them impotent” (EB 28.1042-43).


  87. Since the section is an overview of the whole book, references and quotations will be identified in the order in which they appear. Zarathustra’s animals are mentioned in Z 137/KSA 6.27. In fact, newspapers do exist and are mentioned at Z 162/KSA 4.63. The first farewell to his disciples is in section 3 of “On the Gift Giving Virtue” (Z190-91/KSA 6.101-02). He is back in the mountains in Z 195/KSA 6.105; the quotation is Z 195/KSA 6.106. He is explicitly among his disciples (seinen Jüngern) again in Z 202/KSA 6.117, but he addresses “On the Pitying” to “my friends” at Z 200/KSA 6.113 (it is unclear to whom “Upon the Blessed Isles” is addressed). The part 2 departure is Z 259/KSA 4.190. In the first eight of the sixteen chapters of part 3, Zarathustra speaks to the sailors in “On the Vision and the Riddle” (Z 267-72/KSA 4.197-202) and visits “the great city” (Z 287f/KSA 4.222f). “On Old and New Tablets” is Z 308f/KSA 4.246f; he announces at the beginning of this section: “I want to go among men once more.” The “queerest human fish” quotation is Z 351/KSA 4.297, the statement that “these are not my proper companions” is Z 437/KSA 4.404. The last two quotations are from Z 439/KSA 4.408 (both from the last page of the book).


  88. The last sentence is: “Erst von mir on giebt es auf Erden grosse Politik.” The quotations from Ecce Homo are from the first and the last paragraphs of section 1 of “Why I Am a Destiny” (EH 326-27/KSA 6.365-66) For the final battle, cf. n86. The quotations from Zarathustra are more scattered, although all are from “Zarathustra’s Prologue.” Teaching the overman (Übermensch) is Z 124/KSA 4.14, the Last Man is Z 130/KSA 4.20, the catch of fish is Z 132/KSA 4.22-23, and the decision to speak only to the companions (Gefährten) is Z 135/KSA 4.25.


  89. All quotations are from “On War and Warriors” (Z 158-60/KSA 4.58-60). For the distinction between “guardians” and “auxiliaries” see Plato, Republic, 414b. The idea that followers will be found who will sacrifice themselves for something they do not fully understand is found earlier at “Schopenhauer as Educator” (1874) in SE 176/KSA 1.403: “Not a few, including some from the ranks of the second- and third-rate talents, are destined for the task of rendering this assistance and only in subjection to such a destiny do they come to feel they have a duty and that their lives possess a significance and a goal.” This goal is “to prepare within themselves and around them for the birth of the genius and the ripening of his work.” The grandiosity of “On War and Warriors” (the warriors will be obedient to “Zarathustra”) explains in part N’s hostility to the “State” as rival for this very obedience. Note that the present section is immediately followed by “On the New Idol,” an attack on the power of the state, including its power to wage war: “Indeed a hellish artifice was invented there, a horse of death, clattering in the finery of divine honors. Indeed a dying for many was invented there, which praises itself as life: verily, a great service to all preachers of death!” This suggests that Zarathustra and the Reich are more similar than they appear. Note that the passage about “thou shalt” being more agreeable to the warrior than “I will” (Z 160/KSA 4.59) contradicts the description of the warrior-like lion (who battles with the dragon) in Z 138-39/KSA 4.30: “Who is the great dragon whom the spirit will no longer call lord and god? ‘Thou shalt’ is the name of the great dragon. But the spirit of the lion says, ‘I will.’” In Mann, “Nietzsche’s Philosophy,” 148 (see §83), he calls N’s character “this drum major Zarathustra.”


  90. All quotations are from section 2 of “On Old and New Tablets” (Z 308-9/KSA 4.246-48). The influence of Heraclitus is even more evident in section 8 of this chapter, which is dedicated to a (properly poetic) defense of the “everything is in flux” doctrine (Z 313/KSA 4.252). Perhaps the most consistent expression of N’s “dance of becoming” vision is placed in the mouths of Zarathustra’s animals in section 2 of “The Convalescent” in Z 329-30/KSA 4.272-73: “‘O Zarathustra,’ the animals said, ‘to those who think as we do, all things themselves are dancing: they come back and offer their hands and laugh and flee—and come back. Everything goes, everything comes back; eternally rolls the wheel of being. Everything dies, everything blossoms again; eternally runs the year of being. Everything breaks, everything is joined anew; eternally the same house of being is built. Everything parts, everything greets every other thing again; eternally the ring of being remains faithful to itself. In every Now, being begins; round every Here rolls the sphere There. The center is everywhere. Bent is the path of eternity.’” This passage is indicative of things to come because the animals substitute “being” for “becoming”; Heidegger will add his voice to their chorus (cf. xix above). Indeed one is repeatedly struck by Heidegger’s lack of originality with respect to N. His attack on subject/object dualism is anticipated by Zarathustra’s prefatory statement of radical solipsism in Z 329/KSA 4.272: “For me—how should there be any outside-myself? There is no outside.” See also Nehamas, Nietzsche, 147.


  91. All quotations are from Z 208-11/KSA 4.124-25. The descriptions in this section suggest that it was written in the summer: “Gone is the hesitant gloom of my spring! Gone the malice of snowflakes in June! Summer have I become entirely, and summer noon” (Z 210/KSA 4.126). A more dialectical relationship between N/Zarathustra and the rabble is suggested by the fact that having escaped from them (to the cool mountains), he still wishes to return to them (like a wind) in Z 211/KSA 4.126-27: “And we want to live over them like strong winds, neighbors of the eagles, neighbors of the snow, neighbors of the sun: thus live strong winds. And like a wind I yet want to blow among them one day, and with my spirit take away the breath of their spirit: thus my future wills it.” Zarathustra finally overcomes his nausea in the face of “the eternal recurrence of the small man” (see Kaufmann’s comment ad loc. in Z 263) in “The Seven Seals” at the end of part 3. In “Nietzsche’s Philosophy,” Mann writes (149) that Zarathustra “is not a character; he is rhetoric, wild verbiage and puns, a tormented voice and dubious prophecy.”


  92. All quotations are from GM 44-45/KSA 5.278-79; for the style of the Genealogy, see SB 8.185. The essential statement on “the will to power” is WP 550: “This world is the will to power—and nothing besides! And you yourselves are this will to power—and nothing besides!” A clear statement on “the metaphysics of language” is found in TI 483/KSA 6.77. N’s thoroughly Platonic use of Being and Becoming (to an anti-Platonic end, of course) is also found in TI 482/KSA 6.77 and is worth quoting in full: “Formerly, alteration, change, any becoming at all, were taken as proof of mere appearance, as an indication that there must be something which led us astray. Today, conversely, precisely insofar as the prejudice of reason forces us to posit unity, identity, permanence, substance, cause, thinghood, being, we see ourselves somehow caught in error, compelled into error.” It is difficult to imagine N writing this except on the supposition (see §65) that he was quite innocent of Aristotle’s philosophy. Kant (from whom the section’s title is borrowed) is directly attacked in this passage: his “thing-in-itself” is another example of the nonexistent “subject.” It is important to realize that just as the strong are not free to be weak, the weak also are determined by their nature: “This type of man needs to believe in a neutral independent ‘subject,’ prompted by an instinct for self-preservation and self-affirmation in which every lie is sanctified” (GM 46/KSA 5.280).


  93. The passage from Twilight of the Idols is TI 499-500/KSA 6.95-96. The notebook passage (Kaufmann remarks that the section “was utilized in Twilight” in PN 403n112) is WP 402-3/KSA 13.426. In this notebook draft, the paradox of holding the priests responsible is more visible: “Today, when Europe seems to have entered upon the opposite course, when we halcyonians especially are trying with all our might to withdraw, banish, and extinguish the concepts of guilt and punishment from the world, when our most serious endeavor is to purify psychology, morality, history, nature, social institutions and sanctions, and even God of this filth [note the omission of this idea in TI]—whom must we recognize as our most natural antagonists? Precisely those apostles of revenge and ressentiment, those pessimists from indignation par excellence, who make it their mission to sanctify their filth under the name of ‘indignation’” (WP 402/KSA 13.426). N’s problem with identifying enemies is not entirely unfamiliar. A somewhat similar paradox might be expressed as: “our enemies hold all men to be equal, therefore they are inferior” (see §80). The ultimate manifestation of N’s “metaphysical monism” is—pace Heidegger; see Altman, Martin Heidegger, 3 and 282-83—“the will to power” and it makes any distinction between friend and foe problematic. “This world is the will to power—and nothing besides! And you yourselves are this will to power—and nothing besides!” (WP 550).


  94. The Plato passage is Sophist 246a-c (F. M. Cornford translation). The sentence from the preface is EH 218/KSA 6.258. The letter to Overbeck is SB 7.34 (translation mine). The “Last Men” passage from Also Sprach Zarathustra referred to and then quoted is Z 129-30/KSA 4.19-20. Specific references follow. The salubrious climate is: “They have left regions where it is hard to live, for one needs warmth.” The careful warding off sickness is: “Becoming sick and harboring suspicion are sinful to them: one proceeds carefully.” Moderate drinking (N abstained completely; EH 239/KSA 6.281) is: “A little poison now and then: that makes for agreeable dreams.” Working moderately is: “One still works, for work is a form of entertainment.” The health passage is quoted in the text (Z 130/KSA 6.20), the reference to digestion specifically is: “One still quarrels, but one is soon reconciled—else it might spoil the digestion.” The quotation from the last section of Ecce Homo is EH 334/KSA 6.373-74. The direct quotations from “Why I Am So Clever” are EH 239/KSA 6.281. The remark about abode is EH 240f/KSA 6.281f and “spiritual diet” is the topic of section 3 (EH 242f/KSA 6.284f). His remarks on cleanliness (e.g., “As has always been my wont—extreme cleanliness in relation to me is the presupposition of my existence; I perish under unclean conditions. . . . Hence association with people imposes no mean test on my patience”) are found in section 8 of “Why I Am So Wise” (EH 233/KSA 6.275-76). For his obsession with the weather, see Bergmann, Nietzsche, 138-39. The final quotation is EH 256/KSA 6.295. For attempts to palliate what I called “painful reading,” see Matthew Meyer, “The Comic Nature of Ecce Homo,” Journal of Nietzsche Studies 43, no. 1 (Spring 2012), 32-43, and (more successfully) Nicholas D. More, “Nietzsche’s Last Laugh: Ecce Homo as Satire,” Philosophy and Literature 35, no. 1 (April 2011), 1-15; More addresses N’s diet on 6.


  95. For N’s partial embrace of Russian fatalism, see EH 231/KSA 6.273: “I displayed the ‘Russian fatalism’ I mentioned by tenaciously clinging for years to all but intolerable situations, places, apartments, and society, merely because they happened to be given by accident: it was better than changing them, than feeling that they could be changed—than rebelling against them.” His attitude toward nihilism will be discussed hereafter; see BGE 117. N’s attitude to Darwin is doubtless complex (see n79), but a clear “Darwinian orientation” is readily apparent despite that. For example, “All beings so far have created something beyond themselves; and do you want to be the ebb of this great flood and even go back to beasts rather than overcome man?” This passage (Z124/KSA 4.14) is very close to the one quoted in the text from “Zarathustra’s Prologue” in part 1 (Z 126/KSA 4.16). For deeper insight on N and Darwin, see John Richardson, Nietzsche’s New Darwinism (New York: Oxford University Press, 2004). The “Honest Broker” is discussed in §37, the “Free Hand” in n34. For N’s metaphysical “no man’s land,” see §94. German East Africa was established in 1885; there was another Congress of Berlin in that year. For both the Congress and terra nullius (L. “land of no one”), see Palmer, Colton, and Lloyd, History of the Modern World, 651-53. Zwischenreich is a perfectly respectable German word (e.g., the book title Architektur im Zwischenreich von Kunst und Alltag) that has been used in a literal political sense of Lothair’s Kingdom (Lotharingische Zwischenreich) established at the Treaty of Verdun of 843; see Karl Bosl, Europa in Mittelalter: Weltgeschichte eines Jahrtausends (Wien, Heidelberg: Ueberreuter, 1970), 173. Das Zwischenreich may perhaps come to be an accepted name for the Second Reich if only because there is unlikely to be a Fourth.


  96. All references to Aschheim, Nietzsche’s Legacy, are by page in the text. The two brief quotations from N himself are, respectively, GS 228/KSA 3.526 and Z 326/KSA 4.268. The quotation from Karl Löwith is found in the invaluable My Life in Germany before and after 1933, translated by Elizabeth King (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1994). The Thomas Mann passage is Magic Mountain, 714. Consider also SB 8.103 and 340.


  97. With the exception of the words from Ecce Homo identified as such (EH 296/KSA 6.336), all quotations are from “The greatest weight” (section 341), quoted continuously and in its entirety, of Gay Science, book 4 (GS 273/KSA 3.570). EH 295/KSA 6.335: “Now I shall relate the history of Zarathustra. The fundamental conception of this work, the idea of the eternal recurrence, this highest formula of affirmation that is at all attainable, belongs in August 1881: it was penned on a sheet with the notation underneath, ‘6000 feet beyond man and time.’” The English artillery bombardment preceding the Battle of the Somme lasted from June 24 to July 1, 1916. See Liddell Hart, Real War, 233-34), who comments: “while the shells flattened their trenches, they sheltered in dugouts or shell-holes.” The night that Hitler was released from prison, Ernst Hanfstängl reported that he gave a performance for his friends: “He was describing some recollection of the Western Front and started imitating an artillery barrage. He could reproduce the noise of every imaginable gun, German, French or English, the howitzers, the 75’s, the machine guns, separately and all at once. With that tremendous voice of his we really went through about five minutes of the Battle of the Somme and what the neighbors thought I cannot imagine.” The source is Charles Bracelen Flood, Hitler: The Path to Power (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1989), 602. Hitler took a copy of Schopenhauer to the trenches with him and a comrade recalled: “Even at his battle station he sat in a corner, his ammunition bag around his middle, rifle in his arms, and read. He once borrowed a book from me; it was Nietzsche, as far as I can remember” (quoted in Flood, 20). Aschheim gives an anecdote about an officer who resembled the “superman” (137); I made my “Nietzschean” a common soldier because of Lieutenant Jünger’s comment: “I have always observed that the ordinary man whose sole occupation is his own danger is surprised by what seems to him an undivided attention to the matter at hand on the part of the officer in command. . . . This surprise makes an officer excel himself and spurs him on to always greater achievements” (Storm of Steel, 150).


  98. All quotations are from Z 175-77/KSA 4.81-83. In the first quotation I substituted “crumple” for Kaufmann’s “double up” (the original is sich krümmen). “Tommy Atkins” was slang for the common British soldier; see Helen Tripp, “Mr. Punch and Tommy Atkins: British Soldiers’ Social Identity during the First World War,” University of Sussex Journal of Contemporary History 4 (2002), 1-16, and Altman, Martin Heidegger, 1.


  99. All quotations are from Jünger’s Storm of Steel. Except for the last one about N from 154 (Jünger refers to Z 160/KSA 4.59), all others are from a continuous passage on 235. For the Battle of Cambrai, see Liddell Hart, Real War, 344-56; for the General’s goals, see 229-30, for July 1 on the Somme, see 234-37, especially 234-35: “Only as the upstanding waves were broken up by the fire did advance become possible. For then human nature and primitive cunning reasserted themselves against unauthorized tactics; the more enterprising and still uncowed survivors formed little groups, usually under some natural leader, and worked their way by short rushes, and crawling from shell-hole to shell-hole, stalking the opposing machine-guns, and often progressing to a considerable depth with little further loss.” This spontaneous discovery of what the Germans systematized corresponds with how these tactics evolved. Gudmundsson, Stormtroop Tactics, shows that it was individual German officers who initiated these tactics (43-53) and that they came to the attention of staff officers (80-84) only after they were already being practiced. He emphasizes that German captains (47) had much greater autonomy than their counterparts in other armies. The key figure in this process was Captain Willy Martin Rohr (47): “The essential elements of the tactics that Rohr developed in the course of these experiments were (1) the replacement of the advance in skirmish lines with the surprise assault of squad-sized ‘stormtroops’ (Sturmtrupps or Stosstrupps), (2) the use of supporting arms (machine guns, infantry guns, trench mortars, indirect artillery, flamethrowers) coordinated at the lowest possible level to suppress the enemy during the attack, and (3) the clearing of trenches by ‘rolling them up’ with troops armed with hand grenades” (49). It appears that Rohr also developed the Stahlhelm (49). The decisive moment was when Ludendorff first saw these storm troopers in September 1916; they were already the favorite unit of KW’s son Wilhelm (83-84).


  100. The passage (quoted continuously and in its entirety) is Z 321-22/KSA 4.262-63. For infiltration tactics (“the tactics of bypassing strong points, pushing deep into an enemy position and attacking an enemy on his flanks and rear”), see Gudmundsson, Stormtroop Tactics, 66-67. The special training of storm troopers is described on 87: “Half of each training day was usually devoted to sports. Some of these were ‘civilian’ sports: running, gymnastics, and soccer were quite popular. Other sports had a more martial aspect; these included obstacle courses and grenade throwing contests. The other half of the day was spent in the practice of various battle drills—crossing ‘no man’s land,’ breaching barbed wire obstacles, clearing trenches, cooperating with flamethrowers, following closely behind a barrage, and the like were practiced.” In general, the goal was “exercises that cultivated rather than suppressed the initiative of the men.” For the contrast with other soldiers, see 82: “While the ordinary soldier grew weary of the war and was kept in the ranks by a mixture of patriotism, coercion, and his own unwillingness to evade his duty, the stormtrooper often developed a lust for battle that the writer Ernst Jünger, himself a leader of a regimental Stosstrupp, equated with that of Renaissance mercenaries.” Gudmundsson gives an almost literal example of this analogy in his discussion of how the storm trooper spirit counteracted the “live and let live” attitude that often sprang up between enemies occupying opposite sides of the line for extended periods of time (83): “One way to interrupt these unseemly episodes of peace in the middle of a world war was to conduct raids using troops that were not part of the trench garrison. The ‘imported’ raiders would feel no kinship with their victims, neither did they have any incentive to minimize damage out of fear of reprisal. On the contrary, the elite assault troops would be on their way back to their rest billets long before the retaliatory bombardment or ‘revenge raid’ was launched.”


  101. The Jünger passage is Storm of Steel, 195-96. The passage from N is Z 312. Gudmundsson points out in Stormtroop Tactics, 81, that “in most cases, the men who made up the elite assault units were volunteers” and adds that they were “chosen [italics mine] because of their youth, fitness, or bachelor status.” “Using only the most aggressive men for the job of closing with the enemy and killing him at close range may have been necessary because of the fact that not all soldiers were capable of this sort of duty” (82). He emphasizes throughout that these methods were not adopted exclusively in response to orders from on high but that “some commanders formed stormtroop units on their own initiative” (82).


  102. Interspersed with passages from Jünger (Storm of Steel, 254-55) is section 30 (complete) from Z 326-27/KSA 4.268-69. Gudmundsson, Stormtroop Tactics, discusses “Michael” on 162-68. He discusses looting on 167. Liddell Hart, Real War, discusses “Michael” on 396-402. N likes to use the Renaissance as an example of a “strong age” (§67); he mentions Cellini in SE 131/KSA 1.342-43 as being one of those “men in whom everything, knowledge, desire, love, hate, strives towards a central point, a root force.” Jünger also refers to the Renaissance in the context of the Stahlhelm (109): “After this battle the German soldier wore the steel helmet, and in his features there were chiseled the lines of an energy stretched to the utmost pitch, lines that future generations will perhaps find as fascinating and imposing as those of many heads of classical or Renaissance time.” For N’s use of animal imagery in a military context, see Zarathustra’s speech to “the higher men”: “It is for others that I wait here in these mountains, and I will not lift my feet from here without them; it is for those who are higher, stronger, more triumphant, and more cheerful, such as are built perpendicularly in body and soul: laughing lions must come!”


  103. The quotations from G. W. F. Hegel, Philosophy of History, translated by J. Sibree (New York: Dover, 1956) are, respectively, 313 (note that this is the passage referred to by Karl Marx at the beginning of The 18th Brumaire of Louis Napoleon) and 393: “Thus the world attains the conviction that man must look within himself for that definite embodiment of being which is of a divine nature: subjectivity thereby receives absolute authorization, and claims to determine for itself the relation of all that exists to the Divine.” On Hegel’s account, N’s subsequent “God is dead” may be nothing more than subjectivity (as substance) in the complete exercise of the implicit authorization it had already received in Jerusalem. Other quotations are from H. F. Peters, Zarathustra’s Sister: The Case of Elisabeth and Friedrich Nietzsche (New York: Crown, 1977). The first is from 169 and the second (see 237 for the actual source in Kessler) is found on 167. Aschheim obtains the fact that 40,000 copies of Zarathustra sold in 1917 from Peters (Nietzsche’s Legacy, 205). Aschheim (23) also quotes Kessler comparing N to a bridge (notice the relation to N as Zwischenreich; §95): “His ever-growing echo signified the eruption of Mystik into a rationalized and mechanized time. He bridged the abyss (Abgrund) between us and reality with the veil of heroism.” A quotation from N (Z 400) uses the Abgrund concept in a military context suggesting “the storm trooper spirit”: “Brave is he who knows fear but conquers fear, who sees the abyss, but with pride. Who sees the abyss but with the eyes of an eagle; who grasps the abyss with the talons of an eagle—that man has courage.” The eagle resembles the men Zarathustra is still searching for at the end (Z 437). Aschheim has an interesting discussion of a 1910-1911 debate in a Catholic journal on the question of whether N was actually dead (44); see n105. For the pilgrimage to N, see Young, Friedrich Nietzsche, 553 and 557.


  104. All quotations are from The Atlantic Monthly 114, no. 5 (November 1914). Pagination is based on www.theatlantic.com/issues/14nov/mencken.htm (accessed May 4, 2012). For Mencken’s place in the American reception of N, see Jennifer Ratner-Rosenhagen, American Nietzsche: A History of an Icon and His Ideas (Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press, 2012).


  105. The quotation from N is in Z 190/KSA 4.101. The quotation from Aschheim is found in Nietzsche’s Legacy, 44. He introduces it with the following words: “What was striking in many of the hostile assessments of the Nietzsche cult was the assertion that Nietzsche’s legacy was sure to be short-lived. The cult of Nietzsche, it was generally thought, was explicable in terms of one aspect or another of the sociology or psychology of the Kaiserreich. Nietzscheanism itself possessed no lasting or paradigmatic qualities. It was merely symptomatic and ephemeral. Predictions of its imminent demise began in Nietzsche’s own lifetime” (44); cf. Kaufmann, Nietzsche, 268. For Aschheim’s anti-essentialist thesis, see 1-16, in particular 3 (“This book is animated by the conviction that, to understand the many influences, Nietzsche’s work cannot be reduced to an essence nor can it be said to possess a single and clear authoritative meaning”) and 9. I will also quote Aschheim’s comment on an approach I admire: “Upon reading the philosopher, the keen observer Gerhard Hilbert wrote in 1911 that Nietzsche was a seismometer of modern Europe’s spiritual and intellectual life, a stamping ground (Tummelplatz) and battlefield (Schlachtfeld) upon which its tensions, conflicts, and possibilities were played out” (10 and 10n25). It does not appear that Hilbert related this specifically to Germany. Aschheim misses a chance to draw the connection between N and his time when he chooses not to note the contradiction between the first and second of the following sentences (11): “Nietzsche articulated a growing dissatisfaction for the pieties and conventions of Wilhelmine Germany. As the century drew to a close, the Kaiserreich provided a fertile ground upon which Nietzscheaniam could flourish, for it generated a welter of modern protest and reform movements.” For a good summary of the internal contradictions in the Second Reich, see Matthew Jefferies, Imperial Culture in Germany, 1871-1918 (Basingstoke: Palgrave, 2003), 9-11. More comprehensive is Volker Ullrich, Die nervöse Grossmacht: Aufstieg und Untergang des deutschen Kaiserreichs, 1871-1918 (Frankfurt am Main: S. Fischer, 1997). I would like to acknowledge my ongoing debt to Eksteins, Rites of Spring, for his compelling portrait of Wilhelmine culture, especially in chapter 2, but also to his brilliant book in general.


  106. Except for the long quotation at the end (DS 33-4/KSA 1.200), all others are from the essay’s section 1 (DS 3-6/KSA 1.159-64). Section 7 (from which the long quotation is taken) is a key text for understanding N’s view of Darwin; cf. Richardson, Nietzsche’s New Darwinism, 14, 98, 111n99, and 171n99. N finds David Strauss’s combination of religion and Darwin what he will later call “tragelaphant.”


  107. The passage from the prologue (which is quoted twice and summarized) is Z 125-26/KSA 4.17-18. With the exception of the second quotation (about the chair in the middle), which is Z 282/KSA 4.214-15, all other quotations from N are Z 284/KSA 4.216-17. The quotations from Rudolph Eucken are both from Jeffrey Verhey, The Spirit of 1914: Militarism, Myth, and Mobilization in Germany (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 2000); the first is on 5 and the second is 134, where information about the War Press Office is also found. Some additional facts and bibliography about Eucken are found on 128-29. See also EB 8.878: “The aim of the historical works is to show the necessary connection between philosophical concepts and the age to which they belong; the same idea is at the root of his constructive speculation.” He taught philosophy at Basel from 1871 to 1874 when N was a classicist there. N mentions him several times in his letters and notes the fact that his inaugural lecture was “The Significance of Aristotle for the Present” (SB 3.244). He died in 1926.


  108. The quotations (from section 3 of “On the Gift-Giving Virtue”) are from Z 190-91/KSA 4.102. For “transcendence” made immanent, see preface.


  109. The quotations are from Z 387-89/KSA 4.342-44. In “The Convalescent” in part 3, Zarathustra’s animals proclaim him as “the teacher of the eternal recurrence” (Z 332) and speak for him as follows: “I come back eternally to this same, selfsame life, in what is greatest as in what is smallest, to teach again the eternal recurrence of all things, to speak again the word of the great noon of earth and man, to proclaim the overman again to man” (Z 333). These doctrines seem to be interconnected. I emphasized the shadow because Z has a dialogue with his shadow immediately before “On Noon.” The shadow is a libertine. On “the great noon,” see Laurence Lampert, Nietzsche’s Teaching: An Interpretation of Thus Spoke Zarathustra (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1986), 76, 184, 324n134; Stanley Rosen, The Mask of Enlightenment: Nietzsche’s Zarathustra (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 1995), 139-43, and Young, Friedrich Nietzsche, 514-15.


  110. For the picture on which the title is based, see Stefan Lorant, Sieg Heil! An Illustrated History of Germany from Bismarck to Hitler (New York: W. W. Norton & Company, 1974), 50-51. Except for the quotation from N at the end (Z 390/KSA 4.435) and the one on Bäumler (from Aschheim, Nietzsche’s Legacy, 234), the quotations are from Verhey, Spirit of 1914, the first is from 4, the second from 113.


  111. A recent addition to “the Nietzsche-Nazi controversy” (alliteration and assonance undoubtedly playing their part in influencing the popular view) is a collection of scholarly essays: Jacob Golomb and Robert S. Wistrich (eds.), Nietzsche, Godfather of Fascism? On the Uses and Abuses of a Philosophy (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2002). The editors offer the following in the introduction (9): “Brinker and others in this book think that Nietzsche did have some responsibility for Nazi crimes—an argument that has also been made by Steven Aschheim in his study of the Nietzschean legacy in Germany. Many others, including both editors of this volume, think differently.” I’m afraid that I agree with their assessment of Aschheim; his anti-essentialism (see n105) seems more of an afterthought (see Aschheim, Nietzsche’s Legacy, 316-30) and doesn’t detract from the solid scholarship of his extremely useful book. On the other side, Bergmann’s was long a voice crying in the wilderness. An article in the Golumb and Wistrich collection by Roderick Stackelberg (“Critique as Apologetics: Nolte’s Interpretation of Nietzsche,” 301-19) calls Bergmann’s book “the only full-scale study of Nietzsche’s reactions to the political currents and events of his own time” (309); this is no longer true thanks to Domenico Losurdo’s Nietzsche. For a German translation of this important book, see Nietzsche der aristokratische Rebell; Intellektuelle Biographie und kritische Bilanz, translated by Erdmuthe Brielmayer, edited with an introduction by Jan Rehmann (Berlin: Argument, 2009). For Anglophone reviews, see Raffaella Santi, Journal of Nietzsche Studies 27 (Spring 2004), 89-91; Jan Rehmann, Historical Materialism 15 (2007), 1-21, especially 16; and Peter Thomas, “Overman and the Commune,” New Left Review (January-February 2005), 137-44, especially 141.


  112. Stackelberg, “Critique as Apologetics,” concludes at 315: “Nietzsche’s failure to provide any concrete social analysis renders futile all efforts to pin down his substantive political position and leaves concepts like ‘herd animals,’ ‘blond beasts,’ ‘supermen,’ ‘the will to power,’ ‘the party of life,’ and ‘destruction of all that is degenerate and parasitical’ to be filled with substantive meaning by his various interpreters. This lack of political consciousness made his philosophy useful to the Nazis and it makes his thinking serviceable to their apologists today.” In this same volume, Stanley Corngold and Geoffrey Waite, “A Question of Responsibility: Nietzsche with Hölderlin at War, 1914-1946,” 196-214, make an interesting point in their discussion of a Nazi commentator on N, Christoph Steding (curiously omitted by Aschheim) on 203 (italics mine): “According to Steding’s massive, 772-page tome, The Reich and the Disease of European Culture (1942), which went through four editions in the Third Reich, the problem with Nietzsche was not only his philo-Semitism but also his antistatism and anti-imperialism: Nietzsche belonged to the Second Empire, not the Third. ”


  113. N was blamed early and often for the war, particularly in Britain; see Aschheim, Nietzsche’s Legacy, 128-31. Some of Aschheim’s findings must be quoted: “Soon after its beginning, a London bookseller dubbed the war of 1914 the Euro-Nietzschean War” (128) and “the very titles of Ernest Baker’s wartime Oxford pamphlet, Nietzsche and Treitschke: The Worship of Power in Modern Germany, and Canon E. McClure’s Germany’s War Inspirers Nietzschke and Treitschke indicted Nietzsche simply for the nationalist and imperialist company he was made to keep” (131). R. Hinton Thomas, Nietzsche in German Politics and Society, 1890-1918 (La Salle, IL: Open Court Press, 1983), comments succinctly (128): “Nietzsche despised Treitschke, and Treitschke him.” Finally, Aschheim gives some indirect evidence of the existence of boobus Americanus (see §104) in the following: “Nietzsche’s American popularizer, H. L. Mencken, was actually arrested and charged with being the war agent of ‘the German monster, Nietzsky.’” Aschheim continues at 131: “Mencken’s contemporary description (1915) of what he termed the ‘imbecile Nietzsche legend,’ satirically captured this popular trivialization of Nietzsche into a ‘high priest of diabolism’ responsible for all the sins and butcheries of an anti-Christian war.” It was only in the Second World War that such calumnies became true.


  114. For the picture on which the title is based, see Lorant, Sieg Heil, 54. The passage from “What is Noble?” (section 257) is BGE 173/KSA 5.205-6. The passage from “Peoples and Fatherlands” (section 256) is BGE 171/KSA 5.203-4. A passage in Ecce Homo (EH 248) indicates just how problematic N’s attitude to Paris was: “As an artist one has no home in Europe except Paris: the délicatesse in all five artistic senses that is presupposed by Wagner’s art, the fingers for nuances, the psychological morbidity are found only in Paris.” For N’s failure to visit Paris, see Bergmann, Nietzsche, 111.


  115. All quotations are from section 11 of the First Essay (GM 40-43/KSA 5.275-77). Gudmundsson, Stormtroop Tactics, 81-82, describes well the aspects of trench warfare that were antithetical to “the Stormtrooper Spirit”: “Trench warfare had turned the ordinary infantryman into a species of laborer. Most days were spent installing barbed wire, digging trenches, and carrying supplies. Nights were devoted to guard duty and the often unsuccessful attempt to find a suitable spot within the trench where one could catch a few hours of sleep. This routine was interrupted only by machine gun and artillery barrages, stray shells, and snipers—impersonal killers that denied the ordinary soldier the satisfaction of facing his enemy ‘man to man.’” For his comments on the “blond beast,” see Nehamas, Nietzsche, 169 and 198. For exhortation disguised as criticism, see Altman, Plato the Teacher, 8 and 354.


  116. The last two quotations are from section 338 of book 4 (GS 270-71/KSA 3.567-68); Karl Löwith quotes the first of these in the article that led me to The German Stranger, see Hugo Fiala [pseudonym for Karl Löwith], “Politischer Dezisionismus,” Revue internationale de la théorie du droit/ Internationale Zeitschrift für Theorie des Rechts 9 (October 1935), 118n1. The first quotation is from SE 180-81/KSA 1.409. N is describing Schopenhauer’s relationship to the politics of his time, but the present is not far from his thoughts (see §115). “On the whole he did not regard it as an honor to have been born among Germans; and I do not know that he would have felt differently under the new political dispensation.” N seems to think that being philosophically active pre-1871 was an advantage to Schopenhauer: he begins the next paragraph with the words “another great advantage.” This other advantage is also significant and shows that N regarded the study of history to be as inimical to philosophy as interest in politics: “A scholar can never become a philosopher. . . . He who lets concepts, opinions, past events, books, step between himself and things—he, that is to say, who is in the broadest sense born for history—will never have an immediate perception of things and will never be an immediately perceived thing himself; but both these conditions belong together in the philosopher, because most of the instruction he receives he has to acquire out of himself and because he serves himself as a reflection and brief abstract of the whole world” (SE 181/KSA 1.409-10). The sentiment expressed by N about aiding the Fatherland in time of emergency recalls the Socialists (SPD) voting in the Reichstag for War Credits on August 1, 1914. Verhey gives a distinguished account of this moment in Spirit of 1914, 166-68. He includes a noteworthy quotation from a member of the SPD on 168 (cf. n42): “The conflict of two souls in one breast was probably easy for none of us. [It lasted] until suddenly—I shall never forget the day and hour—the terrible tension was resolved; until one dared to be what one was; until—despite all principles and wooden theories—one could, for the first time in almost a quarter century, join with a full heart, a clean conscience and without a sense of treason in the sweeping, stormy song: ‘Deutschland, Deutschland über alles.’”


  117. With the exception of the first fragmentary quotation (which is from the opening paragraph of section 4), all others are in fact a continuous passage from the same section’s second paragraph (SE 146-48/KSA 1.363-65). The remainder of the paragraph is as follows and includes a list of those N regarded as Reichsphilosophen: “Many states have been founded since the world began; that is an old story. How should a political innovation suffice to turn men once and for all into contented inhabitants of the earth? But if anyone really does believe in this possibility he ought to come forward, for he truly deserves to become a professor of philosophy at a German university, like Harms in Berlin, Jürgen Meyer in Bonn and Carrière in Munich.” N never mentions “Hermann Cohen in Marburg.” The better “German Trilogy” to which I referred in the preface would embrace Moses Mendelssohn, Hermann Cohen, and Franz Rosenzweig.


  118. The quotations are from WB 211-13/KSA 1.450-53. All but the first form a continuous passage: the last paragraph of section 4. For N on the problematic Kaisermarsch, see WB 250/KSA 1.504: “the sublime trust which Wagner has reposed in the German spirit even in respect of its political goals seems to me to have its origin in crediting the nation of the Reformation with that strength, kindness and bravery needed to ‘divert the sea of revolution into the quietly flowing stream of humanity’: and I could almost think that this and nothing else is what he intended to express through the symbolism of his Kaisermarsch.” See also Young, Friedrich Nietzsche, 192-94. In Spirit of 1914, 175-76, Verhey quotes a Pan-German, named Heinrich Class, who wrote on August 3, 1914: “What a pleasure it is to be alive, we have wanted this hour—our friends know it—for we believe and know that alongside horrible suffering it will bring salvation and blessings. Now it is here, the holy hour.”


  119. All quotations are from the last paragraph of section 6 (UDH 94-5/KSA 1.295).


  120. The quotation from Also Sprach Zarathustra is Z 325/KSA 4.267-68. Section 616 from Human, All Too Human is quoted in its entirety (HH 195/KSA 2.616).


  121. Quotations are from EH 247-48/KSA 6.288-89.


  122. The quotations are from section 212 (BGE 124/KSA 5.145-46). For the conventional division of German history, see Palmer, Colton, and Lloyd, History of the Modern World, 597. For the use of Zusammenbruch in a World War context see, e.g., Otto Lehmann-Russbüldt, Warum erfolgte der Zusammenbruch an der Westfront? Mit einer dem General Ludendorff einstmals übermittelten Denkschrift eines deutschen Landsturmmannes (Berlin, E. Berger & Co., 1919). Verhey, Spirit of 1914, 102, makes an illuminating remark about Wilhelmine culture: “This sort of rejection of ‘bourgeois’ culture, this emphasis on the ‘heroic’ ideal, was at the heart of Wilhelmine bourgeois culture, a part of the internal contradictions of the German bourgeois identity.” For the appropriation of N by socialists and feminists, see Thomas, Nietzsche in German Politics and Society, chapters 1-4 and 7. A contemporary link between N and KW is made by Georg Fuchs in Der Kaiser und die Zukunft des deutschen Volkes (Munich: Georg Müller, 1904), 72-73 (translation mine): “Nietzsche’s Zarathustra kindled on the heights a heaven-lightening torch. But he could not force the Germans to think and believe as he did: Wilhelm II launches an iron ship on the deep of the sea and the Germans have no choice—they must now think and believe like him? Or like Nietzsche?—When Nietzsche’s last thoughts concern the ‘will to power,’ when Wilhelm II’s actions open the way to the ‘will to power’ among the Germans, to that towards which his [presumably N’s] last and most far-reaching conclusions alone can lead—could that not be seen as a proof that the flood-tide of blood immerses all personal contradictions and demonstrates an indissoluble unity of race in essentials, in what really happens?” The fact that Fuchs traces the parallel to racialism and not to a shared Zeitgeist (as I would) should not be taken as evidence that the parallel does not exist (see also Aschheim, Nietzsche’s Legacy, 34). Elisabeth Förster-Nietzsche’s drive to get The Will to Power published in 1901 was motivated, according to Peters, Zarathustra’s Sister, 169, by her desire “to bring Nietzsche and Wilhelm II together.” It appears that she forged a letter to her from N where she adds to the things her brother had written about KW to Gast (see §59): “The Will to Power as a principle would be readily understandable to him” (Friedrich Nietzsches Gesammelte Briefe, volume V.2 [Berlin and Leipzig: Schuster & Loeffler, 1909], 802). For the significance of Elisabeth’s forgeries concerning KW (SB does not include this letter), see Robert C. Holub, “The Elisabeth Legend: The Cleansing of Nietzsche and the Sullying of His Sister,” in Golomb and Wistrich, Nietzsche, Godfather of Fascism, 223-24. The chronology of N’s writings is based on PN 22-23. Kaufmann includes (PN 442) a passage he calls “From a Draft for a Preface” dated “Fall of 1885” that I cannot find in KSA: “The Will to Power.—A book for thinking, nothing else: it belongs to those to whom thinking is a delight, nothing else. That it is written in German is untimely, to say the least: I wish I had written it in French so that it might not appear to be a confirmation of the aspirations of the German Reich [it is interesting that N realized very early that a book with this title would be embraced by his contemporaries]. The Germans of today are not thinkers anymore: something else delights and impresses them [Power?]. The will to power as a principle might be intelligible to them [his sister used this formulation]. Among Germans today the least thinking is done. But who knows? In two generations one will no longer require the sacrifice involved in any nationalistic squandering of power, and in hebetation. (Formerly, I wished I had not written my Zarathustra in German.)”


  123. The passage from Gay Science (quoted continuously and in its entirety) is GS 331-32/KSA 3.622-23. The description of the Salisbury memorandum comes from Langer, Encyclopedia of World History, 750. Although Taylor (see §37) covers the material discussed in this section well (see Struggle for Mastery, chapter 7), William Langer’s account is magisterial, not of course in the popular Encyclopedia (although the section called “International Relations, 1870-1914” is indispensable) but in his The Diplomacy of Imperialism 1890-1902, second edition (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1968); references will be made primarily to this work in the following list of citations. For the “alliance value” of the First Naval Law, see 442. For Chamberlain’s Leicester Speech, see 658-59. A quotation from the speech is in order: “At bottom the character of the Teutonic race differs very slightly indeed from the character of the Anglo-Saxon race. If the new union between England and America is a powerful factor in the cause of peace, a new Triple Alliance between the Teutonic race and the two great branches of the Anglo-Saxon race will be a still more potent influence in the future of the world” (659). Palmer gives a beautiful and succinct summary of Britain’s position during the Boer War at Palmer, Colton, and Lloyd, History of the Modern World, 657: “The Fashoda crisis and the Boer War, coming in rapid succession, revealed to the British the bottomless depths of their unpopularity in Europe. All European governments and peoples were pro-Boer; only in the United States, involved at the time in a similar conquest of the Philippines, showed some sympathy for the British. The British, after the Boer War, began to rethink their international position, as will soon be seen.” Wilfrid Laurier coined the term “splendid isolation” in 1896 (see OED); it is often erroneously attributed to Lord Salisbury. For the 1898-1899 Anglo-German negotiations, see Langer, chapter 15. See also Taylor, 376-77 and 389. Langer’s discussions of Franco-Russian approaches are scattered throughout his book; see index (v) under “Continental Combination: project for.” On the same subject, see Taylor’s distinct summary on 401. Langer takes a nice summary of the Continental League (446) from a St. Petersburg newspaper article of 1897. The “two continental alliances” to which the quotation refers are the Dual Alliance (France and Russia; 1894) and the Triple Alliance (Germany, Austria-Hungary, and Italy): “From day to day, it becomes clearer and clearer that the two continental alliances, acting in the same sense, are able to direct the destinies of the whole of civilized humanity, by protecting it against the consequences of the ambition, the implacable egoism, and the avidity of England.” For the diplomatic history of the Boxer Rebellion, see Langer, chapter 21, and Taylor, 391-92. For Anglo-German negotiations in 1901, see Langer, chapter 22, and Taylor, 396-97. For the Rhodes Scholarship, see www.rhodeshouse.ox.ac.uk/page/german-scholarships-and-national-secretary-celebrated (accessed May 4, 2012): “In a codicil to his will in 1901 [he died in 1902], Cecil Rhodes had created Scholarship from Germany alongside the Scholarships he created from the United States and various parts of what was then the British Empire, now the Commonwealth. ‘The object’, he wrote, ‘is that an understanding between the three great powers will render war impossible and educational relations make the greatest tie.’” For the Salisbury memorandum, see Langer, 743. For the document itself, see also C. J. Lowe, The Reluctant Imperialists: British Foreign Policy, 1878-1902 (London: Macmillan, 1967), 396-97. The final decision wasn’t made until December 19, 1901, when Joseph Chamberlain noted on a cabinet memorandum (399): “This means that the British government has no further intention of concluding any arrangements with Germany wh. wd prevent or impede the development of good relations with Russia and if possible with France.” For the Anglo-Japanese Alliance of 1902, see Langer, chapter 23. For the Anglo-French and Anglo-Russian ententes and Germany’s isolation, see Taylor, chapters 18-19. For the typical view of the German navy, see Robert K. Massie, Dreadnought: Britain, Germany, and the Coming of the Great War (New York: Random House, 1991), and Paul M. Kennedy, The Rise of the Anglo-German Antagonism, 1860-1914 (London: George Allen & Unwin, 1980), 247-48. Note that Kennedy bases his comments exclusively on those elements of the British press that were Germanophobe before the First Naval Law; see the index of A. J. A. Morris, The Scaremongers: The Advocacy of War and Rearmament, 1896-1914 (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1984), for the individuals he cites. Note that Massie was a Rhodes Scholar and Kennedy was made a Commander of the British Empire in 2000. Elie Halévy, Imperialism and the Rise of Labour, translated by E. I. Watkin (New York: Barnes & Noble, 1961), 124n1, brought “British Foreign Policy” (see n56 in preface above) to my attention; see also 110-36. For N’s being confused with a battleship, see the Fuchs quotation in previous note; for interpreting the Reich’s actions with misunderstood phrases from N, see §113. For the Anglophobia of the German public opinion and an important statement (235) in this context by von Bülow about Gefühlspolitik (the opposite of Realpolitik) as well as an ably presented summary of what he accurately calls “The Diplomatic Revolution” (chapter 9), see Oron J. Hale, The Great Illusion: 1900-1914 (New York: Harper & Row, 1971). For KW’s complex feelings towards Britain, see Lawrence Wilson, The Imperial Kaiser: The Life of Wilhelm II (New York: Dorset Press, 1963), especially chapter 5. For the Russo-Japanese War, see Taylor, 418-19; for the Treaty of Björkö, see Taylor, 432-34, and Wilson, chapter 8. In conclusion, the context of N’s precept about living dangerously is significant. “For believe me: the secret for harvesting from existence the greatest enjoyment is—to live dangerously! Build your cities on the slopes of Vesuvius! Send your ships into uncharted seas!” (GS 228/KSA 3.526). For other references to 1901, see SB 8.57 and 70.


  124. The first quotation is from Walter Flex, Der Wanderer zwischen beiden Welten, Ein Kriegserlebnis (München: C. H. Beck, 1922), 38 (translation mine). The next two quotations are from a abridged translation found in Tim Cross, The Lost Voices of World War I (Iowa City: University of Iowa Press, 1988), 190 and 187, respectively. The quotation about editions printed and copies sold is from Aschheim (Nietzsche’s Legacy, 136), who calls it “Walter Flex’s highly successful Nietzschean war novel, Wanderer Between Two Worlds (1917).” Cross (185) claims that it “has never been out of print since its first publication in 1917. . . . Its posthumous reception was a phenomenon parallel to that of Rupert Brooke in English-speaking countries.” Much of the imagery used in “The demon in the dugout” (§97) is found on 32-35 of Flex, which contains a description of a dugout (Unterstand).


  125. Only the first two quotations (a continuous passage) are from the May 23, 1934, seminar. See Jarrett, Jung’s Seminar on Nietzsche’s Zarathustra, 42-43. It was perhaps because Jung, under the influence of Zarathustra (202) saw the World War coming—and saw its outbreak as the proof of his sanity (201)—that he failed to grasp how great a divide it had cut for everyone else; see Sonu Shamdasani, “Liber Novus: The ‘Red Book’ of C. G. Jung,” in C. G. Jung, The Red Book: Liber Primus, 193-221 (New York: W. W. Norton, 2009), 198-202. The next quotation (also from Jung) is from Aschheim, Nietzsche’s Legacy, 260. His account of the seminar (it continued from 1934 to 1939) is very interesting (258-62). The remark by N (translation mine) about splitting history is found in a letter to Georg Brandes from the beginning of December 1888 (SB 8.500). The passage continues (also in my translation) with the following: “Everything that today is on top—Triple Alliance, the social question—passes over completely into a individual-contradiction-education [eine Individuen-Gegensatz-Bildung]: we will have wars, like no others, but not between nations, not between classes: everything is completely blown up,—I am the most fearsome dynamite in existence.” On “the hypocrisy and myopia” of the “Anglo-Saxon peoples,” I would add the following comment: Great Britain’s victory was so complete that her statesmen have, by and large, entirely escaped responsibility for the war, a classic case of the winners writing the history books. Although Niall Ferguson, The Pity of War (New York: Basic Books, 1999), has perhaps opened a few minds on the general question of British responsibility, the fateful decisions of 1901 have been largely forgotten. But it is in victorious Britain that chilling continuity can be found: Neville Chamberlain, for example, was Joseph Chamberlain’s son (see §123). The Rhodes Scholarship for Germans was discontinued in 1914; it was reinstated in 1933 and continued until 1939. It was only when Adolf Hitler pulled off an unthinkable Björkö of his own with the Soviet Union in 1939 that the British decided that he needed to be stopped. The two quotations from The Magic Mountain are on v and 716, respectively. In the original, Mann refers to the War as a Leben und Bewußtsein tief zerklüftenden Wende und Grenze in Thomas Mann, Der Zauberberg (Frankfurt am Main: Fischer, 1960), 9. The words of Wurche are from Flex, Wanderer zwischen beiden Welten, 77. On 43, Flex asks Wurche if he wants to be revenged in the event he should fall; Wurche replies: “Nein. Ich nicht.” The quotation from N is EH 258/KSA 6.297. The Nazi poster is found in Friedrich Arnold (ed.), Anschläge. Politische Plakate in Deutschland 1900-1970 (Ebenhausen: Langewiesche-Brandt, 1972), #61 (translation mine) as well as on the cover of Altman, Martin Heidegger. The Nuremberg rally was in 1934. John Terraine, The Great War 1914-1918: A Pictorial History (London: Hutchinson, 1965), makes an interesting comment on the use of storm troopers during “Operation Michael” at 329: “As always, the creaming off of the best men into special ‘assault formations’ by the Germans in 1918 helped to spoil the general quality of their army.” The German offensive ended when the best soldiers could fight no longer; i.e., when they were dead.


  126. The passage from N is KSA 12.144 (translation mine). Except where noted, all of the following references are to The Magic Mountain. For Ocean Steamships, see 3; note that the most important error Helen Lowe-Porter makes in her beautiful translation is that she doesn’t call the reader’s attention to the fact that the book Hans is reading is written in English; nor is this error corrected in the new translation by John E. Woods. For Hans at the table, see 43-44; the Englishwoman sits on his left. The passage about the twilight boatride is on 154. Friedrich von Holstein (see Taylor, Struggle for Mastery, 395) was the leading architect of “the Free Hand.” He told the German ambassador to Great Britain, “We can wait. Time is working for us,” on January 21, 1901. Settembrini’s speech and Hans’s silence are both from 517. In response to Joseph Chamberlain’s attempt to gain German cooperation against France in Morocco, von Bülow said (on June 19, 1901): “in this affair we must behave like the sphinx” (Taylor, 397). For Mann’s clear understanding of Germany’s international position, see the comments of Naphta on 379-80. It would be interesting to know whether Naphta expresses Mann’s own views when he says of Britain’s Edward VII, “He probably can’t help himself,” on 380. Settembrini repeatedly sums up Hans Castorp’s experimentalism with the Latin tag placet experiri; for N’s experimentalism, see Bergmann, Nietzsche, chapter 5, and in particular 131-32. For Mann on “Snow,” see “The Making of the Magic Mountain” indispensably appended to the Lowe-Porter translation on 728-29: “And perhaps you will find out what the Grail is: the knowledge and the wisdom, the consecration, the highest reward, for which not only the foolish hero but the book itself is seeking. You will find it in the chapter called ‘Snow,’ where Hans Castorp, lost on the perilous heights, dreams his dream of humanity.” Indeed, the most important reason not to embrace the new Woods translation is that it does not include this crucial aid to the reader. The passage in the Birth of Tragedy that explicates the Apollinian/Dionysian vision in “Snow” is BT 144/KSA 1.155-56. The title is found in BT 123/KSA 1.131. For the quarrel between Naphta and Settembrini in terms of dualism and monism, see 374; for N’s relation to dualism and monism, see §94. The incoherent Peeperkorn—he who speaks with the voice of a deafening waterfall—is probably the most Nietzschean character in the novel; he is also life itself. Note that for the student of Greek, “unbounded horizon” is a self-contradiction.


  127. Quotations are from TI 469/KSA 6.62. For Geist in the Second Reich’s outlook, see Jefferies, Imperial Culture in Germany, 32-33 and Young, Friedrich Nietzsche, 507. On N’s nihilism, see Danto, Nietzsche as Philosopher, 193.


  128. All quotations are from section 4 of “What the Germans Lack” (TI 508-9/KSA 6.106-7). It was this passage that put me on the train of thought (Gedanken-Kette) that led to this book, as its epigraph indicates. Cf. SB 8.235.


  129. The quotations (a continuous passage) are from section 23 of BT 137/KSA 1.148. N is discussing the maintenance of myth in Greek tragedy and showing how this prevented the Athenians from the secularization implicit in the “Alexandrian” perspective that followed. While still guided by myth (which N claims makes possible “the stamp of the eternal”), “even the immediate present had to appear to them right away sub specie aeterni and in a certain sense as timeless.” Section 23 is notable for an unusually patriotic description of the Franco-Prussian War (see §3) and a mythic construction placed on Germany’s emancipation from French culture potentially implicit in that war. Under the influence of Wagnerian myth—this establishes the link to Greek tragedy—N offers an assessment of that war sub specie aeterni whereby the Germans now have the opportunity (“if they are strong and healthy enough to eliminate this foreign element in a terrible fight”) to avoid what has been happening in the past: “a greedy crowding around foreign tables, a frivolous deification of the present, or a dully dazed retreat—everything sub specie saeculi, of the ‘present age.’” Without neglecting the possibility that the Germans will let this opportunity slip, N offers a clue as to why he abandoned his classicism (see §1) in order to promote the cause of Wagner: “We think so highly of the pure and vigorous core of the German character that we dare to expect of it above all others this elimination of the forcibly implanted foreign elements [National Socialism will seek the elimination of Judeo-Christianity as the basis of French “modern ideas”; see Altman, German Stranger, 233-34], and consider it possible that the German spirit will return to itself” (all quotations in this note are from BT 138/KSA 1.148-49). For Heraclitus, “in whose proximity I feel altogether warmer and better than anywhere else,” see EH 273-74/KSA 6.312-13. The locus classicus for Platonic metaphysics is Republic 6 and 7; there is a useful note on the word “metaphysics” in Young, Friedrich Nietzsche, 412n.


  130. All quotations are from “David Strauss, the Confessor and Writer,” the first from the first paragraph (DS 3/KSA 1.159-60) and the others from the last (DS 55/KSA 1.241-42). Even near the end, in Ecce Homo, N retained a lively recollection of the press response to this essay and recorded details of it (EH 278-30/KSA 6.317-19): “The aftereffects of this essay upon my life are virtually inestimable. Nobody so far has picked quarrels with me; in Germany I am treated with gloomy caution: for years I have made use of an unconditional freedom of speech for which nobody today, least of all in the Reich, has sufficient liberty.” He says nothing in Ecce Homo about the damning critical response to The Birth of Tragedy. Bergmann, Nietzsche, 96, suggests a connection between Wilamowitz (see §1) and Strauss. N follows Plato in the claim about salutary falsehoods (e.g., Republic 414c and 459c).


  131. Quotations are from the end of section 8 (UDH 106-7/KSA 1.311). See n1 for Zukunftsphilologie. An example of Plato’s attacks (in the Republic) on current practices would be the unsound system of education described on 518b. The discussion of the equality of women (beginning at 454d) is also explicitly contrasted with contemporary practice at 456c. For the relationship between access to the truth and overcoming the passions, see 572a. Note that Plato is ahead of his time in anticipating the Oedipal complex on 571d. Being and Becoming are explicitly linked to Eternity and Time in Timaeus 37d-38b. For historicism in the Second Reich, see Jefferies, Imperial Culture in Germany, 100-101, and Charles R. Bambach, Heidegger, Dilthey, and the Crisis of Historicism (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1995). For Young on N’s “pose of untimeliness,” see Friedrich Nietzsche, 443; cf. Bambach, 256.


  132. The first two quotations are from SE 155/KSA 1.374-75. The next two quotations (a continuous passage) are from SE 144-45/KSA 1.361. The last two (also a continuous passage) are found in SE145-46/KSA 1.362. For relevant passages from the correspondence, see SB 8 on 378, 384, and 407.


  133. All quotations (one continuous passage) are from WB 207/KSA 1.444-45.


  134. All quotations are from the first volume (published separately in 1878) of Human, All Too Human. The first six quotations are all from “Family failing of philosophers” (HH 12-3/KSA 2.24-5). The next (identified in the test as section 10) is from “Future innocuousness of metaphysics” (HH 16/KSA 2.30) and is followed by two quotations from the previous section (HH 15/KSA 2.29). “Posthumous fame” is section 375 (HH 148/KSA 2.262). The words deleted in the text are “and that all greatness is bound to be felt as great only in a single age but in all ages. This however is an error, mankind undergoes great transformations in its feeling for and judgment of what is good and beautiful”; see Bergmann, Nietzsche, 134, for useful commentary on this section. The final quotation is from section 587 (HH 189/KSA 2.587). For N’s awareness of the virtues of modesty, see section 588. More striking is his awareness (expressed in section 567) of the significance of the path he will later take: “Advantageous enmity.—People unable to make the world see them at their true worth seek to arouse violent enmity towards themselves. They then have the consolation of thinking that this enmity is standing between their true worth and recognition of it—and that many others suppose the same: which is very advantageous for their reputation” (HH 187/KSA 2.333). For the influence of historical relativism during the Second Reich, see Jefferies, Imperial Culture in Germany, 138.


  135. All quotations are from Assorted Opinions and Maxims. The first is AM 250/KSA 2.446. The original is called Lob der Sentenz; the book’s title is Vermischte Meinungen und Sprüche. The second is a sentence fragment (the rest is “that is why the highest forms of moral perfection are rejected by the weaker artists themselves as inartistic sketches, because the sight of this fruit is all too painful to their ambition: it glitters down upon these artists from the highest branches of art, but they lack the ladder, the courage and the skill to venture so high”) from AM 256/KSA 2.456. This section (#172) and section 116 express a contrast between timely and untimely artists. “Indulging oneself” is AM 230/KSA 2.410 (section 85 is excellent and 88 magisterial) and the last is AM 272/KSA 2.485. N imitates La Rochefoucauld (cf. Young, Nietzsche, 213-14, 298, and 415) but claims few still read him (HH 31/KSA 2.57): “Why does one not even read the great masters of the psychological maxim [Sentenz] any more?”


  136. All quotations are from The Wanderer and his Shadow, on which some readers may find Sheridan Hough, Nietzsche’s Noontide Friend: The Self as Metaphoric Double (University Park: Pennsylvania State University Press, 1997), illuminating. The three-section series (294-96) is found in WS 384-85/KSA 2.685-87. My translation of “the circumspect man” incorporates overtones of the word Besonnung (which comes from the word for “sun”) into the meaning of Besonnenheit, the word N uses. For the title of 295, see KSA 14.199, which notes a connection to Poussin (who was a contemporary of La Rochefoucauld; see §135). The choice of Epicurus may be related to the opposition to Christianity openly expressed in The Wanderer and his Shadow (see, e.g., the final section, 350). For N on Epicurus and Lucretius, see D 434/KSA 3.70-71. See Kaufmann, Nietzsche, 317-18, and Young, Friedrich Nietzsche, 278-86, 298, 308, 319, and 446n; relevant as well are 246, 252-55, 309, and 319-20 (on Spinoza). What I called N’s “vision of Lucretius” is WS 307/KSA 2.549; for the relevant passage in Lucretius, see De Rerum Natura, 2.1048-89. With the exception of the final quotation, which is section 296 (“Calculation and measuring”) complete, all others are a continuous passage from the section on freedom of the will (WS 306/KSA 2.546-47). This section contains the argument that grammar is at the base of the illusion of free will that appears later in On the Genealogy of Morals (see §92).“A philosophical mythology lies concealed in language which breaks out again every moment, however careful one may be otherwise. Belief in freedom of will—that is to say of identical facts and in isolated facts—has in language its constant evangelist and advocate.” Cf. Danto, Nietzsche as Philosopher, 85. For the ongoing appeal of monism, see “the drive for unity” (Drang nach Einheit) in Altman, Plato the Teacher, 153-54, 208, and 328-29.


  137. All quotations are from Daybreak; sections 177-79 are D107/KSA 3.156-57. The full sentence on 178 from which a fragment is quoted in the text reads: “When they were mature enough to be ‘sent off into the desert,’ something else was done—they were employed, they were purloined from themselves, they were trained to being worn out daily and taught to regard it as a matter of duty—and now they cannot do without it and would not have it otherwise.” Sections 440-41 are both quoted complete (D 187/KSA 3.269). Between them is an excerpt from 474 (D 196-97/KSA 3.283). The two biblical allusions are to John 18:36 (“My kingdom is not of this world”) and Matthew 6:3 (“When thou doest alms, let not thy left hand know what thy right hand doeth”). The quotation (a continuous passage) is from section 449 in D 189/KSA 3.272. For Plato’s use of contradiction to lead the student out of the realm of opinion (Becoming), see Republic 5, 477b-479e. See also 523a-524e and, for dialectic in the strict sense, 533d. N is using it in a looser sense, as in the passages from book 5. For another instance in Daybreak where N confuses Plato with himself, see section 448: “Thus did Plato flee from reality and desire to see things only in pallid mental pictures; he was full of sensibility and knew how easily the waves of sensibility could close over his reason.” N does this with the Reich.


  138. All quotations are from books 1-4 of Gay Science; sections 156-57 (in book 3) are GS 198/KSA 3. 496-97. “Mentiri” continues with the following sentences: “This is the stage of civilization represented by whole peoples. Just consider what the Romans meant when they used the word mentiri!” Some may find Kaufmann’s note valuable (GS 198n39). “God is dead” is found for the first time in GS 167/KSA 3.467, amor fati in GS 223/KSA 3.521, and the eternal return (see §97) is introduced on GS 273/KSA 3.570. Sub specie aeterni is found on GS 218/KSA 3.262. For a similar use of the dialogue form, see D 199-200/KSA 3.285. For Young on N’s “will to fame,” see Friedrich Nietzsche, 543, 536, and 473: “Nietzsche’s will to power aims far above contemporary celebrity.” For other relevant passages, see SB 8 on 156, 159, 166, 170, 175, and 377-78.


  139. All quotations are from the first section of “Zarathustra’s Prologue” from Also Sprach Zarathustra, part 1 (Z 121-22/KSA 4.11-2). For the symbolism of the Allegory of the Cave, see Republic 517b-c. For the relationship between “ideal city” and justice, see 368c-369a. For the limitations placed on Socrates, see the speech of Glaucon on 358e-362c. The justice of compelling philosophers to return to the Cave is debated on 519c-520e. The reception given to returning philosophers is described on 517a. For a clear statement of the anti-Platonic implications of the “Prologue,” see Robert B. Pippin, “Ironic Affirmation in Nietzsche’s Thus Spoke Zarathustra,” in Michael Allen Gillespie and Tracy B. Strong (eds.), Nietzsche’s New Seas: Explorations in Philosophy, Aesthetics, and Politics, 45-71 (Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press, 1988), 47. Under the influence of Leo Strauss, it has become fashionable to remake Plato along Nietzschean lines; consider the perfectly Straussian “Plato” implicit in the opening paragraph of Catherine Zuckert, “Nietzsche’s Rereading of Plato,” Political Theory 13, no. 2 (May 1985), 213-38. While Zuckert has recently demonstrated an increased appreciation for a more properly Platonic Plato—see Catherine H. Zuckert, Plato’s Philosophers: The Coherence of the Dialogues (Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press, 2009)—Laurence Lampert, under the influence of Seth Benardete, has now gone further than Strauss; see his How Philosophy Became Socratic: A Study of Plato’s Protagoras, Charmides, and Republic (Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press, 2010), 417: “Plato and Nietzsche share great politics because each knew what religions are good for. 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, for being as fecund becoming that allows itself to be glimpsed n what it is: eros or will to power.” While Lampert’s work on N is impressive, his Nietzsche’s Teaching is marred by Strauss’s N-inspired “Plato”; note his influence as well on Alex McIntyre, The Sovereignty of Joy: Nietzsche’s Vision of Grand Politics (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1997), ix, and his “‘Virtuosos of Contempt’: An Investigation of Nietzsche’s Political Philosophy through Certain Platonic Political Ideas,” Nietzsche-Studien 21 (1992), 184-210. In comparison with the later Lampert, this use of “certain” is refreshing; preferable is Rosen, Mask of Enlightenment, and even Roberto Alejandro, Nietzsche and the Drama of Historiobiography (Notre Dame, IN: University of Notre Dame Press, 2011), 232: “Nietzsche’s thought thus took a sudden turn to Persia for its inspiration and returned with a version of Platonism, although without Platonic Forms.” It is interesting that Young emphasizes the connection between Plato and N not in order to make Plato more Nietzschean (as is characteristic of the Strauss-inspired tradition) but in order to make N more palatable; see Friedrich Nietzsche, 160, 368, 422, 424, 430, 498, 500, and 508; the final disjunction on 516-16 is welcome but perhaps overdue. See also SB 8.200.


  140. All quotations are from BGE 14/KSA 5.12-13. The passage is quoted continuously with the exception of a parenthesis following the words “the spirit would no longer so easily feel itself to be a ‘need.’” This reads: “(The Germans invented gun-powder—all credit to them! But they evened the score again—they invented the press.)” When Hans Castorp returns to the flatland in 1914, Settembrini explains why he would not wish to see Italy honor its commitments to the Triple Alliance in Magic Mountain, 711: “‘My friend,’ the Italian would say, ‘gunpowder, the printing press, yes, you have certainly given us all that. But if you think we could march against the Revolution—Caro!”’ The tensions that exist in Hans Castorp as a result of listening to the debates between the Jesuit and the Democrat are described on 496: “But who then was the orthodox, who the freethinker? Where lay the true position, the true state of man? Should he descend into the all-consuming all-equalizing chaos, that ascetic-libertine state; or should he take his stand on the ‘critical-subjective,’ where empty bombast and a bourgeois strictness of morals contradicted each other? Ah, the principles and points of view constantly did that; it became so hard for Hans Castorp’s civilian responsibility to distinguish between opposed positions, or even to keep the premises apart from each other and clear in his mind, that the temptation grew well-nigh irresistible to plunge head foremost into Naphta’s ‘morally chaotic All’” (468). Hans sides with neither. For N’s “perspectivism,” see Young, Friedrich Nietzsche, 416, 440, and 474; Danto, Nietzsche as Philosopher, 77 and 161; and Nehamas, Nietzsche, 108. For Spannung, cf. SB 8.214 and 8.464.


  141. For the back cover of Beyond Good and Evil, see the “Chronology” in UM, xxxviii.


  142. All information is once again from Breazeale’s “Chronology.” See Young, Friedrich Nietzsche, 436-37 and 459.


  143. The section called “Nietzsches Nachlaß 1885-1888 und der Wille zur Macht” by Giorgio Colli and Mazzino Montinari (KSA 14.383-400) is an indispensable guide through the complex thicket of N’s various sketches of The Will to Power. The first mention (translation mine) is found in KSA 11.619 (cf. KSA 14.384). For the endurance of the “Four Books” structure (Diese vier Momente werden von N in den zahlreichen darauffolgenden Ausführungen variiert) and the themes of each, see KSA 14.390. The summer 1886 sketch (KSA 12.109) is used by Colli and Montinari as the basis for a discussion of the work’s structure. The quotation from On the Genealogy of Morals is GM159-60/KSA 5.408-9 (see SB 8.195 for the relationship between The Will to Power and Genealogy). The letter to Gast (translation mine) is SB 8.252. Cf. Young, Friedrich Nietzsche, 536: “He was not, Overbeck writes, ‘a great man in the genuine sense.’ Rather, ‘what really governed and possessed him was the aspiration to greatness, ambition in the competition of life.’ That Nietzsche had to an extraordinary degree a yearning for greatness is beyond doubt. . . . To be become ‘great’ in nineteenth-century was to write a ‘big’ book. None of Nietzsche’s publications prior to the projected ‘masterwork’ fitted the bill—brevity alone disqualified them. So the task which came to absorb all his energies after the completion of the Genealogy of Morals in August 1887 was to produce something that would equal, indeed surpass, the Critique of Pure Reason, the Phenomenology of Spirit, and—particularly—The World as Will and Representation.” Cf. Richardson, Nietzsche’s System, 286-90. For other relevant passages, see SB 8 on 242, 250, 252, and 282.


  144. All quotations are from Zarathustra and will be identified in order. The first two (a continuous passage) are from Z 310/KSA 4.248-49. The third and fourth (between which I deleted the words “‘How now?’ Say the blockheads.”) are Z 313/KSA 4.252, as are the fifth and sixth. The complete passage begins with the deleted words “‘At bottom everything everything stands still.’” The last quotation is from Z 320-21/KSA 4.261. The parasites are “the raving vermin of the ‘educated,’ who feast on every hero’s sweat” (Z 320/KSA 4.260). N mentions Cratylus only once (Colli and Montinari think N is referring to the Platonic dialogue of that name, but I doubt it) in a notebook entry from 1883: “I have discovered Hellenism: they believed in the eternal Return! That is the Mystery-religion! (Place of Cratylus) Plato thinks that the dead in Hades become true philosophers having been freed from their bodies” (KSA 10.340; translation mine). Plato expresses this view not in Cratylus but in Phaedo. On irreducible contradictions, see Richardson, Nietzsche’s System, 220.


  145. The first quotation is from GS 339/KSA 3.630. The references to the first section of Beyond Good and Evil is based on BGE 15/KSA 5.15; the quotation from the preface is BGE 13/KSA 5.11. The projected “Satz vom Widerspruch” is found on KSA 13.198. Other section titles in book 3 include “Knowledge and Becoming,” and “Individualism as ‘Will to Power.’” Colli and Montinari (KSA 14.392-93) identify the outline that contains all of these titles (KSA 13.195-211) as the “Niederschrift” he describes to Gast (see n143). For N’s attack on Aristotle’s “Principle of Contradiction,” see KSA 12.389-91; cf. Kaufmann, Nietzsche, 236, and Danto, Nietzsche as Philosopher, 191. N’s basic point is that logic creates a false world (“so hätte Logik eine bloß sc h ei n b a re Welt zur Voraussetzung”). For the attack by Heraclitus on the “law of non-contradiction,” see Aristotle, Metaphysics, 1005b25. The second quotation from “We who are homeless” is GS 338/KSA 3.629. The quotation from the poem is found in GS 357/KSA 3.642.


  146. N himself refers to recognition from Brandes as “the good north winds” in SB 8.310. The quotations from Brandes’s first letter to N are found in Brandes, Friedrich Nietzsche, 62-63; the opening sentence is on 1. N’s reply was published in the same work (64-65); the quotation can be found on 64 or in SB 8.205. The verses from Shakespeare are from As You Like It, II.1.10-11. The December 1887 letter to Gast is SB 8.213 (cf. 8.209); the February 1888 letter is SB 8.252 (translations mine). The letter written “only a year after hearing from Brandes for the first time” is SB 8.482. The quotation from Strindberg is from Hayman, Nietzsche, 332-33. The “Nietzsche Caesar” letter is SB 8.567-68. Strindberg’s reply is from Hayman, 334. For insights on Brandes and Strindberg, see Young, Friedrich Nietzsche, 418, 429-58 (Brandes “no sycophant”), 487-89, and 526. For N’s awareness that recognition could hurt, see SB 8.113; relevant also are SB 8.241, 307, 318, and 321.


  147. The quotations from The Antichrist are, respectively, AC 568/KSA 6.167 and AC 656/KSA 6.253. For Brandes’s lectures, see Hayman, Nietzsche, 316-17. For another grandiose line through time, see SB 8.500: “I am preparing an event which will very likely split history in two halves to the extent that we will have a new chronological system: from 1888 as ‘Year 1.’”


  148. “Nietzsches Nachlaß 1885-1888 und der Wille zur Macht” by Giorgio Colli and Mazzino Montinari (KSA 14.383-400) is once again the indispensable guide. The “last plan” (KSA 14.396) is found in KSA 13.537. For various permutations of the Auszug title, see KSA 13.542. For the role of Gast in the title change of Twilight of the Idols, see PN 264. For the use of “philosopher” in The Case of Wagner, see CW 155/KSA 6.11: “What does a philosopher demand of himself first and last? To overcome his time in himself, to become ‘timeless.’ With what must he therefore engage in the hardest combat? With whatever marks him as the child of his time.” For the twenty-sixth “Arrow,” see TI 470/KSA 6.63. For “the next to last plan,” see KSA 13.515-16 (this version also has a page calculation: “16 Chapters; each 35 pages”). The eight-part plan (and the page calculation) is found in KSA 13.418. The “56” is written under “600”; it is the result of multiplying 8x7(0) as part of the long-division problem. The “600 page” plan is found in KSA 13.215; the “draft” is KSA 13.195-211. The preface is TI 466/KSA 6.58. Young is at his best in “The Rise and Fall of The Will to Power,” chapter 25 (534-49) of his Friedrich Nietzsche; see also 437, 459, 485, 492, and 497-98. Especially important is 543: “What we see, then, is that, at the beginning of 1888, Nietzsche was in a state of spiritual turmoil caused by a clash between, on the one hand, his will to greatness, greatness in the traditional mold, and, on the other, his intellectual integrity which was in danger of being compromised.” Insight blunted by apologetic intent is the keynote of Young’s project; see also 429, 476, 511, and 549. The most compromising element in this project with respect to philosophy is an ongoing attempt to situate N in proximity to Kant (89, 93, 148, 178, 266, 319, 416, 440, 474, and 498). Albeit aware of N’s problematic dependence on Friedrich Lange (89-90) and considerably more critical of Lange than Emden, Friedrich Nietzsche, 56-60—whose “Lange’s argument goes one step further than Kant’s” (58) verges on the farcical, especially when juxtaposed with the “thorough conceptual framework” of 59—he is too generous where N is concerned; preferable (and vivid) is Karsten Harries, “The Philosopher at Sea,” in Michael Allen Gillespie and Tracy B. Strong (eds.), Nietzsche’s New Seas: Explorations in Philosophy, Aesthetics, and Politics, 21-44 (Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press, 1988), 33-36. Young’s use of “plural realism” (160n, 388, 440, and 474-75) is more compelling, especially in the context of his candor—perhaps diminished somewhat by “at this stage of his life” (cf. 222, 269, and 314)—on 576n56. For N as “dialectical monist,” cf. Kaufmann, Nietzsche, 235, 238-39, 354, and Nehamas, Nietzsche, 44.


  149. A principal merit of Young, Friedrich Nietzsche, is his thoughtful and balanced treatment of “Nietzsche’s Madness” (559-62; see also 530 and 557) following “The End” (550-58). After noting that “admirers of Nietzsche . . . favor a purely physiological diagnosis—usually the traditional one of syphilis” (559; cf. Kaufmann, Nietzsche, 69 and 67), he concludes on 562: “Nonetheless, the most plausible conclusion appears to be that Nietzsche’s madness was, in fact, a purely psychological condition.” The quotation from Ecce Homo is found in KSA 6.268; see Kaufmann, 455-56, and Young, Friedrich Nietzsche, 518-20, on this “flawed work.” The description of N’s family is based on Janz, Friedrich Nietzsche, 1.35-42. Bergmann discusses Ludwig Nietzsche’s pietism (a guide to the ethos of the household) in Nietzsche, 9-11. N’s misogyny was handled gingerly by Brandes in his first letter; see Brandes, Friedrich Nietzsche, 63: “There were also in the other work some reflections on women in general which did not agree with my own line of thought.” Kaufmann is less honest in “Translator’s Introduction” in GS 24: “His reflections on women, on the other hand, generally have little merit or originality.” Even this cautious criticism is muted by the last sentence in the paragraph. “In sum, they [his comments on women] are on the whole strikingly inferior to the rest of his work.” For Wagner’s claims about N’s masturbation (101-3), and for more useful comments on how masturbation was regarded in N’s youth (42-43), see Köhler, Zarathustra’s Secret. For insight into the impact of the young N’s “most intimate and concealed experiences” on the grown man, see Lou Andreas-Salomé, Friedrich Nietzsche in seinen Werken, with notes by Thomas Pfeiffer and edited by Ernst Pfeiffer (Frankfurt am Main: Insel, 1983), 77.


  150. The first quotation is AC 601/KSA 6.200. The second is AC 607/KSA 6.205-6. The third is AC 608-9/KSA 6.207-8. The deleted portion in the middle of this third passage follows: “This practice is his legacy to mankind: his behavior before the judges, before the catchpoles, before the accusers and all kinds of slander and scorn—his behavior on the cross. He does not resist, he does not defend his right, he takes no step which might ward off the worst; on the contrary, he provokes it. And he begs, he suffers, he loves with those, in those, who do him evil.”


  151. The quotation is from BGE 189/KSA 5.225. See passage in previous note for the idea that Jesus willed to die. N’s comment on hermeneutics a few pages later (BGE 197/KSA 5.234-35) is perhaps apposite: “Every profound thinker is more afraid of being understood than of being misunderstood. The latter may perhaps wound his vanity; but the former will wound his heart, his sympathy, which says always: ‘alas, why do you want to have as hard a time of it as I did?’” For a similar passage about N in Strauss, see Altman, German Stranger, 428-29. This passage suggests that he is conscious of the parallel with Jesus: only a reader who has as tender a heart could understand what N is saying. See Young, Friedrich Nietzsche, 512 and 522; for the view that N is always N’s primary subject, cf. Andreas-Salomé, Friedrich Nietzsche, and SB 8.532-34.


  152. The first quotation is EH 317/KSA 6.357. For the “beautiful things,” this passage suffices: “Speaking of the recreations of my life, I must say a word to express my gratitude for what has been by far the most profound and cordial recreation of my life. Beyond a doubt, that was my relationship with Richard Wagner. I’d let go cheap the whole rest of my human relationships; I should not want to give away out of my life at any price the days of Tribschen—days of trust, of cheerfulness, of sublime accidents, of profound moments” (EH 247/KSA 6.288). For the possibility of an Oedipal complex, see SB 8.213; for the suggestion Wagner’s Jewish origin, see N’s rare footnote on the question “Was Wagner a German at all?” in CW 182/KSA 6.41. For N’s relationship with Cosima (the key to the Oedipal application), see Alice Hunt Sokoloff, Cosima Wagner: Extraordinary Daughter of Franz Liszt (New York: Dodd, Mead, and Co., 1969), chapter 12. For the profession of love to Cosima, see Hayman, who links it to an earlier passage in Zarathustra (Nietzsche, 335). Sokoloff covers this territory more poignantly (233-34). The second quotation from N is EH 317-18/KSA 6.357-58. The deletion is as follows: “—oh, I can uncover ‘unknown ones’ who are in an altogether different category from a Cagliostro of music—.” For Cagliostro, an eighteenth-century “alchemist and imposter,” see EB 4.946: “He now signalized himself by his dissolute life and the ingenuity with which he contrived to perpetrate forgeries and other crimes without exposing himself to the risk of detection. ” Bergmann’s comments on the generational Oedipal complex affecting N are interesting (Nietzsche, 174 and 183) and relate to Frederick III; see also Peter Bergmann, “Nietzsche, Frederick III, and the Missing Generation in German History,” Nietzsche-Studien 17 (1988), 195-217. See also Kaufmann, Nietzsche, 33, 35, and Young, Friedrich Nietzsche, 6. The third quotation (about Frederick) along with the words about Rapallo is EH 297/KSA 6.337, but Colli and Montinari preserve what Kaufmann (EH 297n6) says N crossed out: “the unforgettable German Emperor.” The quotation from KW is found at MacDonogh, The Last Kaiser, 165-66. MacDonogh also mentions some suggestive details of the father-son dynamic between Emperor Franz Joseph of Austria (who distrusted and slighted his son) and Crown Prince Rudolph, who shot himself on January 30, 1889 (148). KW had an (unsurprising) antipathy toward Rudolph; MacDonogh notes the parallel (144). For Tribschen, see the passage quoted above. For KW’s enthusiasm for science and technology, see Jefferies, Imperial Culture in Germany, 136: “The research association founded in 1911 and named after him—the ‘Kaiser-Wilhelm-Gesellschaft’—boasted seven separate institutes and helped to fund the research of pioneering scientists like Max Planck (1858-1947) and Albert Einstein (1879-1955).” For passages in the correspondence relevant to N’s shift to writing about Wagner, see SB 8 on 263, 264, and 275.


  153. “I am also very active and the outlines for the doubtless monstrous task that stands before me now [sc. The Will to Power] emerge ever more clearly from out of the fog. There are gloomy hours—there are whole days and night in between—in which I no longer know how to live and when a black despair grips me such as I have never experienced before. All the same I know that I can slink out of it neither backwards nor to the right or left: I have absolutely no choice. This logic alone now keeps me upright: viewed from all other angles my condition is unbearable and painful to the point of torture. My last writing betrays something of this: in the case of a bow strung to the breaking point [eines bis zum Springen gespannten Bogens], every influence has good effect provided that it is strong” (Letter to Overbeck of February 3, 1888, SB 8.242; translation mine; see also SB 8.256 and 513). This was well before the last crisis, of course. Cf. Kaufmann, Nietzsche, 70-71. KW was in Italy in October 1888 (N was in Turin at the time), shortly before N’s Zusammenbruch. MacDonogh, Last Kaiser, 145: “The Italian press greeted the theatrical new German ruler with enthusiasm—he was ‘il nuovo Cesare.’” At the same place, MacDonogh also relates an interesting detail about KW’s personal attitude toward Caesar: “On the 17th, he was in Naples. There he visited the Museo Nazionale. For an entire minute he studied the bust of Caesar. ‘I believe that I have a mission to crush the Gauls like Julius Caesar,’ he intoned.” N identified KW as the “Christian Junker” mentioned in The Case Of Wagner (see §53) in a letter to Brandes (SB 8.456) dated October 20, 1888. For the false claim that there is no (absolute) truth, see Danto, Nietzsche as Philosopher, 80.


  154. The quotations from N (translations mine) are found in KSA 13.646-47. The last sentence reads: “Indem ich dich vernichte Hohenzollern, vernichte ich die Lüge” (no final punctuation). For the “Geffcken Affair,” see MacDonogh, Last Kaiser, 143-48, and (particularly on the “Immediat-Bericht”), Eyck, Bismarck and the German Empire, 304-6. It was difficult to track down the date of Geffcken’s release from prison; I found it in A Pallas Nagy. More accessible is Franz Lorenz Müller, Our Fritz: Emperor Friedrich III and the Political Culture of Imperial Germany (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2011), 245-51. “Dieser Skandal bezeichnete das Ende der Bismarckschen Führung in Deutschland” is the comment of Colli and Montinari on the Geffcken case (KSA 14.774). Eyck comments: “the affair gave the young Emperor perhaps the first hint that Bismarck’s advice was not always as wise and disinterested as he had supposed” (305). For KW’s “sailor suit” (the uniform of an Admiral in the British Navy), see Wilson, Imperial Kaiser, 32 and 42-43. For the best treatment of KW as Anglophile, see Lamar Cecil, Wilhelm II: Prince and Emperor; 1859-1900 (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1989), 42-43, 269-70, 274-75. Bergmann discusses the Geffcken affair at Nietzsche, 177, and gives several other examples of N “reacting to every passing political event” in the final days. See also Cameron and Dombowsky, Political Writings, 241-43.


  155. For “British Foreign Policy,” see preface to “A German Trilogy” (xx). For N’s seeming “to have a premonition of the twentieth century’s world wars,” see Young, Friedrich Nietzsche, 329; see also SB 8.248 and 8.449. For the difficulties of seeing the Second Reich as it was, see the “Epilogue” of Matthew Jefferies, Contesting the German Empire, 1871-1918 (Malden, MA: Blackwell, 2008), especially 202. The long quotation is from GM 44/KSA 5.277-78. It immediately precedes the passage discussed in §52. The short (but highly significant) quotation is EH 318/KSA 6.358. The passage continues: “Such neutrality and ‘selflessness’ of the stomach. This sense of justice of the German palate that finds all causes just and accords all equal rights—that finds everything tasty.—Beyond a doubt, the Germans are idealists.” For N on “idealism,” see Young, 409. N overestimates Britain’s weakness in a notable passage from June-July 1885; see KSA 11.584: “Certainly nobody believes anymore that England by itself will be strong enough to continue playing its old role for the next fifty years”; in this view, he was not alone. The same misunderstanding plagued the architect of the “Free Hand,” and it is summed up in the “Conclusion” of Norman Rich, Friedrich von Holstein (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 1965), 2.845: “Britain’s unwillingness to grasp at German friendship as he had envisaged it was regarded by him almost as a personal insult and caused him to revert temporarily but definitively to a policy of co-operation with Russia. Russia’s failure to show proper gratitude for German support in the Far East in turn threw him back into the belief that Germany’s salvation lay with Britain.” It didn’t.


  

  



  Synoptic Table of Contents


  Book I


  The first chapter (book I) begins with The Birth of Tragedy (1872) and explores some of its most prophetic passages. But the first section (§1) introduces an important claim: the academic failure of The Birth of Tragedy was a result of the fact that Nietzsche—for all his “pose of untimeliness”—was far too interested in the present to be a successful classicist. He announced the dawning of a tragic age contemporaneously with the founding of the Second Reich (§2-7) but hardly realized that this powerful new Germany would soon be destroyed. The beautiful description of Dürer’s tragic Knight (§8) prefigures the helmeted warriors of World War I (§9) and other passages show that Nietzsche anticipated some of their sacrifices (§10-12). Nietzsche’s demand for a Great War to combat the flabbiness of modern life is illustrated (§13-§16) and then his complex attitudes towards both Britain (§18-20) and Russia (§21-23) are described. Nietzsche’s self-identification as “good European” (§24-28), “free spirit” (§29-30), and defender of German skepticism (§31-34) mirrors Germany’s own precariously independent position in international affairs in the last years of the nineteenth century. This position is analyzed and attacked by Nietzsche in the important section 377 of The Gay Science (§35-36), but Bismarck’s role as “the Honest Broker” between Britain and Russia in 1878 (§37) parallels Nietzsche’s own position as “good European” and skeptical “free spirit.” In conclusion, an awareness of the “Great Game” between Britain and the Russia—and of Germany’s role as “Honest Broker” between them—illuminates some important concepts in Nietzsche’s thought, and vice versa.
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  Book II


  Nietzsche’s kinship with Bismarck, noted by contemporaries (§38), is not confined to foreign affairs: the Chancellor’s Kulturkampf and anti-Socialist campaign find support in Nietzsche’s writings as well (§39-42). Bismarck is alternately a rival (§43-45), a hero (§46), a double (§47) and, as madness approaches, a deadly enemy (§48). Nietzsche attacks “the Old Kaiser” as Bismarck’s puppet (§49) but has a far more complicated attitude toward the young Prince who will eventually combine Christianity with admiration for Attila the Hun (§50-52). His early awareness of young Wilhelm’s internal contradictions (§53) brings out the latent pedagogue in Nietzsche (§54-56), who embarks on a quixotic literary campaign to counteract the influence of the anti-Semitic Court Preacher Adolf Stöcker on the Prince (§57-58). He begins to imagine himself as Wilhelm’s preceptor (§59-60) when the young man ascends the throne in 1888, Nietzsche’s last year of sanity (§61). The fact that his own patriotic father had named him after a Prussian King (§62) and had once aspired to be Court Preacher himself (§63) shows how deeply rooted Nietzsche’s grandiose involvement with the House of Hohenzollern really was. He departs from sanity in January 1889 falsely believing that Stöcker, Bismarck, and Wilhelm were working together. He ordered them all to be shot in one of his last letters (§64). But by 1890, Wilhelm stood completely alone. Having dismissed “the Honest Broker,” the young Kaiser’s actions ultimately led Britain and Russia—erstwhile rivals in “the Great Game”—to unite against the Second Reich and then to destroy it.
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  Book III


  Nietzsche made no use of Aristotle’s natural slave argument to defend his aristocratic elitism (§65-66). Given the connection between Christianity and democratic mediocrity on the one hand (§67-68, §70) and between Platonism and Christianity on the other (§69), his failure to learn more from Aristotle—whose attack on Platonic dualism he revives—is a significant feature of his thought. “Platonism for the masses” is also responsible for socialism (§71) and he regards the Second Reich as the triumph of democratic mediocrity (§72). Nietzsche reveals himself as something like an anti-Marx (§73) in his support for the masters in the inevitable class struggle (§74). Nietzsche’s own aristocratic pretensions were very pronounced (§75-77), but he is outraged when mistaken as a supporter of Junker ascendancy (§78). Nevertheless, there is much in Nietzsche’s thought that would appeal to conservatives who overcame their belief in Christianity (§79). In fact, Nietzsche calls for an anti-democratic and anti-Christian class war on behalf of the real aristocrats (§80-81) and uses Zarathustra as his spokesman (§82-84, §88-89). But Platonic imagery haunts Zarathustra (§85-87), who descends from on high to teach that there are no otherworldly truths (§90-91). Zarathustra’s poetic integration of all things in “the innocence of becoming” (§92-93) spiritualizes a crude materialism inconsistent with Nietzsche’s own aristocratic dualism (§94). The purpose of book 3 is therefore to reveal a central tension in Nietzsche’s thought between a profoundly dualistic spiritual elitism and a decidedly monist anti-metaphysics. This shift to metaphysical questions advances the overall project: the principal point of comparison between Nietzsche and the Second Reich is that both are beset with internal contradictions. Indeed the Reich’s diplomatic middle course between Britain and Russia is mirrored in Nietzsche’s impossible synthesis of a spiritual Darwinism with an affirmative Nihilism.
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  Book IV


  In August 1914, the Second Reich found itself in the worst conceivable strategic position: fighting a war on two fronts. The position of Germany in the middle is captured by the term “Zwischenreich”: the gray area or intermediate realm that stands between (§95). The physical presence of Nietzsche’s books in the trenches is documented (§96) while his spiritual influence is imagined there as well (§97-98). The parallels between Also Sprach Zarathustra and Germany’s brilliant tactical responses to trench warfare are described (§99-102). Germany and Nietzsche clearly drew closer together after his death in 1900 (§103) and H. L. Mencken claimed they became one during the war (§104). But given the internal contradictions of both, Mencken’s insight requires modification (§105-106). The War Enthusiasm of the August Days doubtless finds parallels with Zarathustra’s “great noon” (§107-109), but here again, both Nietzsche and the Reich were searching for a unity they really lacked (§110). The willingness of scholars to focus more attention on Nietzsche’s relationship with the Third Reich rather than the Second is criticized (§111-113). The fact that those connections became particularly visible during the War must not be confused with anti-German propaganda (§114-119). Nevertheless, the blunders of Kaiser Wilhelm II before the First World War find uncanny parallels in Nietzsche’s thought (§120-123) and the philosopher certainly influenced the way Germans experienced the war (§124). Nietzsche belongs to the spiritual world of the Second but not the Third Reich (§125). Thomas Mann illustrates Nietzsche’s role in this spiritual world perfectly in the Magic Mountain (§126). It is above all the parallel internal contradictions within both (§127) that make Nietzsche “The Philosopher of the Second Reich” (§128).
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  Book V


  The last chapter begins with a chronological review of Nietzsche’s books and shows that his “pose of untimeliness” was closely—and inconsistently—linked to his desire to become famous. Contradictions within The Birth of Tragedy (§129), the four Untimely Meditations (§130-133), the three parts of Human, All Too Human (§134-136), Daybreak (§137), and the first four books of The Gay Science (§138) show why Nietzsche created “Zarathustra” (§139), the timeless embodiment of Nietzsche’s all-too-timely “will to fame.” It is in Beyond Good and Evil that Nietzsche constructs the perfect self-image: a tightly strung bow of which the two opposite (and irreconcilable) ends are Platonism and Perspectivism (§140). It is also in Beyond Good and Evil that Nietzsche first announces that he is preparing to publish The Will to Power (§141). The fact that he failed to deliver this masterpiece is explored (§142-143) and irreconcilable tensions in his thought prove that this failure was no accident (§144-145). The discovery of Nietzsche by Georg Brandes in late 1887 only increased the pressures on the philosopher to produce (§146) and he continued to struggle with insoluble problems (§147-148). The questions posed by Nietzsche’s mental health are explored (§149-150) and a methodology for reading him is offered (§151). The roles played by Wagner and the young Kaiser in his final months of sanity are described (§152) and a spiritual (and partly political) explanation of Nietzsche’s breakdown is offered (§153-154). The parallels between Nietzsche and the Second Reich are then recapitulated (§155).
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