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her perfectly to demonstrate her theories, and this is certainly a positive
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Italo Calyvino
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Into the Labyrinth

Philosophy and Poetry

Within the past one hundred years, Nietzsche has inspired compositions
by at least two hundred and nineteen musicians. This may not prove that he
is a superjor philosopher, but it does establish that he is an exceptional one:
he is an exception to the general rule that philosophers do not inspire
musicians.

To be exceprional in this literal sense is wholly characteristic of Nietzsche:
he is an exception to virtually any rule one might introduce in attempting to
say what a philosopher is. He is so exceptional that many philosophers and
scholars—especially scholars—have taken him to have excepted his way out
of philosophy entirely. In the noted philosophical journal Saturday Review,
for example, music critic John Runciman has criticized composer Richard
Strauss for squandering “time and expensive music paper” on Nietzsche's
Zarathustra, and urged other composers to avoid “seeking inspiration in
the uninspired pages of a mad German pseudo-philosopher” (Thatcher
[, 285).

In this book, I attempt to develop a reading of Nietzsche revealing his
pages as inspired as well as inspiring, and Nietzsche himself, when he wrote
them, as neither mad nor a pseudo-philosopher (I merely mention Nietzsche’s
denial that he was German, for the sake of contradicting Runciman on every
single point). Such a reading requires development because, for better or
worse, most of what Nietzsche writes bears little resemblance to what has
counted, throughout most of its history, as “philosophy,” and even less
resemblance to what is currently studied as “philosophy” in most gradvate
schools.

What “philosopher,” besides Nietzsche, could have writcen,

Suppose truth is 2 woman [Weib]—what then? Are there not grounds for the
suspicion that all philosophers, insofar as they were dogmatists, have been very
inexpers about women? That the gruesome seriousness, the clumsy obtrusiveness
with which they have tended to approach truth have been awkward and inappro-
priate methods for winning over a wench [Frauenzimmer)? What is certain is
that she has not allowed herself to be wan—and today every kind of dogmatism
is left standing distressed aad discouraged. (BGE:P)
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Suppose truth is 2 woman. . .. Philosophy is the only academic discipline
enshrined in our current curnicula to be named neither for a well-defined
subject matter (rocks, plants, etc.) nor for a product or method (the logos
of biology and psychology, the nomos of astronomy and economics). Philos-
ophy is named, instead, as an affect or emotion whose object is identified
only vaguely: philosophy is the love of wisdom. And perhaps, Nietzsche
suggests, the truth at the heart of the wisdom philosophers love does not
respond to the “gruesome seriousness” and “clumsy obtrusiveness” of prem-
ises and conclusions; perhaps a different form of couctship might be more
fitting, At the very least, it is safe to say that traditional forms of philosophy
stand as “distressed and discouraged” today as they did when Nietzsche
wrote. There is even a great deal of talk about the end or death of philosophy:
our love for wisdom is doomed to remain unrequited, so why not give it up,
and do something clse? Something safer, more assured of success—and
certainly more lucrative?

Is Nietzsche a philosopher? Is his main work, Thus Spoke Zarathustra,
philosophical? Even though its spokesman offets only one argument, and
that one is invalid? Js Nietzsche a philosopher? By whose standards? And
what if the standards are poor ones? [s Nietzsche a philosopher? What’s in
a name? Nietzsche writes, “Whoever tries to place philosophy ‘on a strictly
scientific basis’ first needs to stand not only philosophy but truth itself on
its head—the grossest possible violation of decency in relation to two such
venerable wenches!” (GM,III:24).

* Is Nietzsche a philosopher? There is no question that he often calls himself
a philosopher, and that he writes both of love and of wisdom. At the same
time, much of his work seems to be in service not of love, but of hatred:
hatred of priests, hatred of Christianity—and, to be sure, hatred of much of
what has passed for philosophy. Is hatred for what one takes to be ignorance,
dogmatism, error, cowardice, and pretension the same as love of wisdom?

There is no question that Nietzsche attacks these things and various others
besides. I argue, however, that his attacks are in service not of hatred, but
rather, precisely, of love, both of wisdom and of life. As a first step, | turn
briefly to the attacks themselves, because the tones Nietzsche uses in them
are among the sources of the suspicion that he is not a philosopher at ali,
but rather, perhaps, a demagogue, a prophet, or a lunaric.

What are we to make of Nietzsche’s tepeated attacks on much of what
humanity, especially Western European humanity, has valued most, incfud-
ing philosophy? In his autobiographical Ecce Homo, Nietzsche describes
his own project as, in part, an “attack on two thousand years of antinature
[Widetnatur] and desecration of humanity [Menschenschindung)”
(EH,IV:4). He also stresses the violence of his attack:

One day there will be attached to my pame the memory of something tremen-
dous—a crisis without equal on earth, the most profound collision of conscience,
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a decision that was conjured up agaiust everything that previously had been

believed, demanded, hallowed. 1 am 00 man, 1 am dynamite. (EH,X1V:1)

’\X/hat philosopher besides Nietzsche would describe himself as “dyna-
mite”? chrates call himself a gadfly—he stings—and a torpedo Ash—he
shocks: Nietzsche calls himself dynamite—he demolishes. [n calling himself
dynamite, Walter Kaufmann suggests, Nietzsche may allude to a review of
Beyond Goqd and Evil sufficiently appealing to him that he quoted it at
some length in a letter. The review reads, in part, “Spiritual explosives, like

material ones, can do very useful work; it is not necessary that they be

abu_sgd for criminal purposes. Yert one does well to label such stuff carefully:
‘This is dynamite’ » (BW:p. 782, nt). 4
The gmbiguity of the term “dynamite,” as applied to Nietzsche and his
works, is both appropriate and characteristic. When dynamite is used, it is
always used to biow something up; but it is often so used prccise)ly in
order to clear the way for something else, something intended to be an
Improvement. Similarly, hammers—mentioned in the subritle of Twilight of
the Idols, “How One Philosophizes With 2 Hammer”—can be used to build
to smash, or, as in Twilight, to tap o idols to reveal thar they are hollow.
Nietzsche, dynamite with a hammer, can therefore write: .

1am by far the most Ferrib]c human being that has existed so far; this does not
preclude the possibility that I shal be the most beneficial. ... 1 am the first

immoralist: that makes me the annibilator [Vernichter)

(EH,X1V:2) par excellence.

“The annihilaitor par excellence”—sounds like a role for Arnold Schwar-
zenegger. But Nietzschean anaihilation is both ess bloody and more devas-
tating than the Schwarzeneggerian variety:

What defines me, what sets me apart from the whole rest of humanicy is thac 1
uncovered [entdeckt) Christian morality. . .. The uncovering of Christian moral-
1y 1§ an event withous parallel, an actual catastrophe. He that is enlightened
about Fhat is & force majeure, a destiny—he breaks the history of mankind in
two. Either one lives before him, or one lives after him. (EH,XIV:7-8)

Iam necessarily . .. a man of catastrophe [des Verhingnisses). For when truth
enters into battle with the lies of millennia, we shall have upheavals, a conyulsion
of earthquakes, a moving of mountains and valleys, the like ofwh,ich has never
been drea.n}cd of. The concept of politics will have emerged entirely within a
war of spirits; all power structures of the old society will have been exploded—
all of them are based on ties: there will be wars the like of which have never yet

been seen on earth. It is only be inning with
politig. (Ermav y beg g with me that the carth knows great
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How will these wars be different from those seen heretofore on earth? Will
they be bloodier? Perhaps; but would not those be wars of bodies rather
than of spirits? So it seems. Perhaps, then, the wars that would characterize
“great politics” are instead to be wars of the sort Nietzsche fights with
Human, All too Human, of which he writes, retcospectively, “This 1s war,
but war without powder and smoke, without warlike poses, without pathos
and strained limbs” (EH,VIL:1).

Nietzsche’s war of spirits, | suggest, is a war not of guns and muscles—
a war not for Schwarzeneggers and Stallones—but a war, rather, of words.
And, as the passages ] have quoted reveal, Nietzsche uses words of war
masterfully. Yet words of war are not his only words, nor are they his most
important. He has Zarathustra announce,

With thunder and heavenly fireworks must one speak to slack and sleeping
. senses. Bur the voice of beauty speaks softly; it creeps only into the most fully
awakened souls. (Z,11:5; 120.2-5)

Nietzsche’s words of war are his thunder and fireworks. It is those words
for which he is famous, often as demagogue, prophet, or lunatic: “God is
dead”; “man is something that must be avercome”; “l teach you the over-
man”; “I am Burope’s first complete nihilist.”

Nietzsche’s thunder and ficeworks have, in at least some ways, functioned
as intended: they have been heard and seen. Moreover, they have contributed
to the awakening and tensing of many senses, no doubt including those of
Nazis and fascists. The holocaust is not a part of the gift Nietzsche thought
he was giving mankind—the “greatest gift” humanity has ever been given
(EH,P:4)—but that is not to deny that it is a part of Nietzsche’s legacy.
Another part of that legacy, now, should be the knawledge that even the
Nietzscheans among us—as opposed to the Nazis and fascists—must avoid
the rhetorical excesses of Nietzschean thunder and fireworks: we have seen,
as Nietzsche had not, how dangerous they can be.

The violence of much of Nietzsche’s rhetoric 1s one of the features that
distinguishes it from most of what generally counts as philosophical speech;
there are others. A second is that Nietzsche provides remarkably little in the
way of obviously unitary, coherent essays. Instead, he tends to give us
aphorisms and poems, and to rely heavily on metaphor and hyperbole. His
works appear fragmentary rather than systematic; indeed, he announces, “I
mistrust all systematizers and 1 avoid them. The will to a system is a lack of
inteprity (Rechtschaffenheit]” (TL1:26). Nevertheless, he stresses the deep
unity of his own works:

That 1 still cling to [my eaclier ideas] today, that they have become in the
meantime more and more firmly atrached to one another, indeed entwined and
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mterlac_cd w'ith one another, strengthens my joyful assurance thac they mighe
have arisen in me from the first not as isolated, capricious, or sporadic things
but fr.om a common roof, from a fundamental will of knowledge, pointing
imperiously into the depths, speaking mote and more precisely d’cmandin
greater and greater precision. For this alone is fitting for a philosop;)er We havﬁ
no rlght to isolated acts of any kind: we may not make isolated err;)rs or hit
upon isolated truths. Rather do our ideas, our values, our yeas and nays and ifs
and buts, grow out of us with the necessity with which a tree bears its fruit—
related'and each with an affinity to each, and evidence of one will, one health
one soil [Erdreich), one sun.—Whether you like them, these fruit; of 0urs7---f
But what is that co the trees! What is that to us, us pl-:ilosophers! (GM.P:?:)

Nietzsche tells us that the will to a system is a symptom of corruption
bqr also Fha: the philosopher’s thoughts should develop with “the necissi :
with which a tree bears fruit.” Does he contradict himself? Man ha\Z
thpught that he does so, here and often elsewhere (a standara joke zmon
Ngetzsche scholars, funny only by scholarly standards: Pick any statemengt
Nlctzsche makes; if you cannot find a passage where he contradicts it, that
is because you have not looked hard enough). ’

Does he. contradict himself? Are we ripe for his fruit? A will to system can
be quite different from a will to truth, 2 will to knowledge, or a will to grow
To say that the tree bears its fruit with necessity is not té) say that the treé
shoulc} be systematic, ot that it should strive to be systematic. The youn
Schelling exhibited the “will to a system”: presupposing that thé worlgitse&
must be systematic, he struggled to discover that system. Nietzsche, more
deeply philosophical, questions the assumption. Suppose truth is a v\,/oma
(or a man, or a tree)—what then? "

So far, | han: suggested at least the following: Nietzsche gives us little b
way of deductive argument, but that does not prove that he does not lov)e,
WlSdOl:n or, therefore, that he is not a philosopher; Nietzsche often seeks to
dcr_nollsh, but that is not to say that he never builds; Nietzsche does not
strive to be systematic, but that does not mean that he is incoherent. As the
passages | }}ave cited should also reveal to any who may not alreaay have
knoyvn,_he is an extraordinarily gifted writer, one who is, at the very least
fascinating as well as provocative, one who leads his rca’ders €0 curse bu;
azlso t([: laugh, often ar the same time. “Laughter [ have pronounced hé)ly ”

.o 1 X
(za,r[iltju;.t;g;a;;;;i?;?, you higher humans, learn from me to laugh”
“Philosophers,” these days, rarely make us either laugh or curse; more
oftep, _l suspect, they lull us to sleep (we lull others, and each other tc; sleep)
by snfm_1g through the minutiae either of abstruse puzzles or of arch,aic texti
In ma.\kmg us laugh and curse, as in writing aphorisms and even verses, as ir;
creating characters and stories, Nietzsche seems more poet than phi]os(;pher
The quarrel beeween philosophy and poetry was already old, Plato te[ls;
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us, in his time. The quarrel is often portrayed as being between two types of
human beings, but it is more accurately seen, I believe, as a struggle within
the individual. To the extent that poetry and philosophy are raken to be
mutually exclusive, poeery is viewed as an activity purely of creating or
inventing (poiesis, making), philosophy, as an activity purely of learning
(mmathesis) or seeing (theorein). Poets are taken to produce, actively, what
had not been ar all, philosophers to apprehend, passively, what must always
be. This is why philosophers have been taken, by some, to have access to
the truth: they are supposed merely to take in what they view, not to alter
it by viewing,

This opposition between making and Jearning—and, therefore, the mutual
exclusion of poetry and philosophy—is a false one. As for making, no matter
how creative the poet, the poem created is conditioned by the poet’s language
and experience: the creation is not ex nibilo. It may be less apparent that
the philosopher’s learning cannot be a matter of wholly passive receptivity—
[ argue below that it cannot be—but even if it were, the recepuvity could
not go beyond a mute apprehension. As soon as the philosopher begins to
speak or to teach, the philosopher begins to make or produce: the philoso-
pher becomes poet.

If che philosopher is not to remain immersed in silent vision—in which
case, I suggest, he cannot be distinguished, by himself or by others, from the
lunatic—then the philosopher must produce a linguistic account, thereby
becoming a poet. But even if this similarity between the activities of poet
and philosopher is granted, does there not remain a distinction in terms of
what is produced? Philosophers attempt to express truths; does this not
distingpish them from poets, who attempt instead to produce works of art,
things of beanty? But what is a work of art, and what is beautiful? In a
conversation between Jordan Elgrably and novelist Milan Kundera, we find

the following exchange:

J- E:: You quote Hermann Broch as having said the novelist’s anly obligation
is the quest for knowledge. Doesn’t this somehow suggest that a work of art
may, cather than providing aesthetic pleasure, have a quality which s void of a
certain beauty?

M. K.: But what is aesthetic pleasure? For myself, it is the surprise | experience
before something which hasn’t already been said, demonstrated, seen. Why is it
that Madame Bovary never fails to enchant us? Because even today this novel
surprises us. {t wnveils that which we are not in a position to see in our daily
lives. We have all met a Madame Bovary in one situation or another, and yet
failed co recognize her. Flaubert unmasked cthe mechanism of sentimencality, of
illusions; he showed us the cruelty and the aggressiveness of {yrical sentimental-
ity. This is what | consider the knowledge of the novel. The author unveils a
realm of reality that has not yet been revealed. This unveiling causes surprise
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and the surprise aesthetic pleasure or, in other words, a sensation of beauty
(Elgrably, 5—6) ‘

~ Can one seck to “unmask the mechanism of illusions,” yet have no interest
in truth, knowledge, or wisdom? If the novelist’s “only obligation is the
quest for knowledge,” the novelist can be poet rather than philosopher?
Must not the novelist—the novelist Broch, in any case, and the novclis‘t
Kgnde_ra—be philosopher as well as poet? Some poets may overwhelm us
with flights of fancasy, some may seem to teach us nothing; but is there less
to be learned from Kundera, Proust, or Tolstoy than from, say, Donald
Davidson, Michael Dummett, or Bertrand Russell? T

I do not mean to suggest that no distinction between philosophy and
poctry may or should be drawn; I do mean to suggest that any distinction
that would make Qf every writer either a philosopher or a poet is misleading.
The best writers, in my judgment—the most interesting, the most illuminac-
ing, the most informative, the mose aesthetically pleasing—are philosophical
poets or poetic philosophers. Nietzsche is among them.

A Path Within the Labyrinth

Amqng philosophers, Nietzsche writes exceptionally well. He also wrote
exceptionaily much: a book a year for sixteen years, plus volumes of unpub-
h.shed notes. In what follows, I make no atcempt to treat his writings exhaus-
tively. In the metaphorical terms incroduced in my ritle, and to be developed
throu_ghout_this study, Nietzsche's text, like any other text, is a labyrinth:
there is no single path within it. In the hope of encouraging readers to follow
my path, [ now provide some of my reasons for following it, and sketch a
map charting its course. Like all maps, mine is an abstraction; | hope that
readcr§ unfamiliar with some of its terminology will not be dissuaded from
Eo!lowmg_ the path it charts. Unless | have simply failed, the path itself should
be accessible to philosophical pocts as well as to poetic philosophers.

I make no attempt to discuss all of Nietzsche’s writings; instead, | move
toward, and then concentrate on, a single one of them, Thus Spoke Z:zrathus-
tra. The most powerful reason for this emphasis may well be that Zarathustra
1s, among Nietzsche’s works, my favorite (perbaps because it is his most
poetic). 'lihis is a reason Nietzsche would appreciate, but one hardly sufficient
as a justification for a philosophical treatise (poetic or noc). 1 therefore
provide a second, more scholarly authorization for my concentration on
Za'ratbustra: Nietzsche consistently deems it his most important work. He
wries, retrospectively (and, as often, hyperbolically): ’

Among my writings my Zarathustra stands apart fiir sich). With it [ have given
mankind the greatest gift that has ever been made to it so far. This book, with
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a voice bridging centuries, s not only the highest book there is, the book thac
is truly characterized by the aic of the heights—the whole fact of humanity lies
beneath it at a tremendous distance—it is also the deepest, born out of the
innermost wealth of truth, an jnexhaustible well to which no pail descends
without coming up again filled with gold and goodness. (EH,P:4)

This work scands altogether apart. Leaving aside the poets: perhaps nothing
has ever been done from an cqual excess of force. My concept of the “Dionysian”
here became a supreme deed; measured against that, all the rest of human
activity seems poot and conditioned. (EH,IX:6)

The reason Nietzsche gives for deeming Zarathustra his most important
book is that it is the one in which the “yes-saying” part of his task is
completed; his later works are all “fish hooks,” designed to pull readers out
of the sea of dogmatic opinion and onto the shore from which they may
begin their ascent of Zagathustra’s mountain. Nietzsche admits that his fish
hooks caught nothing, but denies that their failure establishes his incompe-
tenice as a fisherman; the problem, he insists, is that “there were no fish”
(EH,X:1).

if we are to be fish for Nierzsche, if we are to be ripe for his fruit, we must
cead and think in ways to which we may not be accustomed. Nietzsche
writes, “thinking wants to be learned like dancing, as a kind of dancing. . . .
One cannot subtract dancing in every form from a noble education—to be
able to dance with one’s feet, with concepts, with words . . > (TLVIL7).
Such thinking, thinking as dancing, may be alien to many of us, as it is,
according to Nietzsche, to Germans generally, Of Germans, he writes:

| cannot endure this race . . . that has no fingers for nuances—alas, [ am a
nuance—(this race] that has no esprit in its feet and does not even know how
to walk.—The Germans ultimately have no feet at all, they have only legs.

(EH,XI11:4)

My primary concern 1s with Nietzsche’s love of wisdom and of life, his
yes-saying teachings, the teachings spoken with “the voice of beauty,” and
spoken to those with “fingers for nuances”; | therefore take my bearings by
the single one of his books that, he tells us, expresses those teachings. My
concern is theoretical, but also practical. To put it one way: few who are
even vaguely sympathetic to Nietzsche would deny his skiltasa diagnostician
of modernity—he knows, for the most part, what ails us. At the same cime,
many even of those who are powerfully drawn to Nietzsche doubt his skill
as a therapist: he has recognized our malady, but it is not clear that he knows
how to treat it. It is the treatment that concerns me chiefly.

For these various reasons, | take my bearings by Zarathustra; but 1 move
to Zarathustra rather than beginning with it. T do so, first, because we cannot
evaluate Nietzsche's prescribed trearment for the illness of modernity if we
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are u_nfamiliat with the disease. In addition, although 1 take Zarathustra vo
be Nletzschc’s most intriguing work, 1 also recognize it as his least accessible
(ch;«?ﬂy because it is his most poetic); my initial considerations of other t
are mtenc_icd 1o facilitate the central exploration, e
In moving toward Zarathustra as in moving within it, [ attempt to remain
sensitive to the tension between philosophy and poen:y between learnin
and making. In‘ presen_ting Nietzsche as at once poet ;nd philosopher g[
Ia\ltitempthto avoid two influential ways of reading him. Unuai the 1960)’5,
etzsche was generally read as having an unambiguously determinabl
teaching accgssible to scholars practiced in reading the likes of Aristotle ;
Ka:?t‘-, the Nietzsche that emerged was most often an advocate of 03\?
politics, devoted to producing supermen who would rule the wor]dpS' e
E‘he early 1970’s, this reading—which 1 now christen with the two .nal::te
A (E_Cryx’llanlq” and “metaphysical” (it might also be called “modem,” “positi 5
istic,” “objectivistic,” “realistic,” or “angelic”)—has been cou;tergdSlit:lvi:
:,aolg( énalzr':\lrr:iee,rby_ap 1m1;ressive array{oﬂf Fhinkers who have seen Nietzs,che’s
works s mining the very possibility of the communication, indeed
of the possession, of unambiguously determinable teachings. The Njetz
sche that emerges from these readings—to which [ henceforth ref.er as “ ost-
rpe.ta_physngal” and “French” (options would include “postmodern » <P0it‘
tivistic,” “idealistic,” and “diabolical”)—is an advocate not of tot) fit ian
€OSIMos bpt rather, in extreme cases, of anarchic chaos. e
: hl;-lvl;e:adc‘illtr:gel(\;afltzscc};e—as,_l think, in read.ing anything else—I reject what
{ have dubbed ];f therrrI:a\mc or metaphysical position, but also the most
pxireme version of ¢ French or p(_)Stmctaphy§lcal alternative. | want to
S n t_want to trade in my legs in order to get them
In teims elabo_ratcd in Chapter Two, Nietzsche is viewed by my “me.ta hy-
sicians” as a religious nihilist seeking to win the faith of others, and b "
posrmetaphys_aicians” as a radical nihilist cancerned only with ’dcstruc)t,ig:x)-,
Lar&uef t{:at Nlet_zs?che’s attempt to complete nihilism leads him away from
tisz f0 T esehposnuqns?. In Chapter Three, | introduce the Dionysian perspec-
rom w ich Nietzsche seeks to affirm the human condition as it is; T
oppose this perspective both to the “metaphysical” Apollinian and So i
pﬁsnlloni, vs‘fhic'h seek to pecfect the human condition, and to the “post:rfztt;f
})ivi)'ns;cz}Il.l-mSClIoerr]lfilzz(r;standpoint3 E.rom which huxpan life appears as not worth
n Ch;,p:er cond wzmo_ng{posu_lons of sta_ndpomts is considered more closely
pn rapeer Fol 1-’1 § erlem attribute to Ni_et_zsche a perspectivism that avoids
both th makcg i)sltc:‘ extreme of ob]ec_nwsm or positivism—the insistence
fhat we mak thpe Ostac pro%]regs by relying on facts w_hile avoiding interpre-
faions —and he ;l:re mezap ysical altcrnatlvg of relativism or idealism—the
e e lno acts, there are only interpretations. Chapters Five
through Seve evelop an account of the human being who registers facts
zards interpretations, who has a perspective—a self that is neither a
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metaphysical, substantial subject nor a postmctaphyslia_l mﬁ\cl;)tri.og?z?ttegz
Fight and Nine, finally, skeech the ethical anx_:l polmc;x . m;p cation O
position that has developed: my Niet_1§che rejects po ltkljce‘ld\tod ratior
motal absolutes, but also the antipolitical ch_aos of unbridled eg s ;; -

This sketch may suggest that my Nietgsche is a moqeraFel, at(;gmpAs% arg "
and again to steer between exfm;}r?f_s; this sctlngie;ltilgrtl] ;Str\:léi::& ::::g\‘\nensc [%c’s
explicitly in my discussion of nihilism, an impli hcmat;cal, e
logic is not one of mediation, (:lthcr in the _quasrma; e

avoiding extremes, or in the dialectical Hegelian sense © preser
fieils]tsi;gtfions whi%c overcoming contradictions. To anticipate: thc:.( ggit;c::nl
term “metaphysical,” and which Nierzsche often characterizes azz saan
moral,” requires that one accept a premise ot set of premlsfsos;;gr.l::taphyﬂ‘
good,” “the world has a goal”) as true; the p0§ltanclltcrmd &lse eraphysr
cal” emerges when that premise or set of prer.x:;::rs ::sru:e:;i Ao .bur csche
the premises in quesnon are nel aise, ’

:gsntgl;:sts andg)or irrelevant. In a relatively eaﬂy passage, ::;?ihz Sa{;snp:;s.
this logic to the opposition between (metaphysical) optimis P
physical) pessimism:

Discredited words.—Away with the tediously abused words “optimjm‘;x:ld
“pessimism” ¢ For the inducement for using them weak’cns from day to ;y.r Why
jabberers [die Schwiitzer] continue to find them unavlmfiablfy ':ec;s;a;f).t }:)ave [z
timist if he di
in all the world would anyone want to be an op ‘ _ J
I(?efend a God who must have created the best ofhworltls af hef}gm;elfc\:sts(;rl;?
hat thinker still finds the hypothesis 01 {;0d NECESSA -
B e And_W } for a confession of pessimistic faith
But there is also lacking every inducement for oo i
[ i i i d's advocates, the theologtans o
f one has no interest in annoying Go v ogian :
theologizing philosophers, by forcefully prescntm}% the col\:]n_terpo(s)nrtll;n;r.‘;tla: F:il,,
in i hat the world 18 po
les, that pain is greater than p\casur‘e, tha _
E\;acbwerklpthe appearance of an evil will to life? But who still cares now about
> b ,
olopians—except for the theologians? ’
thi;?;e frim all theology and the fight againstit, it 1;c\ea‘: that the worlf]gt(s)s;:
18
g he best or the worst, and that these concep
B0 e meaning } i buman beings, and indeed perhaps
d “evil” have meaning only in relation to buma 5
ZCen then are not used justifably when they are used as they gcnera&ly ar; l:)
any case, we must cease viewing the world with an eye eicher to abuse

extol it. (HH,1:28)

The Risk of Interpretation

To conclude this introductory chapter I returs, briefly, to ;he ’?;Obsl::;:;
reading Nietzsche’s philosophical poetry ci/r poetic Shtl}l]osﬁfdjl.e i (clesc[ibes
bl < o~ e )
ter of Zarathustra’s Pact Hil, Of the_ ision an _
;t:)?;re\:yothe vision and riddle mentioned in its title, but also the audience to
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whom Zarathustra relates them. Zarathustra will not present his riddles to
just anyone. Neither will Nietzsche present his teachings to just anyone,
although his books are there for all to read (Zarathusira is subtitled “A Book
For Everyone and No Oune”). Instead, he writes in Ecce Homo, “In the
end, [ could not say better to whom alone | am speaking at bottom than
Zarathustra said it; to whom alone will he relate his riddle?” (EH,H:3).
Zarachustra describes his—and Nietzsche's—ideal audience as follows:

To you, the bold searchers, researchers, and whoever embarks with cunoing
sails on tertible seas—

to you, drunk with riddles, glad of che twilight, whose souls flutes lure astray
to every whirlpool (Irr-Schlund),

because you do not wanr to grope along a thread with cowardly hand; and
where you can guess [errathen), you hate 1o deduce (erschliessen]—

to you alone will [ tell the riddle that | saw—the vision of the loneliest,
(Z,111:2.1; 197.17-25).

Drunk with riddles, not soberly tackling problems; glad of twilight, not
longing for Platonic sunlight; lured by flutes rather than harboring Platonic
suspicions of music; not groping, with Theseus, along threads of deductions,
but rather guessing and probing, with Dionysus—so must we be and so must
we proceed, according co Nierzsche, if we are to understand him; so must
we be if we are to hear the “voice of beaury.”

Those who guess and probe rather than deduce and prove must give up
what Nietzsche calls the “venerable philosopher’s abstinence,” the “intellec-
tual stoicism” that leads its possessor “to halt before the factual, the factum
brutum.” Instead of attempting to halt before the fact, we must risk interpre-
tation, and with it “forcing, adjusting, abbreviating, omitting, padding,
inventing, falsifying, and whatever else is of the essence of interpreting”
(GM,]L1:24). In chis study, [ risk an interpretation. For reasons introdnced
above and elaborated below, 1 take the bearings for my interpretation by
locating Zarathustra centrally wichin it. No doubt, quite different readings
of Nietzsche emerge for those who take their bearings from other works.
Heidegger and Miiller-Lauter, among others, have concentrated on the un-
published notes from the late 1880’s, and have produced interpretations of
Nietzsche that are both powerful and intriguing, but that are not tenable, |
argue, if judged in terms of the teachings that emerge from the careful reading
of Zarathustra. The reading ] develop is not the only possible reading but,
I argue, it is better than many others; 1 do so by providing reasons for
selecting the works and passages | have selected, and for interpreting those
works and passages as I do. This practice is in full accordance with what J
take to be a good Nietzschean principle, one [ attempt to explain and defend
in what follows: there is no perfect interpretation of anything as complex as
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Nietzsche’s thought, or of any of his works, but some interpretations are
an others. _ N o
bﬂTt&c;:S is no one path within any labyrinth. In adﬂst’lo?;basri:gfl t:}t‘!:rz
preposition suggests, there is no path thr‘ough I\;\etzscsg; forythis i’s nere
are only paths within Nictzschg’s labyrinth. Tl;a rfetahe o
Nierzsche’s labyrinth is ourlabyn’nt‘h, thc'labyrm't l0b ¢ buman condlition;
to affirm human life is to value living within tl"nS abyrinth, ather than ¢
attempt to escape from it. This is the affirmation tha}t ":Omph:;e;herc mus;
surpassing both the religious nih_il_ist’s d_e§pergtc co?wlcnborrlirtlth Ipere must
be a way out, and the radical nibilist’s vilification of a laby
i exit. '
th(:;ﬁelrsen:re many paths within any !abyrmthj Some garhsmrgie)r cl;]ea lslzﬁg
nteresting than others, more amb_:tlous, more mforrfm;[nve, more chialeng:
s ot sbos ot byt bt i+ Zoathesre e abyeinh thae
learned abour the labyrinth i 2
tI\Ioi::‘:;s,chc:, and the [abyrinth that is life. [. hope :hathottx;:;uzl?};hl;agobk}f
exploring my path as they move, along their own paths,

2

Nihilism

In recent centuries, the term “nihilism” has been used as a synonym for
idealism, but also for materialism; for Christianity, but also for atheism; for
solipsism, bur also for pantheism; and, for good measure, for the likes of

well over a century too lace,

['make no ateempt to reconstruct the history of how the term “nthilism”
has been used, becauge thae history is of negligible importance both for
Nietzsche and for philosophy. What makes the term “nihilism” philosophi-
cally vital is not irs history, but rather its yse by Nietzsche. Nihilism becomes
philosophically vital when it is presented 1ot as one position among many,
a doctrine some may chance to espouse, but rather as the necessary conse-
quence of the Western philosophical tradition, In hjs own time and for the
tWo centuries to follow, Nietzsche rells us, thoughtful human beings must
of necessity be nihilists—and the thoughtless as well, although they are Jess
likely to know i,

What then is this “nihilism” Nierzsche presents as unavoidable? Readers
familiar only with works Nietzsche published or prepared for publication
might recall no references to it at all. Beyond Good and Eyil {1886) is the
first published work in which it even appears, and while it is found in most
of the later works Nietzsche edited for publication (all save the two on
Wagner), it is central to none. Nevertheless, various posthumously published
outlines—some published only within the last twenty years—reveal that it
was to have been a focal point of The Will to Power. Appropriately, the
term is prominent in the version of The Will to Power that became standard.
That version not oaly contains various definitions of “nihilism” per se, it
also introduces bewilderingly many specific types of nihilism. “Active” and
“passive” nihilism are paired, as are “theoretical” and “practical” nihilism,
and “complete” and “incomplete” nihilism. Other forms appear in relative
isolation, including “authentic” nihilism, “contagions” nibilism, “ecstatjc”
nihilism, the “most extreme” nihilism, “frse” nihilism, “Anaj” aihilism,
“fundamentat” nihilism, “genuine” nihilism, “philosophicat” nihilism, “rad-
ical” nihilism, “religious” nihilism, “tired” nihilism, and “snicidal” nihilism,
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Commentators have further complicated matters: Heidegger llas 3d,d€i1
“classical” nihilism as though it were a Nietzschean term, D;lcuze r’eacnve
nihilism, and Rosen the opposition, to which he refers as f‘N;etzsche s funda-
mental distinction,” between “base” and “noble” nibilism.

Nihilism, according to Nietzsche, is our hcritage? out f'fue. If we grant,
provisionally, that he may be right about thar, then it certz_unly makes semse
to ask: which nihilism? And whichever it is, texminologically, what is it,
what does it mean? Js it a blessing, or a curse? ls‘it a peak we have ascended,
or an abyss into which we have plunged? _Tbe Will 1o Pawer does not ar;swer
these questions, for it does not systematically interrelate the various forms
of nibilism {nor do the works of Heidegger or Deleuze, or, as far as | knov,l,
of other commentators); indeed, the standard version obscures Nletzsch_e s
thought by mangling several important texts. Neverth_eless, comprehension
of Nietzschean nihilism requires some such mterrelatnoq. [ hete attempt to

_clarify Nietzsche’s notion of nihilism by relating his various for‘r‘ns to threﬁ
fundamental levels that 1, adapting Nietzschean terms, name rehglfous,
“radical,” and “complete” nihilism. [ suggest that v1rtua!ly a”ll qtl_)c:r on;r:s
Nietzsche identifies fall on what I term the level of “radical” nihilism; the
distinctions among them are less important, it seems to me, Fhan tho§e among
the levels themselves. That this is the case I indicate -by introducing some
questions my distinction among levels suggests, questions whose answers If
wake to be of central importance for the comprehension and cv;luaqon 0
Nietzsche’s affirmative teachings. 1 seek answers for the questions in the
following chapters of this book.

Transformations of Nihilism

| take as my starting point Nietzsche’s asser'_cion that. the emergez_wce of
nibilism as a “psychological state” is bound up wn}_\ the fa\lgre of ihc attemp:
to endow the world with value by atuibuting to it an ultimate “purpose,
“unity,” or “truth” (N:11{99] / WP:12). Thls_ fall.qre,}eads to mh\lls?fs
“the radica) rejection of value, meaning, and d;smral?tl‘xty‘ (N:Z[lZ?]/W : A).
These descriptions suggest that nihilism has its origin in a negation, l.e..,h in
the failure of an attempt, or in the rejection of a pu‘rpvo_rtcd value. Yet neither
of these negations can be che first step towards nihilism, becausg nenth;r is
a ficst step at all. The failure of an attempt presupposes that it hz\sI een
made, and any rejection presupposes either prior acceptance or, at least,

ior awareness of a question. _
prl[otherefore suggesrqthat the first step towards r_lihiiism—a step ti_\at, ;)n
Nierzsche’s view, leads historically to the second—is t_he step taken wltbé 3
judgment thac the existence of our world of bec:J_mmg would bgluistl i
only through a purpose that guides it, through an infnicely :alua“ e ugn )é
that underlies it, or through another world, a “true world” or “world o
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being” that is accessible through it (N:11(99] / WP:12). This step, like the
step to rejection, is a negation in that it contains, at least implicicly, the
judgment that our “world of becoming” as it presents itself, in isolation
from such purpose, unity, or truch, “ought not to exist” (N:9[60] / WP:5835).
The step presupposes the judgment that without some such source of worth,
which cannot be contained within the flux of a “world of becoming,” that
wotld—our world—would be worthless.

[s che person who has taken this first step—who has judged that the world
requires justification—a nihilist? Certainly not an avowed one: this person
will use the appellation “nihilist,” if at all, only for others. Nevertheless, this
person is “nihilistic” in a way that one who simply accepts the world of
becoming is not. From the Nietzschean perspective, those who posit the
extraneous source of value are nihilists in that (1) they judge of our world
that it ought not to be (on its own), and (2) they believe in a world that is,
despite their beliefs to the contrary, “fabricated solely from psychological
needs,” a world to which we have “absolutely no right” (N:11{99]/ WP:12).
To be sure, they are not aware that the world of their belief is a mere
fabrication; that is why they will deny being nibilists. For this reason, if it
is appropriate to term them “nihilists™ at all, an essential qualification must
be added: their nihilism is unconscions. Or, to adopt a more Nietzschean
term, they are religious nihilists: their affirmation of another world or source
of value is a consequence of their denial of our world as bearer of its own
value.

Nihilissm becomes conscious—avowed or, in a Nietzschean term, “radi-
cal”—with a second step, the step taken with the judgment that the sources
of value are absent, that the three categories of value (purpose, unity, and

truth) remain uninstantiated. “Radical nihilism,” in Nietzsche’s explicit
definition, is

the conviction of an absolute untenability of existence when it is 2 matter of the
highest values that one recognizes; plus the insight that we have not the shightest
right to posit a being or an in-itself of things that would be ‘divine’ or incarnate
moralicy. (N:10[192] / WP:3)

These “highest values” themselves are not denied by the radical nihilist; the
problem is that nothing in our world—the only world to which we have
“che slightest right”—corresponds to them.

If I am not mistaken, this is the only passage in which Nietzsche uses the
term “radical nihilism.”™ Nevertheless, in various passages where he uses the
term “nihilism”™ without a qualifying adjective, I take him to be speaking of
that same general position, i.e., the position one reaches when “all one has
left are the values that pass judgment [die richtenden Werte]—and nothing
more” (N:9[107]/ WP:37). The radical nihilist retains “belief in the rational
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categories,” belief that the world could have value only if it either had a
purpose, exhibited an “infinitely valuable” unity, or were related to anocher,
“true” world of “being” (N:11{99] / WP:12). Radical nihilists continue to
judge the world as a whole in terms of the traditional categories of value;
they are then horrified by the verdict they are forced to draw, a verdict
of absolute condemnation. In accepting that verdict, they become avowed
nihilists.

If this nihilism were truly “radical,” one would expect it to be the final
form of nihilism; one would expect it to go to the root of nihilism. But if it
were the final form, why should Nietzsche present it as a position of “convic-
tion” thac the supposed “highest values” are not present in our world
(N:10{192] / WP.3), rather than, say, of “recognition” or “insight”—terms
he ofren uses when speaking of other matters? Perhaps Nietzsche’s use of
“conviction” here is merely accidental, or perhaps Nietzsche intends no
_ pejorative overtones; but I see few reasons to think so, and many reasons to

think not. Passages already introduced reveal that he characterizes this posi-
tion not only as “conviction,” but also as “belief.” Examination of other
relevant texts reveals that he is quite consistent in describing the nihilism of
those who “retain the values that pass judgment” in such terms (my emphases
throughour): nihilism is “belief in valuelessness” (N:7[8] / WP:8); “the be-
lief in the absolute immorality of nature, its aimlessness and meaningless-
ness” (N:S{71] / WP:55); “belief in absolute worthlessness, i. e., meaning-
lessness” (N:7[S4] / WP:617); “the penetrating feeling of—‘nothingness’ ”
(N:11[228) / WP:1020). It is the position of one “who judges of the world
as it is thar it ought not to be, and of the world as it ought to be that it does
not exist” (N:9{60] / WP:585).

All these terms 1 have emphasized are, traditionally, epistemologically
loaded ones: all indicate conviction as opposed to knowledge, opinion as
opposed to truth. Moreover, the belief is not necessary:

The “meaninglessness of events”: belief in this is the consequence of an insight
into the falsity of previous interpretations, generalization of discouragement and
weakness—not a necessary belief,

The immodesty of man: to deny meaning where he sees none. (N:2(109] /
WP:599)

Here, Nietzsche presents the radical nihilist’s position as having a solid
epistemological basis—“an insight into the falsity of previous incerpreta-
tions”—but stops short of asserting that there can be “insight” into the
“truth” of the position itself. If we could have insight into its truth, it would
qualify, perhaps, as a “necessary belief.” But it does not; those who hold it
are described not as perspicuous, but rather as “immodest.”

The nihilist’s immodesty is a form both of sickness—*“what is pathological
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lin the nihilis't] is the monstrous [ungeheure] generalization, the conclusion
that there is no meaning at ali” (N:9[35) / WP:13)—and of inconsistency:

A nihilist is a man who judges of the world as it is that it ought not to be, and
ofAthc world as i¢ ought to be thac it does not exist. According to this view, ourt
existence (action, suffering, willing, feeling) has no meaning: the pathos o,f “in
vain” is the nihilists’ pathos—at the same time, as pathos, an inconsistency on

the part of the nihilists. (N:9[60) / WP:585)

For chis nihilist, all pachos is “in vain,” “has no meaning,” so the nihilist’s
ow_n'pathos s N0 more significant than any other pathos, including that of
religious conviction.

[n addition to being immodest and inconsistent, radical nihilists of one
sort are also “illogical”: active nihilists do not merely believe chat all values
are crumbling, they also attempt to hasten their destruction. “That is if you
bmll'[’ illqgic;:l: baut the nihilist” —in my terms, the radical nihilist—“d(,)es not

elieve in the necessity of bei ical™ (N: :24; :
Whoas s, y ng logical” (N:11[123] / WP:24; cf. N:9[35)/

The inclusion of active nihilism as a form of radical nihilism s, 1 suspect
_th.c 'feature of my typology most likely to raise questions. This placement i;
ln}ually disturbing in that “active” and “passive” are the forms of nihilism
Nietzsche }1imse!f most explicitly opposes to one another. That suggests that
he sees ‘tl'llS distinction as the primary one, so that one should take one’s
typological bearings by it, rather than by anything like my three levels.

My strongest reason for subordinating both active and passive nihilism to
what ] ce}!l radical nihilism is that both exhibit the lacter’s distinctive feature
1.2, pessimism. Religious nihilists are not pessimistic, for their faich in somé
ultimate unity, purpose, or being guarantees for them that all must be for
the best. Nor are complete nihilists pessimistic; the “experimental philoso-
phy” the_y will practice does not intend to “halt at a no, a negation, a will
to negation. It wants rather to cross over to the opposite of this,—to a
Dlonysgn gfﬁrmation of the world as it is” (N:16[32] / WP:1041).

If pessimism is characreristic of the genus “radical nihilism,” then not only
active and passive nihilism, but also what Nietzsche calls “genuine nihilism”
ace included among its species. [n a note enditled “Overall insight,” Nietzsche
asserts, “It could be che sign of a crucial and most essential grc;wth, of the
transiion to new conditions of existence, that the most extreme form of
pessimism, genuine nihilism, would come into the world” (N:10[22] /
WP:'IIZ). It could be a sign of growth, but it need not be: nthilism is
arpbnguous, for it can be a sign either of “increased power of spirit”—“active
ml.nlism”—or of “weakness,” of “decline and recession of the power of
spirit”—“passive nibilism.” Nihilism



20 FISH HOOKS

can be a sign of strength: the force of spirit can have grown so strong that
previous goals (“convictions,” articles of faith) have become incommen-
surate. . ..

On the other hand, a sign of strength that is insufficient for the productive
positing of a new goal, a why, a belief for icself.

Ic atains its maximum of relative force as a violent force of destruction: as
active nihilism. Its opposite would be tired nihilism, which no longer atcacks:
its most famous form, Buddhism: as passive nihilism.

. . .the force of spirit can be ticed out, exhausted, so that previous goals and
values are inapprapriate and can no longer arouse faith. (N:9[35] / WP:22,23)

Active nibilism, as a form of “radical nihilism” and a force only of destruc-
tion, can represent a2 maximum only of relative strength; the force it can
" exert is limited by the strength of what is present for it to destroy. Active
nihilists cannot take the step from destruction to creation.

The immediate continuation of the passage ] have been discussing is
separated from it in The Will to Power (there, it is found in 13, whereas
what precedes it is in 23). When it is put in place, it offers strong support
for my contention that active nihilism remains on the intermediate level,
for after having presented nihilism as “ambiguous”—as either active or
passive—Nieezsche turns to the species of nihilism that contains these two
subspecies, describing it as “a pathological transitional stage” (N:9(35) /
WP:13).

The various passages 1 have cited, taken in conjunction, indicate that
radical nihilists, whether active or passive, possess belief rather than knowl-
edge, are governed by feeling rather than by rationality, and rely on judgment
rather than insight; they are also immodest, inconsistent, and illogical. Per-
haps, of course, there is nothing wrong with any of that, at least in Nietzsche’s
view, After all, his writings contain various polemics against logic and
rationality and their demands for consistency, and against the traditional
philosophical view thar “passion” is inferior to “reason.” Perhaps the terms
[ have been emphasizing are pejorative only in the view of the philosophical
tradition, a tradition Nietzsche emphatically rejects. Perhaps, but | think
not, and for a variety of reasons. | briefly present three of them:

(1) N:2{109])/ WP:599, quoted above, characterizes the position taken by
the radical nibilist as “a generalization of discouragement and weakness™;
Nietzsche would be the last to advocate acceptance of such a generalizartion,

(2) Nietzsche objects to what he takes to be the Christian project of
extirpation of “feeling™; but he objects equally strennously to the cule of
feeling (N:11(353] / WP:928; N:9(1391/ WP:933; N:10(2] / WP:1021).

(3) In other passages, Nietzsche uses the term “logic” positively rather
than negatively, precisely when speaking of nihilism; but the nihilism he is
then speaking of is not what I have characterized as radica) nihilism, and, |
would say, he is not speaking in those passages as a radical nihilist. Consider
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the followi.ng: nihilism is “the logic of our great values and ideals, thought
through to its end” (N: 1 1(411}/ WP:P), “the logic of decadence” (N:14(86]/
WP:43; see also N:9[126-7] / WP:10); nihilism means “that the highest
values devalue themselyes” (N:9[35] / WP:2); “it is our previons values
themselves that draw their final conclusion in [nihilism]” (N:11[411] /
WP:P). The assertion that the highest values devalue themselves is particu-
larly suggestive. The nihilism that follows recognition of that devaluation
cannot be radical nibilism, because the radical nihijist continues to accept
the value of the values.

All of this suggests that radical nihilism remains “something to be over-
come.” The questions arise: by whom, and how? A passage already intro-
duced provides a hint concerning the first. What [ have been calling radical
mh_lllsm results when “all one has left are the values that pass judgment.”
This suggests that one for whom those values have “devalued themselves”
must be left with nothing at all, Etymologicalty, it would certainly make
sense to call such a person a “nihilist.” In addition, Nietzsche suggests that
one who is left with nothing in chis manner has gained rather than lost. In
denymg that the world requires “purpose,” “unity,” or “truth” of the sort
p051fcd by religious nihilists and despaired of by radical nihslists, one may
regain the world of becoming in its original innocence: )

one cannot judge, measure, compare, or even deny the wholet Why not?>—For
ﬁve reasons, all accessible even to madest intellects; for example, because there
ts nothing besides the whole [weil es nichts gibt ausser dem Gan’zen]. <. And
once again, this is a tremendous restorative, for hecein Jies the innocence of all,
existence. (N:15(30] / WP:765; cf., TI,V1:8)

The Nietzschean term that suggests itself for the resulting position is
“complete (vollendeter] nihilism,” but this term must be used with care. 1
tsz'c—:'lt from Nietzsche’s description of himself as “Europe’s first complete
nihilist, who, however, has himself already lived nihilism through to its
end, within himself—who has it behind him, beneath him, ourside of him”
(N:11[411] / WP:P). The wording of this passage indicates that Nietzsche
although Europe’s first complete nihilist, is no longer a nihilist. I wil) never—,
theless characterize this position as “complete nihilism” in the sense of
completed nihilism, nihilism that has been lived through entirely, “the logic
(\}ipmlz)g great values and ideals, thought through co its end” (I\}.-11[411] /

My use of the term receives some justification from Nietzsche’s claim of
hzfvnpg brought nihilism to its end, albeit only within himself: its advent
within the world at large, he tells us, is to dominate “the hiscory‘of the next
two centuries.” Following those two centuries, “in some future or other,”
there will be a countermovement, a transvaluation, that will “absolve [abl:'j-
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sen] this complete nihilism” (N:11(411) / WP.P). If Nietzsche cannot accom-
plish this transvaluation, he can at least foresee it, and thereby, within
himself, bring nibilism to its end. But, again, he can be aware of doing so,
he can be aware that the end is end, only if he is beyond the end, only if he
sees that what follows the end is no Jonger nihilism. One is a complete nihilist
only when one has completed nihilism, thereby ceasing to be a nihilist. And
indeed, in the conginuation of the passage defining nihilism as the condition
of one who has left only “the values that pass judgment—nothing else,”
Nietzsche describes the “problem of strength and weakness” in terms that
clearly pace the strongest beyond the so-defined nihilism:

(1) the weak collapse

(2) the stronger destroy what does not collapse;

(3) the strongest overcome the values that pass judgment. (N:9[107] /
WP:37)

The religious nihilist, unlike the radical nihilist, denies being a nihilist;
what about the complete nihilist? Certainly, the latter acknowledges that
our world does not correspond to the traditional “highest vatues,” and that
we “have no right” to any other world; but this acknowledgment is paired
with the denial that any other world “ought to be,” and that our “world of
becoming” ought not to be. For the complete nihilist, denigrating the world
for its lack of purpose is as senseless as denigrating 2 philosophical treatise
for its lack of plot, a symphony for its lack of text, or a painting for
representing, rather than coneaining, motion or depth. In non-Nietzschean
terms: the complete nihilist considers nihilism itself to be the result of a
category mistake, The complete nihilist thus retuens ta a position abandoned
with the step to religious nihilism: the complete nihilist “deifies becoming
and the apparent world as the only world, and calls them good” (N:9[60] /
WP:585).

Like the religious aihilist, chen, the complete nihilist will deny being a
nihilist; according to Nietzsche, the denial of the former is mistaken—
“Nihilist und Christ [‘nihilis?’ and ‘Christiap’] thyme, and not only thyme”
(A:58)—whereas that of the latter is not: the “complete nihilist” is an
antinihilist (see GM,11:24). “Complete nihilism” merely appears nihilistic,
from other—lower—perspectives, in that it insists on the valuelessness of
the highest values. But despite this externality of the appellation, “complete
nihilism” remains intrinsically related to nihilism, as does what have called
“religious nihilism”. Whereas “religious nihilism” is the immediate and
necessary predecessor of “radical nihilism,” “complete nihilism” is its logical
resule, albeir not necessarily its historical one (the human race may deterio-

rate to what Zarathustra calls the “last human”). All three positions are
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mhlllstl_c” in important senses, buc only those holding the second acknowl-
edge their nihilism.

Completing Nihilism

To the extent that my typology of Nietzschean nihilism is plausible, it may
raise more questions than it answers. I introduce the questions [ take to be
the most important.

My first question concerns the step from radical to complete nihilism. |
have. p.resented this step as a logical one, not only in that Nietzsche asserts
that itis a “logical” result, but also in that it is accomplished through thoughe
alone. It is taken when one concludes that either the affirmation or the denial
of the proposition that the whole is putposive or meaningful yields what
He_gel calls an “infinite judgment”. Our world is not among the subjects of
v\fhxch thc_ l_ikes of “purpose” and “meaning” can be correctly predicated
felther posttl_vely or negatively; the proposition “the world has no purpose”’
is dn(’), more informative than, to choose a Hegelian example, “spirit is not
red.

Nictzsche, 0o, speaks of a “logic” of the devaluation of the highest values.
Butvhe does not present the step from radical to complete nihilism simply as
an 'mtcllectual one, one that is made wholly on the basis of thought or of
logical iqsight. For Nietzsche, the step requires strength, not mere logic:
we remain in the “intermediate period of nihilism”—the period of radical
mhlhsr‘n—until there is present “the strength to reverse values and to deify
becoming and the apparent world as the only world, and to call them
good‘.’ (N‘:9[60] / WP:585; cf. N:9[107)/ WP:37; N:11[150] / WP:56). The
question is, why should the step require strength? 1 begin to answer this
question in the following chapter, which treats The Birth of Tragedy. 1
develop the answer further in Chapters Five and Six.

My second question concerns the logic and rationality Nietzsche seems
E)oth to accept and to condemn. Both are rejected by the radical nihilist, who
“does not believe in the necessity of being logical” (N:11[123] / WP:24).
Nevertheless, nihilism itself is “the logic of our great values and ideals
thogght _through to its end” (N:11[411] / WP;P). These passages, taken in)
conjunction, suggest that Nietzsche’s polemics against logic and rationality
may be addressed from the standpoint of radical nihilism, against the stand-

point of religious nihilism, where “logic” and “rationality” are used to shore
up arguments for either the necessity or the accessibility of a purpose or
unity for a world, or for a relation between itand a “true” world of “being.”
Nletzsche himself selies on something he calls “logic” in asserting the neces-
sity of the advent of nihilism. The question then becomes: does Nietzsche
develop spch a logic? In Chapter Four, “Genealogies,” I argue that he does.

My third question arises from the fact that, in my analysis, the entire
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development to and through nihilism revolves around the question of the
relevance of the “categories of value” to the world of becoming as a whole.
On the levels of religious and of radical nihilism, the assumption is made
that any part can be meaningful or have a purpose only if the whole is
meaningful or purposive. But on both those levels, it is also assumed that
the world requires justification, The complete nihilist, on the other hand,
deems the question of the justification of the world senseless. To put the
marter one way: justification is always in terms of a beyond, there can be
no beyond for the whole, and, for Nietzsche, becoming is the whole.

What, then, is to be said about the parts? If the question of justification
or purpose or meaning is ircelevant to the whole, does it follow that it is
irrelevant to the parts? If | acknowledge that it makes no sense to ask about
the purpose or meaning of the world, must ] also hold that it makes no sense
to ask abourt the purpose or meaning of, let us say, the fact that [ am pursuing
philosophy rather than herpetology? The Doctor in Camus’s The Plague
certainly denies that there is meaning or purpose to the world as a whole.
He also realizes that he cannot save all little children from suffering; but he
proposes to save some from suffeting. Does the denial of purpose or meaning
to the whole make that position ethically indistinguishable from that of one
who, while unable to torture all littde children, vows to torture all that he
can?

Differently stated, is it not the case that, in the words of Ivan Karamazov,
“If God is dead, then all is permitted,” or, in Nietzsche’s own words,
“Everything is false! Everything is permitted!” (N, VI:25[505]/ WP:602; cf.
N,VII:25[304], N:26(25], N:31{51], N:32[8(34)])? My answer-—iniroduced
in the chapter devoted to Zarathustra, and developed in those that come
thereafter—is that everything is indeed permitted, but that universal permis-
sibility does not make echical reflection impossible or trivial. On the contrary,
it makes such reflection all the more pressing. Simply put: to say that every-

thing is permitted is to say, at least, that there is no one—Dbetter, no One— .

around to forbid or prohibit anything. It is not to say that we cannot make
distinctions, that all acts are equally admirable, or honorable, or desirable.
If we take our ethical bearings by what is permitted and what is forbidden,
we may pay little attention to what is noble. Likewise, even if everything is
permitted, that does not mean that all answers to the question, “What should
I do,” are equally good. Instead, it makes the question more complicated,
more difficult, and more interesting,

As T attempt to dectde what I am to do; how I am to live my life, it makes
little difference whether “everything is permitted” or not. If some ways of
living were prohibited, [ would still have to decide which of the remaining
ways to adopt as my own. If no ways are prohibited, the question becomes
the more important—even if all ways are somehow open, [ must still decide
which I am to follow.
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Mqreqver, just as acceptance of a universal moral code—denial that “ev-
erything is permitted”—does not entail decent or admirable behavior, neither
does the denial of such codes entail indecent of despicable behav’ior We
have a_ll, Lsuspect, encountered moral absolutists who, while adhering st;ictly
to their accepted laws, allow themselves extraordinary latitude with respect
to acts not specifically covered by the codes. Appropriately, Nietzsche insists
explicitly that just as the identification of prohibitions does not guarantee
admirable behavior, the denial of prohibitions does not preclude it:

I deny morality as I deny alchemy, that is, [ deny their premises: buc I do not
_deny that thece have been alchemists who believed in these premises and acted
in accordance with them.—-¥ also deny immorality: rot that counless people
fef.’l therselves to be immoral, but that there is any frue reason so to feel. It goes
wlthout saying that I do not deny—unless 1 am a fool—that many actions called
tmmoral ought to be avoided and resisted, or that many called moral ought to
be done and encouraged—but I think the one should be encouraged and the
other avoided for other reasons than hitherto, (D:103)

Th!s discussion of morality and permissibility points back toward my first
question. If some things are not permitted, then avoidance of those things—
C.alled “morality”—may be based in fear of the consequences of transgres-
sion. If everything is permitted, chen doing what nobility requires—which
Nlctgschc refuses to call “moralicy”—cannot be a matter of such fear. It
may instead be a matter of strength. The problem of strength and weakness
introduced above, “constitutes the tragic age” (N:9[107] / WP:37) Thc’
problem therefore leads us to The Birth of Tragedy. ‘
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Tragedy

It is an eternal phenomenon: the insatiable [gierige] will always ﬁnds a way, \?y
means of an illusion spread over things, to detain [festzuhalterf] its creatures in
life and to compel them to live on. One is chained by the Socratic joy of kpowmg
and the delusion of being able thereby to heal the etema} wound of'e)ustence;
another is ensnaced by art’s seductive veil of beauty fluttering hefore his eyes; yet
another by the metaphysical consolation that beneath the whirl of appearances
eternal life flows on indestructibly—to say nothing of the more common and
almost mare forceful illusions the will has at hand at every moment. (BT:18)

Thus writes Nietzsche in the 1872 version of Thg Bfrth of Tragedy. B’y
1886, when he appends an “Agtempt at a Self-Cntiqsrn"’ to the book’s
second edition, he has concluded that the “Insatiable will” 1s an(\‘mfortunat‘e
boldover from Schopenhauer’s metaphysics (BT,5C:6), andthat metaphyﬂsx};
cal consolations,” which earlier he had praised, should be “§ent )t)o the {evnl’
along with metaphysics itself (BT,SC:7), Socrates’s “delusion, anfl art’s
seductive veil.” Despite these reservations, however, the 13th Nleqschc
continues to endorse The Birth of Tragedy's attempt “to view science
through the lenses (unter der Optik] of the artist, and art E}qough those of
life” (BT,5C:2), and to raise the yet more difficult question, viewed through
the lenses of life, what is the significance of morality?” (BT,5C:4).

Because my central concern is with Zarathustra, 1 make no attempt, as ]

examine The Birth of Tragedy, to remove the lenses provided by Nietzsche’s

later works. On the contrary, ] approach it explicitly through the “Attemptat
2 Self-Criticism.” In so doing, 1 attempt to excise the elements of Wagnerian

romanticism and Schopenhauerian pessimism pervasive in the 1872 text but

disavowed by the Nietzsche of 1886 (BT,SC:6); 1 set?k thereby to expose
some of the features Nietzsche’s mature affirmation will have to avoid, and
some it will have to exhibit.

The Tragic Disposition

When he first published The Birth of Tragedy, N_ietzsd_le was known (to
those who knew of him at all) as a classica!_ philologist. His academic
colieagnes expected from his first book an erudice treatise, full of scholarty
footnotes, on the development of a licerary genre. That is not what they
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found: for Nietzsche, tragedy is not primarily a literary genre, and the
question of its birth not an antiquarian issue.

That tragedy is not simply a form of drama is indicated by a question
early in the “Seif-Criticism”:

The most successful [wohlgerathenste], most beautiful, most envied type of
humanity to date, those most apt to seduce us to life, the Greecks—what then?
They of all people should bave found tragedy necessary [batten die Tragodie
notig]? Even more—art {Mebr noch—die Kunst]? What was Greek art for
(Wozu—griechische Kunst]? (BT,5C:1)

The Greeks required not only tragedy, Nietzsche tells us, but also art. This
suggests that some form of tragedy is independent from art; in Richard

Wagner in Bayreuth (1876), Nietzsche names this form the tragic disposition
[Gesinnung):

if humanity itself must someday die out—and who can doubt that!—it has as
irs highest task for all coming ages the goal of macuring, individually and as a
whole, in such a way that it meets its incipient demise [Untergange) with a tragic
disposition; within this highest task lies everything ennobling about humanity;
from its ultimate rejection [Abweisen] would result the most dismal [triibste]
picture any friend of humanity could place before his soul. . . . There is only one

hope and one guarantee for the future of humanity: itis that the tragic disposition
not die cut, (WB:4)

Given that “tragedy,” for Nietzsche, does not merely identify a literary
gence—given that the “tragic disposition” is a feature of whatever in human-
ity Nietzsche deems noble—it should come as no surprise that Nietzsche, in
considering the birth of tragedy, is not pondering a question for literary
historians. His deeper concerns are introduced with a question: “Is pessi-
mism necessarily the sign of decline, decay [ Verfall], failure [Missrathensein),
of exhausted [ermiideten] and weakened instincts?—as it was for the Indians,
as it cerrainly appears to be for us, ‘modern’ men and Europeans?”
(BT,SC:1).

Taken together, the passages [ have cited introduce the problem that
motivactes The Birth of Tragedy: the situation in Nietzsche’s Europe is com-
pared to the historico-social developments of ancient Greece and of ancient
India. The basis for the association of the three is a feature common to all:
pessimism. According to Nietzsche, Indian pessimism is symptomatic of
exhaustion, decline, and failure, whereas its Greek counterpart is among the
features of “the most successful (woblgerathenste] . . . type of humanity
to date.” Nietzsche suggests the fundamental difference between the two
pessimisms through yet anather series of questions:
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Is there a pessimism of strength? An intellectual predilection for the hard,
gruesome {schauerliche), evil, problematic aspects of existence that arises from
well-being [Wohlisein), overflowing health, from the fullness of existence? .. . A
seductive, striving [versiicherische] courage that sees clearly (des schdrfsten
Blicks] and demands the fearsome as the enemy, the worthy enemy on whom it
can test its strength? from whom it wants to learn what it means “to be afraid”?
(BT,SC:1)

Pessimism—ike the radical nihilism with which it is so closely related—
may be a sign of strength or of weakness, of health or of sickness. Hence,
Nierzsche’s non-antiquarian concern: assuming that Europe is becoming
increasingly pessimistic, what does its pessimism signify? It “certainly ap-
pears to be” a sign of morbidicy, but even if it now is, must it remain so?
Whether or not it must so remain, it will so remain, Nietzsche fears, unless
the tragic disposition can come to flourish in Europe, as it did in Greece but
not in [ndia. What is required is a rebirth of tragedy. Hence, Nietzsche’s
concern with the birth of tragedy, not as a unique occurrence now past, but
rather as a recurring possibility.

If we are to resurrect tragedy, Nietzsche suggests, we mast first understand
it, comprehending both its birth from “the tragic myth™ and “the extraordi-
nary phenomenon of Dionysus,” and its death, caused by “the Socraticism
of morality, dialectic, satisfaction [Geniigsamkeit), and the equanimity [Heit-
erkeit] of the theoretical man” (BT,SC:1). | reconstruct Nietzsche’s circum-
scription by returning to the passage that opens this chapter, in order now
to examine it in derail.

It is an erernal phenomenon: the insatiable will always finds a way, by means
of an illusion spread over things, to detain its creatures in life and 1o compel
them to live on. One is chained by the Socratic joy of knowing and the delusion
of being able thereby to heal the eternal wound of existence; another is ensnared
by art’s seductive veil of beauty fluctering before his eyes; yet another by the
metaphysical consolation rthat beneath the whitl of phenomena eternal life flows
onindestructibly—to say nothing of the more common and almost more forceful
illusions the will always has at hand. (BT:18)

The first three forms of illusion are reserved for the “more nobly endowed
natures” who have perceived “the burden and gravity of existence with deep
displeasure.” Less reflective or insightful humans are more easily satisfied:
in Schopenhauer’s words, “Human life, tike all bad merchandise, is covered
over by a gaudy paint job” (WWR,I1:58). Those who are taken in by the
paint job find life simply worth living, they require no farther justification.
Nieezsche’s nobler natures, on the other hand, recognize that life is burden-
some, but also that their choice is between life and nothing; illusions are
required if they are to be “detained in life.”
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D}ffc?rcntly put: the nobler natures are those who are aware, art least
_subl:mmally, of th_e wisdom of Silenus, which Nietzsche identifies as reflect-
ing “Greek folk wisdom.” Silenus, a companion of Dionysus, is captured by

King Midas and forced to reveal “the best and most desirable of all things
for man.” His answer:

Oh, wretched epheme_ral race, children of chance and misery, why do you compel
E‘nc to tell you what it would be most expedient for you not to hear? What s
est of all is utterly beyond your reach: not o be born, not to be, to be nothing.

Buc the second best for you is—to die BT: ;
Colomss, amity soon. (BT:3 [Sophocles, Oedipus at

.Sllenf.ls tells us we do best by dying as soon as possible. Why do we reject
his advice? All of us, some of the time, some of us, all of the time, and most
of us, most of the time, are presumably taken in by life’s gaudy’paint job
or perhaps by promises of afterlives. Nietzsche suggests that those of us whc;
ate not, when we are not, rely, respectively, on three forms of illusion: some
embrace the Socratic delusion, some focus on an Apollinian veil, some resign
themselves to Silenian consolation. ’ ’

Socratic Delusion

Thc ﬁrsF justificatory illusion listed by Nietzsche in the passage under
consnder_atlon, the Socratic delusion, is historically the last; as | have indi-
cated, Nietzsche attributes the death of tragedy to “the Socra’n'cism of moral-
ity, dialectic, §atisfaction (Geniigsamkeit), and the equanimity [Feiterkeit]
of the theoretical man” (BT,SC:1). With the emergence of Socraticism. art
and beauty are displaced within the hierarchy of cultural values sub(;rdi—
nated on the one hand to morality and goodness, on the other ro Eheory (or
science) and truth, In thac this subordination remains in effect in Nierzsche’s

own time (as in ours), its examination is central to Nietzsche’s non-antiquar-
i1an project:

w}'fat docs all science signify, viewed as a symptom of life? . . . Where is science
going; worse yet, where did it come from? . . . Is the sciensific spirit perhaps
only a fear of, a fleeing from pessimism? A subtle [ast resort against~—the teurh?
And, in moral terms, something like cowardice and falsity? In non-moral terms‘
a ruse [Schlaubeir]? Socrates, Socrates, was that perhaps your secret? (BT,SC: I))

'What is‘ the secret? Art is generally supposed to be concerned with beauty
sclence with truth, and morality wich goodness. Yet Nietzsche suggests,
direccly, that science may be a defense against truth, an attempt to disguist:
the truth. He also suggests, indirectly, that morality may be a defense against
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goodness, an artempt to avoid acknowledging what true goodness would
require. The mechanism that allows these defenses to work is a “new and
unprecedented treasuring [Hochschitzung] of knowledge and insight”
(BT:13). Clear evidence for the novelty of this valuation is provided by
Sacrates’s admission of his own ignorance, and his amazement that others—
great statesmen, orators, poets, and artists—are governed by instinct rather
than by knowledge:

“Only from instinct”: with this expression, we touch the heart and midpoint of
the Socratic tendency. Wich it, Socraticism condemns existing art as well as
existing ethics: wherever he directs his examining glance, he sees the lack of
insight and the power of delusion [Wahn]; from this lack, he concludes that
what exists is intecnally perverse [verkebrt] and reprehensible [venwerflich).
(BT:13)

In condemning all that exists, including current art and ethics, Socrates
condemns both what is and what has been. Given this rejection of past and
present, he can be “detained in life” only by the delusion that he can make
the future radically different. He consequently views his own task as one of
therapy; he is to “heal the wound of existence” by “correcting existence”
(BT:13). This correction or healing is a practical project, but it requires a
theoretical foundation: the replacement of custom by morality presupposes
a replacement of instinct with knowledge. The result of che two replacements
is a transformation of pessimism into optimism:

Socrates is the prototype [Urbild] of the theoretical optimist who, with his
already charactenized faith in the fathomability [Ergriindlichkeif] of the namre
of things, ascribes to knowledge and cognition the force of a panacea, and
conceives etror as evil in itself, To penetrate into every ground [(Grund] and to
separate true cognition from semblance and from ercor strikes the Socratic man
as the most noble human calling, indeed the only truly human calling. (BT:15)

The Socratic legacy—hence, the functioning of the Socratic illusion—is
clearest in the paradigm [Typus] of a form of existence unheard of before
Socrates: that of the theoretical man, who embraces Socrates’s project, “to
make existence appear comprehensible and thereby as justified” (BT:16),
and thereby also Socrates’s “profound delusion [Wahbnvorstellung),” the
“unshakable faich that thinking, following the guideline of causality, reaches
into the deepest abysses of being, and that thinking is in a position not merely
to know being, but even to correct it” (BT:15). The “essence of the spirit of
science,” then, combines “faith in the fathomability (Ergrindlichkeit] of
nature and in knowledge as panacea [an die Universalbeilkraft des Wissens]”
(BT:17). Life is worth living, for those possessed of this spirit, only because
it is perfectible.
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Apollinian Veil

In order to grasp the functioning of his second justificatory illusion, the
Apollinian veil, Nietzsche deems it necessary to deconstruct [abtragen] Apol-
linian culture “stone by stone, as it were,” in order to expose its foundation
in the “magnificent figures of the Olympian gods.” How this culture of
gods serves as illusion is suggested by the description Nietzsche provides in
distinguishing it from the Christian perspective: “Nothing here teminds us of
as_ccticism, spirituality, or duty; here, only an exuberant, indeed triumphant
existence speaks to us, one in which everything present, whether good or
evil, is deified” (BT:3).

The present, condemued by Socrates, is deified by the Apollinian. This is
perplexing, however, in that the deification of the present is characteristic,
according to the later Nietzsche, not of the Apollinian but of the Dionysian,
and thus of the perspective he himself attempts to take. Consider:

An experimental philosophy [Experimental-Philosophie] such as I live antici-
pates experimencally [versuchsweise] even the possibilities of fundamental
lgrundsdtzlichen) nihilism; bue this is not to say chat it must hale at a no, a
negation, a will to the no. It wants rather to continue on to the reverse of this
!bis zum Umgekebrten hindurchl—to a Dionysian affirmation of the world as
1tis, without subrraction, exception, or selection—it wants the eternal circulation
(Kreislauf],—the same things, the same logic and illogic of entanglements (Kno-
ten). The highest state a philosopher can attain: to stand in a Dionysian relation-
ship to existence—my formula for this is amor fati.

This requires conceiving the previously denied aspects of existence not only
as necessary, but as desirable (wiinschenswert): and not only as desirable in
relation to the previously affirmed aspects (pechaps as their complements or
preconditions), but for themselves [um ihrer selber willen], as the more powerful,
more fruitful, truer aspects of existence, within which its will speaks out more
distinetly. (N:16{32]; WP:1041)

My formula for what is great in humanity is amor fati: tha¢ one wants noching
otherwise, not forward, not backward, not in all eternity. Not merely to bear
what is necessary, still less to conceal it—all idealism is mendacity in the face of
whac is necessary—bur rather to love it. (EH,I11:10)

The Apollinian veil, like Nierzschean amor fati, involves affirming exis-
tence rather than disguising or attempting to heal it; but it stops short of
amor fati in that it does not involve the affirmation of all of existence,
“withour subtraction, exception, or selection,” Returning to The Birth of
Tragedy: “How is the world of the Olympian gods related to this folk
wisdom [i. ¢., the wisdom of Silenus]? Even as the rapturous [entztickungs-
reiche) vision of the tortured martyr to his torments” (BT:3).

The Apollinian, like the Christian martyr but unlike the Dionysian, turns
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away from this world and looks to another: “The Greek knew and felt the
terror and horror of existence; in order to be able to live at all, he hgd 10
interpose between himself and life the radiant dream-bil?th of the Olympians”
(BT:3). To the extent that the “terror and horror of cx1§tence" are afﬁ’rmed,
they are affirmed not “for themselves,” but rather—like the martyr’s tor-
ments—for sake of the visions they make possible. The “terrors and horrors
are revealed in the pre-Olympian myths that inspire the great tragedians.
The Olympians provide the Apollinian veil that, “interposed” between the
Greeks and life, shields them from the horrors:

That overwhelming dismay in the face of the titanic powers of nature, the Moira
enthroned inexorably over all knowledge, the vulture of the great lover of
mankind, Prometheus, the terrible fate of the wise Oedipus, the famlly_cursc of
the Atridae, which drove Orestes to matricide: in shore, that entice phllosop.hy
of the sylvan god [i. e, Silenus (see BT:7)], with its mythical exemplars, Whl(?h
caused the downfall of the melancholy Etruscans—all this was again apd again
ovescome by the Greeks with the aid of the Olympian middle wodd [Mittelwelt)
of art; or at any rate it was veiled and withdrawn from sight. (BT:3)

The gods justify human life by living it themselyes—the only sgtisfactory theod-
icy! Existence under the bright sunshine of such gods is perceived [emp_funden]
as desirable in itself, and the real pain of Homeric man 1s caused by parting from
it, especially by early pacting; so that now, reversing the wisdom of Silenns, we
might say of the Greeks that “to die soon is worst of all for them, the next
worst—to die at all.” (BT:3)

Whereas life is the worst for the Silenian, death is the worst for the
Apollinian. But as long as either life or death is condemned, human existence
canoot be afficmed. The Apollinian affirms all that is present, but only as
present, only as permanent. Mortality, the horror the qulllmar_n cannot
affirm, must be disguised; it is concealed behind the Olympian veil.

Silenian Consolation

Whereas the Apollinian perspective resembles Nietzszche.’s own, The _Birtfz
of Tragedy’s third illusion, which 1 have termed “Silenian conso!atlon,
embodies one of its early forms, later to be rejected. As of 1872,_ Nietzsche
insists that any affirmative perspective will require a “metaphysical conso-
lation”:

Let us imagine a coming generation with such intr;pidity of vision,'with such a
heroic penchani for the tremendous; let us imagine the bo!d stride of these
dragon-slayers, the proud audacity with which they tuen lhfl‘l' back on all the
weakling’s doctrines of optimism in order to “live resolutely” in wholengss fxnd
fullness: would it not be necessary for the tragic man of such a culture, in view
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of his self-educanion for seriousness and terror, to desire a new art, the art of
mecaphysical consolation, to desire tragedy as his own proper Helen, and to
exclaim with Faust, “Should not my longing overleap the distance, and draw
the fairest into existence?” (BT:18)

In the 1872 text, the closing question is rhetorical, its answer implicitly
but clearly positive, By 1886, Nietzsche’s perspective has developed. Quoting
this passage in his “Self-Criticism,” Nietzsche acknowledges that to answer
it positively would be to sink into romanticism, but then provides his current
response: “No, three tdmes no!” Rejecting the demand for “metaphysical
consolation” as incipiently Christian, the Nietzsche of 1886 insists:.

You should first learn the are of earchly (diessertigen] consolation,—you should
firs¢ learn to laugh, my young friends, if you want to cremain pessimists; perhaps
then, as laughers, you will some day send all metaphysical consolations to the
devil—and metaphysics first of afl. (BT,SC:7)

The later Nietzsche sends metaphysical consolations to the devil, but he
does not send Dionysus along with them, although he originally presents
such consolation as Dionysian. On the contrary, whereas he argues in 1872
that tragedy requires the combination of Dionysian intoxication with Apol-
linian vision, bis “Self-Criticism” makes no mention of Apollo, and by 1888
he has concluded that the very idea of such a synthesis “reeks repellently of
Hegelianism” (EH,1V:1),

The later Nietzsche, then, rejects Apollo for Dionysus, and metaphysical
consolation for earthly affirmation. This might seem to suggest that nothing
concerning his later positive teachings may be gleaned from The Birth of
Tragedy, but mine is an alternative suggestion; that is why 1 have termed
The Birth of Tragedy's consoling illusion “Silenian” rather than “Diony-
sian.” My suggestion is that Nietzsche's descriptions, in 1872, are richer
than his terminology. Specifically: whereas the primary terminological dis-
tinction is between the Apollinian and the Dionysian, an additional and
important descriprive distinction is suggested, within what Nietzsche terms
simply the “Dionysian,” between what 1 term the “Dionysian” and the
“Silenian.” The Dionysian, in my narrower sense, points in the direction of
what Nietzsche continues to affirm, the Silenian, towards what he comes to
deny.

I move in the direction of my distinction between the Silenian and the
Dionysian by first considering another famous and problematic teaching
from The Birth of Tragedy: “it is only as an aesthetic phenomenon that
existence and the world are eternatly justified” (BT:5; cf. BT:24, SC:5). In
the course of the text, two distinct “aesthetic justifications” are described,
and a third suggested. Although Nietzsche preseats all as Dionysian, the first
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of the explicit justifications is better termed Schopenhauerian, the second,
Silenian; the one merely suggested points towards the specifically Dionysian.

Nietzsche describes his first version of an aesthetic justification of existence
in The Birth of Tragedy's opening section:

Man is no longer artist, he has become work of art: che artistic power of all of -
nature reveals itself bere, in these paroxysms [Schauern] of intoxication, for the
highest gracification {Wonnebefriedigung) of the primordial one [Ur-Einen]. The
noblest clay, the most costly marble, man, is here kneaded and cut, and to the
sound of the chisel strokes of the Dionysian world-artist rings out the cry of the
Eleusinian mysteries: “Do you prostrate yourselves, millions? Do you sense your
maker, world? » (BT:1)

The clearly Schopenhauerian element in this description is the Ur-Einen,
the “primordial one” for whose gratification alone the earthly drama un-
folds. Its putative role is described with increasing clarity as Nietzsche’s
essay develops:

the more clearly 1 perceive in nature those omnipresent artistic impulses, and in
them an acdent longing for illusion, for redemption through illusion, the more
I feel myself impelled to the metaphysical assumption that the truly existent
primal uniry, eternally suffering and contradictory, aiso needs the rapturous
vision, the pleasurable iusion, for its continuous redemption. (BT:4)

Insofar as the subject is artist, it is already redeemed from its individual will and
has become, so to speak, a medium through which the one teuly existent [wabr-
haft seiende] subject celebrates its redemption in illusion. For to our humiliation
and exaltation, one thing above all must be clear to us. The entire artistic comedy
[Kunstkomédie] is not performed for our betterment or education, nor ace we
the true creators of this art world. On the contrary, we may assume thac we are
merely images and artiscic projections for the true creator, and that we have our
highest dignity in our significance as works of art—for it is only as an aesthetic
phenomenon that existence and the world are eternally justified—while of course
our consciousness of our own significance hardly differs from that which the
soldiers painted on canvas have of the battle represented on it. (BT:5)

For this “aesthetic justification” to succeed, we must exist as individuals;
yet this vision provides no justification for us, as individuals, {f] avoid “dying
soon,” | do so not for my own gratification, but rather for that of the “primal
one.” Why we should submit to such prostitution is unclear; Schopenhauer’s
alternative suggestion that we thwart the Ur-Einen through will-less self-
destruction seems, at worst, no less appealing.

From the Schopenhauesian perspective, then, we merely perform for the
primal one, and only for the primal one is existence justified; the Silenian
position retains the metaphysical elements of the Schopenhauerian, but is
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somewhat more attractive in that it provides us with the hope that we too
may enjoy the voyeuristic pleasure of the primordial being. Nietzsche relates
this pleasure to the satisfaction provided to the spectators of tragic dramas:

The metaphysical consolation {Trost]—with which, T am suggesring, every true
tragedy leaves us—that life is at the bottom [Grunde) of things, despite all the
changes of appearances, indestructibly powerful and pleasurable [mdchtig und
lustvoll], this consolation appears in corporeal clarity as the chorus of satyrs, as
the chorus of natural beings who live ineradicably, as it were, behind all civiliza-
tion and remain eternally the same, despite the changes of generations and of
the history of peoples. (BT:7)

The Silenian perspective offers a form of eternity, a merging with the
primordial; but this eternity is gained, for the individual human being, only
at the price of individuality: “Dionysian art, too, wants to convince us of
the eternal pleasure of existence; but we are to seek this pleasure not within
the appearances, buc rather behind the appearances” (BT:17). We see that
all that comes to be must pass away, but a “metaphysical consolation” saves

us from the bustle of changing appearances before we become “rigid with
fear [erstarren]”:

We are really, for a brief moment, the primordial being itself, feeling its raging
desire for existence and joy in existence. . .. We are pierced by the maddening
sting of these pains just when we have become, as it were, one with che infinite,
primordial joy in existence, and when we get an inkling [ahnen), in Dionysian
ccstasy, of the indestructibility and eternicy of this joy. In spite of fear and pity,
we live happily [sind die Bliicklich-Lebendigen), not as individuals, bue rather
as the one that lives {das cine Lebendige], into whose creative joy we are melred
down [mit dessen Zengungslust wir verschmolzen sind]. (BT:17)

Dionysian Affirmation

If we send metaphysics to the devil, then we send the Schopenhauerian
and Silenian perspectives, with whatever consolation or justification they
may provide, along with it: we reject the presupposition, on which both
perspectives depend, that there is a “primordial will” “behind the appear-
ances.” But if we reject this presupposition and thus chese perspectives, to
what are we to tarn? Not 1o a forgeteing of Silenian wisdom; that leads back
to Schopenhauer’s cheap, gaudy paint job. Nor to the Socratic delusion of
individuality transformed, of life following the healing of the wound of
existence; that is another form of metaphysical consolation. Nor, finally, to
the Apollinian vision of individual immortality; we cannot afficm human life
without also affirming death. What we must affirm is the existence of the
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world as it is rather than as we might wish it (Socrates), of an individualicy
neither destroyed (Silenus) nor made permanent (Apollo), but rather lived.

This is the perspective, the life that, according to Schopenhauer, is impossi-
ble: “If one were to reveal to anyone the terrible pains and tortures to which
his life is constantly exposed, this person would be overcome by horror”
(WWR,I:58). The source of this horror is not the pains and tortures we
actually suffer; many of us, much of the time, suffer few. But only life’s
gaudy paint job, or the Socratic delusion that the wound of existence is being
healed, can blind us to the fact of our exposure to pains and tortures;
suffering is occasional, exposure to it constant.

Constant exposure 1o suffering, accompanied by the constant possibility
of joy, is shared by humans with Dionysus, the god of whom, according to
Nietzsche, all pre-Euripidean Greek heroes are masks:

the one true, real Dionysus appears in a multiplicity of figures, in the mask of
the struggling hero and, so to speak, enmeshed in the net of individual wiil
[Einzelwillen]. As che appearing god now speaks and acts, he resembles an
erring, striving, suffering individual. ... In truth, however, the hero is the
suffering Dionysus of the mysteries, the god experiencing in himnself the agonies
of individuation, of whom wonderful myths tell that as a boy he was torn to
pieces by the Ticans and now is worshiped in this state as Zagreus. (BT:10)

And what is the perspective of Dionysus, the perspective from which such
an existence is justified, such a life worth living? The Nietzsche of 1872
provides us with no more than a hint:

In Dionysian art and in its tragic symbolism the same nature speaks to us in its
teue, undisguised voice: “Be as | am! Amid the ceaseless flux of appearances the
eternally creative, primordial mother, eternally impelling to existence, eternally
finding satisfaction in this change of phenomena.” (BT:16)

It 1s not clear that Nietzsche tecognizes this as a position distinct from what
1 have called the Silenian. Indeed, in the very nexr section (in a passage
quoted above) he characterizes the Dionysian or tragic position in different,
and contradictory, terms: “Dionysian art, too, wants to convince us of the
ecerna) pleasure of existence; but we are to seek this pleasure not within the
appearances, but rather behind the appearances” (BT:17).

The “primordial one” seeks pleasure in the appearances rather than behind
them, but the primordial one itself does not appear. The Silenian may seem
to seek pleasure in appearances, but this pleasure presupposes an escape from
appearance, a merging, behind appearances, with the one, a metaphysical
absorption. The Dionysian position retains elements of both: like the one,
the Dionysian attends to the appearances themselves rather than looking
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be_yoncl or behind them; but unlike the one, and unlike the Silenian, the
Dionysian remains among the appearances, existing as “an erring, striving,
suffering individual.” As a human being, 1 can “impel to existence” only by
existing, thus, only by appearing. “Be as | am,” then, suggests something
quite different from “be one with me.” First, it suggests a position that
makes no commitment to the actual existence of the primordial one—a non-
metaphysical position. Moreover, the imperative “be as | am” demands that
['live my own life, not the life of the real or imagined one, that 1 seek my
satisfaction within appearances rather than behind appearances, but that the
satisfaction 1 seek indeed be my own, that my artistic activity be not for the
sake of the Divine Spectator (Schopenhauerian or Olympian), but rather for
the sake of my self, and perhaps for others like me.

A Tragic Culture

In closing this chapter, [ rerurn o a question introduced at its beginning:
what must bappen, according to Nietzsche, if modernity is to become a
healthy and flourishing period, like that of his classical Greece, rather than
a sickly and declining one, like that of his ancient India? In Nietzsche’s
fiferime, as in ours, the Socradic illusion predominates. That it has long
predominated is not, according to Nietzsche, to be deplored. On the con-
trary, given the alternarive, its reign has been salutary:

if we imagine that the whole incalculable sum of energy used up for this wortd
tendency had been used not in the service of knowledge buc for the practical,
i. e, egoistic aims of individuals and peoples, then we realize thac in thar case
universal wars of annihilation and continual migrations of peoples would proba-
bly have weakened the instincsive lust for life to such an extenc that suicide
would have become a general custom and individuals might have experienced
the final cemnant of a sense of duty when, like the inhabitants of the Fiji islands,
as sons they had strangled their parents, as friends, their friends—a practical
pessimism that might have been able to produce a gruesome ethic of genocide
[Volkermord] motivated by pity, which, incidentally, is and was present in the
world wherever art did not appear in some form, particularly as religion and
science, as a remedy and preventive for this breath of pestilence. (BT:15)

Art, according to Nietzsche, is the only thing that saves us from bestialicy.
This “art” can cake various forms, including religion and science; what is
important is that there be a myth, a story, that is widely accepted and
that provides reasons for individuals and peoples—particularly the nobler
natures, for whom the “more common illusions” are ineffective—to behave
other than “egoistically.”

The problem, for Nietzsche and for us, is that the Socratic myth, which
deposed the tragic disposition, is dying. The Socratically-minded cannot help
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seeking to extend science, to make it comprehensive, but in so extending it,
they cannot help running into its himits, and secing from there “what defies
illumination” [das Unaufhellbare). At this point, Nietzsche tells us, “the new
form of insight breaks through, tragic insight, which, merely to be endured,
needs art as a protection and remedy” (BT:15).

If we abandon the Socratic dream, do we need art, as protection and
remedy? The Nietzsche of 1872 thinks so, but that Nietzsche thinks also
that we require a “metaphysical consolation.” The later Nietzsche disagrees
on the latter point. Does he also on the former? From the perspective of the
later Nieszsche, as 1 have sketched it, what “breaks through” following the
death of Socraticism is not “tragic insight” but rather “Silenian wisdom.”
The question becomes, is there available to us, from the “perspective of
life,” as opposed to the perspective of science, morality, or art, a “tragic
disposition” that would allow us to affirm the human condition without
relying on illusions? For the most past, The Birth of Tragedy suggests that
there is not (see esp. BT:23). Yet just as The Birth of Tragedy provides
glimpses of the Dionysian behind the Silenian, it suggests the prospect of a
“tragic culture” that would avoid reliance on illusions:

[the tragic culture] replaces science, as the highest goal, with the wisdom that,
undeceived by the seductive distraction of science, turns with unmoved eyes to
a comprehensive view of the world, and seeks to grasp, with sympathetic feelings
of love, the eternal suffering as its own. (BT:18)

Those who “are as the primordial one is”—the Dionysians, as opposed to
Silenians—seek, like scientists, a “comprehensive view of the whole,” but a
more objective one, “undeceived by the seductive distraction of science,”
i. e, by the technological faith that we come not merely to view but rather
to comprehend, not merely to appreciate but rather to fathom, and that,
having comprehended, having fathomed, we will be able to correct, able to
heal.

Concerning how we are to move toward this “comprehensive view of the
whole,” which may or may not be “the perspective of life,” The Birth of
Tragedy has little more to say. For development, we must turn to The
Genealogy of Morals.

4

Genealogies

Locke, in the seventeenth century, postulated (and rejected) an impossible
language in which each individual thing, each stone, each bird and each
branch, would have its ows name; Funes once projected an analogous
language, but discarded it because it seemed too general to bim, too ambigu-
ous. In fact, Funes remembered not only every leaf of every tree of every
wood, but also every one of the times he bad perceived or imagined it. . . .
Not only was it difficult for him to comprehend that the generic symbol
dog embraces so many unlike individuals of diverse size and form; it both-
ered him that the dog at three fourteen (seen from the side) should bave the
same name as the dog at three fifteen (seen from the front). His own face
in the mirror, bis own hands, surprised him every time he saw them.
Jorge Luis Borges

By “lion” I mean only this yellow clump that bas sprung forth from a bush
i the savannah, this boarse grunt that exhales an odor of bloody flesh, and
the white fur of the belly and the pink of the under-paws and the sharp
angle of the retractile claws just as [ see them over me now with a mixture
of sensations that I call “lion” in order to give it a name though 1 want to
be clear it has nothing to do with the word “lion” nor even with the idea
of lion which one might form in other circumstances.

Italo Calvino
Self-Knowledge, Genealogy, Hermeneutics

[ turn to The Genealogy of Morals in order to examine the “logic”
available to the complete nihilist, and the “objectivity” sought by the advo-
cate of Dionysian affirmation. Given these interests, my choice of The Gene-
alogy may be initially surprising, for its title seems to announce a treatment
not of science and method, but rather of morality. Nevertheless, from the
beginning of its Preface it is clear that here, as in The Birth of Tragedy,
knowledge and wisdom are at issue. /

The Christsan-moral tradition in Western philosophy begins with Socra-
tes’s adoption of the Delphic imperative, “know thyself,” and with his
contention that the unexamined life is not worth living. That tradition draws
toward its end, Nictzsche argues, as it approaches the conclusion that the
examined life is not worth living, either. But Nietzsche is not prepared simply
to accept either Socrates’s contention or the tradition’s conclusion; instead,
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he charges that the tradition has ignored the Delphic imperative ratht.fr
than obey it. Over two thousand years after Socrates, Nietzsche opens his
polemical Genealogy by insisting, “we are unknown, we knowerst ourseh‘/es
to ourselves”: we are unbekannt, unfamiliar to or even unacquainted with
ourselves (GM,P:1). And the “we” who exhibit this ignorance are not the
a- or anti-philosophical masses, not those who do not s:sek to examine, but
rather, precisely, the progeny of Socrates, the “knowers”: wir Erkennenden.
Busy as bees (Nietzsche’s metaphor), we knowers ha\ie roamed far aﬁel.d,
gathering the most abstruse bits of knowledge and storing them carefully in
our hives—our heads, our libraries, our hard disks—but we have not sought
ourselves, because we haven’t had the time. We may kn_ow sor}]ethmg, but
we do not know ourselves; we may have examined various things, but we
continue to lead unexamined lives.

[t is because “we are unknown, we knowers, ourselves to ourselves” that
Nietzsche undertakes his genealogical investigation of morality. And because
we unknown knowers have been, broadly speaking, scientists, his genealogy
proceeds, in words adapted from the “Self-criticism” of The Birth _of Trag-
edy, not from the perspective of science, but rather from that of life:

under what conditions did man devise these value judgments good and evil? and
what value do they themselves possess? Have they hitherto hindered or furthered
human prosperity? Are they a sign of distress, of impovenshment, othc degener-
ation of life? Or is there revealed in them, on the contrary, the plenitude, force,
and will of life, its courage, certainty, future? (GM,P:3)

As this passage suggests, Nietzsche’s genealogy is hermeneutical in thaF it
takes moral judgments not as truth claims to be evaluated, but rath_er——l;ke
radical nihilism, like pessimism—as signs to be interpreted. {\nd nent_her”the
signs nor the interpretations are to be sought in the “English fashion” of
“gazing around haphazardly in the blue.” On the contrary,

it must be obvious which color is a hundred times mare vital for a genealogist
of morals than blue: namely gray, thacis, what is documented, what can acrua]!y
be confirmed and has actually existed, in short the eatire long hieroglyphic
record, so hard to decipher, of the mora! past of mankind! (GM,P:7)

In that Nietzsche’s hermeneutics requires consideration of “What. is docu-
mented, what can actually be confirmed and has actually exi.ste.cl,” it cannot
be metaphysical: its data are given empirically, not a priori. Moreover,
because the “document” it considers is a “hieroglyphic record,” “h'ard 1o
decipher,” it cannot revert to positivism: the registering of the data is only
the first step. o _ ,

[n addition to being non-metaphysical and non-positivistic, Nietzsche’s
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hermeneutics must be genealogical racher than eidetic, archaeological, or
teleological. it cannot be eidetic, for the seekers of eternal eide or essences
are those who merely “gaze around haphazardly in the blue.” It cannot be
archaeological, for it does not seek foundational origins. On the contrary,
Nietzsche insists that “for historiography of all sorts” there is “no more
important proposition” than that

the cause of a thing's origination, and its eventual utility, its factual employment
and placement in a system of purposes, lie worlds apart; thar something available
(etwas Vorhandenes), having somehow attained 2 stability, is again and again
reintecpreted for new views [Ansichten], confiscated anew, transformed and
rearranged for new uses; that everyching that happens in the organic world is
an overpowering, a mastering, and that, again, all overpowering and mastering
is a reinterpreting, an arranging whereby the previous “meaning” and “purpose”
must necessarily be obscured or even entirely extinguished. (GM,11:12)

Just as Nietzsche’s genealogical hermeneutics cannot be archaeological
because meanings and uses are not determined by origins, it cannot be
teleological because they are no more determined by goals:

The “development” of a thing, a custom, an organ, is thus nothing like a
progressus toward a goal, even less a logical progressus by the shortest route
and with the smallest expenditure of force—but racher the succession of more
or less profound, more or less mutually independent processes of subduing that
play themselves off on i, plus the resistances they always encounter, the attempts
at transformation for the purpose of defense and reaction, and the results of

successful counteractions. The form is fluid, bur the “meaning” is even more so.
(GM,11:12)

What this means for philosophy, Nietzsche is convinced, is that static or
ahistorical conceptual analysis is impossible, or possible only at the price of

misleading, even dangerous, distortion. In The Wanderer and his Shadow,
he provides an example:

The word “revenge” is said so quickly, it almost seems as if it could not contain
more than one root concept and feeling. And so people are still trying to find
this root—just as our economists still have not got tired of smelling such a unity
in the word “value” and of looking for the original root coneepe of value, As if
all words were not pockets into which now this and now chae has been put, and
now many things at once! (HH,WS:33)

As a genealogical hermeneuticist, Nietzsche neither begins nor ends his
nvestigations either by regiseering facts or creating fictions, or by identifying
essences, origins, or ends. But this does not mean that he can do nothing
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more than simply track the developments of concepts and of the practices
associated with them. Instead, he atrempts also to assess concept-practices
from “the perspective of life,” seeking first to detcrrqlne which complex_es
are life-enhancing, which life-denying, and then to cultivate the former while
impairing the latter. _
Readers who move quickly through The Genealogy—@aders who_ la'ck,
or do not use, “fingers for nuances”—may emerge from it w‘f" the conviction
that distinguishing the life-enhancing from the llfe-dcny}r.ng is, for’Nletzsche,
arelatively simple matter. He first opposes “n_oble mox_’ahtles, wh\ch'e_ncou I-
age self-assertive strength, to “slave moralities,” which foster hl.lmlllty. and
self-abnegation; he may then appear simply to laud tht:, former while castigat-
ing the latter. But so too can the Nietzsche of The I?xrth‘o'f Tragedy appear
simply to condemn Socraticism. In both cases, the simplicity of the appear-
e is misleading.
anicn The Birth ogf Tragedy, we have seen, Nietzsche acknowlAedge_s that
Socraticism has had salutary consequences throughout much of its history:
it has been the sole alternadive to genocidal wars. Simitarly, in The Genealqu
of Morals he recognizes that the role played in history by the “slave r_ebclllon
in morality,” which displaced the rule of the blond beasts, has been in many
ways a positive one:

Only on the soil of this essentially dangerous form pf hmpan existence, the
priestly form, has the human being become an interesting animal, .only here has
the human soul acquired deprh in a higher sense and bec.ome evil—and rhsse
are the two basic respects in which the human being has hitherto been superior
10 other beasts! (GM,I:6)

Human history would be alcogether too stupid an affair were it not for che spiric
thar has entered into it through the powerless. (GM,1:7)

The existence on earth of an animal sou! turned against irsc'lf, ta}cing sides
against itself, was something so new, profound, unheard of, enigmatic, contra-
dictory, and pregnant with a future that the aspect of the earth was essentially
aleered, (GM,11:16)

Just as the slave valuation is not always and ev;rywhere life-denying,
neither is the noble valuation simply life-enhancing. Nletsthe deemsa return
to the stupid violence of the “blond beast” neither possible nor desirable.
On the contrary, the most important question that emerges from The Geneal;
ogy of Morals, as from The Birth of nged)f,‘asks what form a rcnewallo
noble morality, a rebirth of the tragic dispo:;atlo_n, copld fake, now that the
illusion of Socraticism, with its slave morality, is Iosm_g its effectiveness.

This is a question Nietzsche answers, if at all, only in Zarathustra. If he
answers it there, he does not do so simply or dire_ctly. On the contrary, he
may appear not even to raise it. | have been arguing, throughout Part One
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of this book, that Nietzsche’s affirmative teachings are historically situated:
the completion of nihilism presupposes the movement through religious and
radical nihilism, the rebirth of tragedy presupposes the Socratic interlude,
and the restoration of noble morality advocated by Nietzsche depends upon
the cleverness and sophistication that distinguish us from blond beasts—the
intelligence we have developed during the rule of slave morality. History, it
seems, is central; yet in Zarathustra, history can appear to be irrelevant.
Zarathustra is set not here and now, but rather on an unfamiliar and only
vaguely described landscape, and in an unspecified but technologically primi-
tive time. This setting suggests thar Nietzsche aims, in Zarathustra, for a
kind of universality, or perhaps of objectivity. [ believe that he does so aim,
bue also that his message is carefully targeted for those of us who live in the
wake of the death of the Christian God. We can receive the message, how-
ever, only if our fingers for nuances are nimble,

In order, in part, further to exercise our fingers for nuances, [ do not now
take the path that would lead directly to Zarathustra. Instead, I examine a
few of the chambers contained in The Genealogy's labyrinth. 1 do so in part
because they are fascinating in themselves, and in part because what is to be
discovered within them is useful to explorers of Zarathustra.

Punishment

The project guiding Michel Foucault’s justly respected Discipline and
Punish is first articulated—as Foucault himself acknowledges—in sections
13 and 14 of The Genealogy’s Second Essay, where Nietzsche sketches the
task of a hermeneutical genealogy of punishment. “Words are seeming
bridges,” according to Zarathustra, between things that are “eternally differ-
ent” (Z,11[:13.2; 272.14-15): in The Genealogy, he exposes “punishment”
as such a bridge.

[n considering punishment, Nietzsche distinguishes the relacively enduring
sequence of punitive procedures from the specific uses to which the proce-
dures are put; Nietzsche plausibly insists on the historical priority of the
former. Currently, imptisonment is one such procedure, and given our eco-
nomic investment in prisons, the procedure is extremely resistant o change,
no matter how much evidence we may have that prisons are not doing what
we want them to do, that they are not effective means of punishment, Worse
yet, perhaps, no matter how we may change our beliefs concerning what
“effective punishment” might require, we will be inclined to continue to
use our prisons to apply the punishments, simply because the prisons are
available.

Concerning our notion of “effective punishment”—concerning what it is
that we want our prisons, our fines, our community service, and our electric
chairs to do—Nietzsche insists that it is not only fluid, but also, already in



44 FISH HOOKS

his time, incoherent. A lengthy historical sequence of changes in the uses
of procedures (torture, incarceration) has led to a “concept” that has no
consistent, logically analyzable complex of meanings:

the previous histary of punishment in general, the history of its employment for
the mast various purposes, finally crystallizes into a kind of unity that is hacd
to disencangle, hard to analyze and, as must be emphasized especially, tocally
indefinable. (Today it is impossible to say for certain why people are really
punished: all concepts in which an entire process is semiotically concentrated
elude definition; only that which has no history is definable.) (GM,N1:13)

Nietzsche provides a list of interpretations of punishment, stressing that
despite its length it is far from complete:

Punishment as a means of rendering harmless, of preventing further harm.
Punishment as cecompense to the injured party for the harm done, rendered in
any form {even in thac of a compensating affect). Punishmenc as the isolation of
a disturbance of equilibrium, so as to guard against any further spread of the
disturbance. Punishment as a means of inspiring fear of those who determine
and execute the punishment. Punishment as a kind of tepayment for the advan-
tages the criminal has enjoyed hitherto. . . . Punishment as the expulsion of a
degenerateclement. . . . Punishment as a festival, namely as the rape and mockery
of a finally defeated enemy. Punishment as the making of a memory, whether
for him who suffers the punishment—so-called “improvement”—or for those
who witess its execution. Punishment as payment of a fee stipulated by the
power that protects the wrongdoec from the excesses of revenge. Punishment as
a compromise with revenge in its natural state when the Jatter is still maintained
and claimed as a privilege by powerful clans. Punishment as a declaration of
war and a war measure against an enemy of peace, of the law, of order, of the
authorities, whom, as a danger to the community, as one who has broken the
contract that defines the conditions under which ic exists, as a rebel, a trajtor,
and breaker of the peace, one opposes with the means of war. (GM,11:13)

The overdetermination [Uberladung] of the concept of punishment with
“unlities of all sorts” (GM, 1[:14) explains, in part, why it can be manipulated
so effectively by enterprising politicians (ox, better, by enterprising media
consuleants). In the 1988 United States presidential campaign, racist com-
mercials exploited the contradiction between the procedure of granting fur-
loughs to prisoners and the interpretation of punishment as a means of
protecting citizens from criminals. To devastating effect, the commercials
obscured entirely the empirically supported contention that the furlough
policy had played a valuable role in punishment interpreted as rehabilitasion.
Similarly, whereas opponents of capital punishment emphasize its obvious
failure as a procedure for rehabilitation, its supporters rely on its conceptual
(if not, perhaps, empirical) defensibility as a means of deterrence.
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As Nletzsche stresses, what makes these issues so complicated is, first, that
there is not any one specificend we are trying to reach by punishing criminals;
and second, that many of the procedures we employ for the sake of one o;
more of our current ends were originally developed for other purposes
entirely. [t is already clear to Nietzsche that the last place a criminal is likely
to be rehabilitated is in a prison. Thar has been clear to many others as well
for over a century—and even well before imprisonment replaced torture as,
the primary means of punishment, as Foucault shows in fascinating detail.

No practical consequences emerge from Nietzsche’s brief reflections on
punishment: he is no penologist. His reflections do, however, contribute to
our knowledge of ourselves, for they reveal a deep confusion that is easily
obscured: the simplicity of the word “punishment” tends to blind us to the
con_1plexity, indeed, the mutual inconsistency, of the means and ends to
which the word can refer. And if some of “us knowers” already know what
The Genealogy has to teach about punishment, that could well be due, in
part, to the dissemination of Nietzsche’s teachings over the past hund)red
years. Powerful evidence that many of us do riot yet know has been provided
quite recently, by the political effectiveness of Willie Horton. 7

The Birth of God

In his examination of “punishment,” Nietzsche empties an egregiously
overstuffed word-pocket, revealing objectively and logically that and how
the word_ has become indefinable. Such revelation is one important task for
genea%oglcal hermeneutics, but not the only one. I turn now 1o a Nietzschean
lnvcstlgadon that concerns origin rather than definition or utility.

Latein The Genealogy's Second Essay, Nietzsche announces, “This should
sgfﬁcﬁe once and for all concerning the origin of the ‘holy God’ [Dies geniige
ein fiir alle Mal iiber die Herkunft des ‘heiligen Gottes’]” {GM,1I:23). What

should suffice®? Has Nietzsche disposed of the question by answering it?
Yes.and no, for he has provided it with at least three distinct answers. First
the invention of the Christian God is presented as an aspect of the “imaginar);
revenge” of the priests leading che slave rebellion in morality: belief in this
God consoles the weak by giving apparent substance to theic dreams of
watching the strong suffer (GM,1:15), and undermines the self-atfirmation
of the strong by confrenting them with a being stronger than they (GM,1:7~
8, 11:16). Second, we are told that when, through the development of bad
conscience, human beings became “pregnant with a future,” “divine specta-
tors were needed to do justice to the spectacle that thus began”: once human
existence comes to be seen as a historical drama, it appears meaningless
unless it has an immortal audience (GM,I1;16). Third, Nietzsche argues that
as l.-mmap societies develop, they deem themselves increasingly in debt to
their earliest ancestors. As the ancestors recede into the past, they are increas-
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ingly and variously deified (GM,11:19); the Christian God is “the maximal
god ateained so far,” the one “therefore accompanied by the maximum
feeling of guilty indebtedness (Schuldgefiihl} on earth” (GM,11:20). This is
the final result of humanity’s “will to erect an ideal—that of the ‘*holy God’—
and in the face of the ideal to feel the palpable certainty of its own absolute
unworthiness” (GM,11:22).

How does this complex of explanations suffice, “once and for all, concern-
ing the origin of the ‘holy God” »? Has Nietzsche proved that the idea of
God begins simply, always and everywhere, with the desire for revenge,
against another (the priest’s vengeance on the blond beast) or against oneself
(the blond beast convinced by the priest that bestiality is evil)? If s0, has he
not contradicted himself by providing other explanations as well? Has he
not also revealed himself as a dogmatic archacologisi—as one concerned
primarily with exposing determinative orxigins? And has he not, finally,
opened himself to a fundamencal objection caised by Eugen Fink:

This method of unmasking can always be increased, overtrumped; one could
just as wel} ask what it signifies, symptomatically, that someone finds in the
morality of love of neighbor only desire for revenge, in respect for God only
neurosis—is such a psychology of the dregs irseif the expression of a stunted life
that js blind to value? (Fink, 130).

Has Nietzsche treated the origin of the Christian God sufficiently by
answering it? No, for he has given it three answers, each of which undermines
the auchority of the other two. If his treatment “suffices” for the question
of origin, then, it does so by showing that the question has no single or
simple answer. The question cannot be answered simply or singly because it
can be given indefinitely many plausible answers, and there is no compelling
reason for accepting one of the answers as simply true. According to Zara-

thustra, “When Gods die, they always die many kinds of death” (Z,IV:6). -

Likewise, when they are born, they emerge through many kinds of birth. If
that is so, it may be that no answer to the “question of how the ‘holy God’
originated” is simply false, but it will also be the case that no answer is
simply true, precisely because there is no simple, or single, answer.

For some, religious faith may indeed originate in the desire for revenge.
But not for all—not necessarily, and not, no doubr, empirically. When
Zarathustra first descends from his mountain, he brings with him the gift of
the overman, a substitute for the god that has died, a meaning ot illusion
that will give human beings reason to live. The first person he encounters is
a hermit, described as a saint. The two recognize each other; the hermit
cecalls Zarathustra’s ascent to the mountain ten years earlier, and asks why
7 acathustca now returns to human society. Zarathustra responds, “1 bring
humanity a gift,” and then asks the saint what he does, alone in his forest.

GENEALOGIES 47

The saint responds, “1 make songs and sing them, and when I make songs
[ !augh, cry, and hum: thus do [ praise God.” He then asks Zarathustra wha;
gift he brings humanity, but Zarathustra declines to answer: “What could
I have to give you? Let me get away quickly, before I take something from
you.” Once he is alone, Zarathustra speaks to his heart: “Can this be
possible? This old saint, in his forest, has still heard nothing of this, that
God is dead!” (Z,P:2). ’
‘The saint believes in God, yet he makes no attempt to induce guilt, in
hlmself or in others; nothing in his words or deeds suggests thac his éod
traces its origin to the desire for revenge. Zarathustra’s response to their
encounter reveals his consequent recognition of the saint as a figure to be at
le'ast accepted, and perhaps even admired, even if not, for Zarathustra
himself, to be emulated. Zarathustra’s interaction with him thus provides
strong, if oblique, support for my contention that Nietzsche’s disposal of the
question of the holy God’s origin is not a matter of his answering it.
. If.[hls Fontention is accepted, then what the later Nietzsche describes as
) insight into the falsity of previous interpretations” (N:2(109] / WP:599)
including the religious interpretation, would mean not that we can knov\;
that there is no God, buc rather thac we can know that the perspective of
those who believe that God exists is only one perspective, and one that is
notAobligarory. What is false is not the perspective itself, but the perspective’s
denial t)_lat itis a perspective. The perspectivist need not insist to the religious
dogmatist—as Zarathustra does not insist to the saine—"you cannot know
you cannot be sure that your God exists.” Such an assertion would requiré
a supporting epistemological argument. No such argument is required by
the observation, “Yours is one way of looking at things; there are others.”
The dogmatist will insist that the others are wrong or corrupt or misguided,

but_ even the most committed dogmatists must recognize that not all share
their beliefs.

Facts and Interpretations

_ Having considered two genealogical invesugations—the analysis of “pun-
ishment,” and the origin of God—1I turn to an example that is more narrowly
hermcneu‘tical, that is, a case of interpretation where development plays a
less prominent role. { turn to pain and suffering, of which Nietzsche writes:

Lt is plain that in this essay I proceed on a presupposition | do not first have €0
emonstrate to readers of the kind | need: that man’s “sinfulness” is not a face.

B . ’
but merely the interpretation of a fact, namely of physiological depression—the

l tter vic n rehg = l i
ate \'4 WC(I a 10-maora perspectlve [har 1§ No lO y b”ld u
(GM,“L 16) ngc |ng on us
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There are facts, Nietzsche here tells us—*“physiological depression” is his
example—but there are also interpretations. Elsewhere, he is more extreme:

Against positivism, which halts ac phenomena—*There are only.facts”—~l would
say: No, facts are precisely what there ace not, only interpr{:tgnons [Interpreta-
tionen]. We cannot establish any fact “in itself”—perhaps it is folly to want to
do such a thing, . ., A

In so far as the word “knowledge” means anyching, the world is knovyabl’c;
but it is interpretable (deutbar] otherwise, it has no meaning (Sinn] behind it,
but countless meanings.—“Perspectivism.” (N:7[60] / WP:481)

According to the passage from The Genealogy of Morals, thcr(_: are facts;
according ro the roughly contemporaneous note, there are only interpreta-
tions. Later in The Genealogy, Nietzsche provides a formulation that may
resolve the apparent contradiction. He notes a “fact,” but immediatelyAac_lds,
“What does this mean? For this fact has to be interpreted; in itself it just
stands there, stupid to all eternity, like every ‘thing-in-itsclf’A ”A(GM,[[[:7).
There are facts, but the facts are insignificant—“stupid”—until interpreted,
and because facts are always open to multple intecpretations, no “fact”
alone entails a unique, “correct” interpretation, To the introduction of any
“fact,” an appropriate response is, “so what?”

The problem, differently stated, is not that there are no facts, b_ut that
there are too many facts. There are oo many in that not all can be registered,
and not all can be interrelated. In one sense, then, there are indeed no facts:
every reporting of a single fact entails the exclusion of indeﬁni?e]y many
other facts, any one of which may be relevant to the interpretation qf the
one reported. Even to register a fact, then, is to interpret, in that the register-
ing involves the singling out of the specific fact. [t is a “fact” that the words,
“Du gebst zu Frauen? Vergiss die Peitsche nicht! (You go to women? Do

not forget the whip!]” are found in a book usually artributed to Nietzsche

(Z,1:18); but the citation of those words, out of their context, is i_tscif an
interpretation in that it involves an exclusionary selection. An_d even ifTwere
to cite the entire work in which those words appear, or the entire Nietzschean
corpus, the interpretive moment would remain: why cite Zarat/atftstra rather
than Twilight of the Idols? why cite Nietzsche rather than Maurice Sendak?
why cite rather than weed the garden?

If selection is “interpretation,” then there are indeed no “facts,” buc only
“Interpretations.” Yet it may also be the case that some things [ say are true
whereas others are false: “in so far as the word ‘knowledge’ means anything,
the world is knowable.” But if there are truths, if there is knowledge tben,
it seems, there must be facts. That [ am a Caucasian male is true {exclusion-
arily true, of course, in that | am many other things as well); thac I am a
black female is false. But as soon as this trurh or fac—or any other—is
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selectively registered, the problem of interpretation arises once again: what
is the significance of the fact? Its significance in Williamstown, Massachusetts
is not what it would be in Johannesburg, or in Harlem. Similarly, it is a fact
that one can make a fire by rubbing two sticks together, but the significance
of that fact for us is not what it was for our eatly ancestors.

According to Nietzsche, even a “fact” as apparently primitive as pain is
the product of hermeneutical activity: “I consider even ‘physiological pain’
to be not a fact but only an interpretation—a causal interpretation—of facts
that have hitherto defied exact formulation—too vague to be scientifically
serious—a fat word replacing a very thin question mark” (GM,JI1.16). The
putative “fact” may be that there is a certain kind of sensation; but whether
the sensation means rthat something is wrong, that something should be
done, is a matter of interpretation. €] begin to gasp for breath as I sit quietly
in my chair, I may well rush to a doctor; if | do the same as ) play basketball,
I may instead simply regret the effects of increasing age. Some “pains,” no
doubt, are to be avoided or regretted, but there are also “pains” that we
should welcome: “the pangs of the woman giving birth hallow all pain;

all becoming and growing—all that guarantees a future—involves pain”
(TI,X:4).

Ascetic Ideals

The hermeneutical and genealogical examples | have considered are, [
think, representative of Nietzsche’s method, and exemplify his objectivity
and his logic. In turning now to a final example from The Genealogy, 1 turn
explicitly in the direction of Zarathustra. The example is ascetic ideals, the
topic of The Genealogy’s Third Essay; the particular importance of this

Essay to readers of Zarathustra is indicated by Nietzsche in The Genealogy’s
Preface, where he writes,

An aphorism, properly stamped and molded, has not been “deciphered” when
it has simply been read; rather, one has then to begin its exegesis, for which is
required an art of exegesis. 1 have offered in the third essay of the presenr book
an example of what I regard as “exegesis” in such a case—an aphorism is
prefixed to this essay, the essay itself is a commentary on it. (GM,P:8)

The aphorism in question, from Zarathustra’s “Of Reading and Writing,”
reads, “Unconcerned, mocking, violent —thus wisdom wancs us: she is a
woman and always loves only a warrior.” If to read is ro interpret and
interpretation requires an art of exegesis, then Nietzsche’s own reading of
his aphorism might be expected to instruct us in what he considers to be the
appropriate art.

[ note at the outset that whereas Nietzsche’s chosen aphorism informs us
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that wisdom loves only warriors, it does not assert that she loves all wasriors,
and Nietzsche regularly insists that warriors of most kinds are related to
wisdom only through a mutual indifference. The Genealogy itself denies that
wisdom loves the warlike blond beasts who were overcome by the ascetic
priests; if left under the control of the former, “human history would be
altogether too dumb an affair” (GM,[:7). Concerning the kind of warrior
wisdom might love, Zarathustra provides what may be a valuable qualifica-
tion in admonishing his “brothers in war”: “if you cannot be saints of
knowledge [Erkenntnis), be for me at least her warriors” (Z,1:10), If Zara-
thustra is a warrior, then he is certainly of this sort, as is Nietzsche himself:
the only war either wages is “war without powder and smoke, without
warlike poses, without pathos and strained limbs” (EH,VI:1).

Whereas Nietzsche’s aphorism speaks of warriors, the ttle of his “com-
mentary” on it announces an apparently distinct topic, 1. e., “the significance
of ascetic ideals.” It should come as no surprise, at this point, that these
ideals have no single ot simple meaning. The Essay opens:

What do ascetic ideals signify?—In artists, nothing or too many chings; in
philosophers and scholars something like an inkling [Witterung] and instinct for
the most favorable preconditions of a higher spirituality; in women, in the best
cases, one more seductive charm, a touch of morbidezza on beautiful flesh, the
angelic look of a pretty, plump animal; in the physiologically injured and
acrophied (the majority of mortals) an attempt to see themselves as “too good”
for this world, a saintly form of debauch [Ausschweifung], their chief weapon
in the struggle against stow pain and boredom; in priests, the authentic priestly
faich, their best power tool, as wel) as the “supreme” license for power; in saints,
finally; a pretext for hibernation, their newest lust for glory, cheir repose in
nothingness (“God”), their form of insanity [{rrsinn]. (GM,]11):1)

Of these six types of ascetic, The Genealogy’s Third Essay treats only three,
i.e., araists, philosophers-scholars, and priests. To these I now turn.

The asceticism of the artist, Nietzsche tells us, can mean either nothing or
too many things. That which “means nothing” is the “healthy” or disciplined
sensuality of Goethe and Feuerbach, not a true asceticism. “There is no
necessary antithesis between chastity and sensvality (Sinnlichkeit]; every
good marriage, every genuine affair of the hearc [eigentliche Herzenslieb-
schaft] transcends this antithesis.” And even when there is an opposition, it
need not be debilitating; mortals are used to balancing such things:

At least this holds good for all those welf-constituted, joyful mortals who are
far from regacding their unstable equilibrium between “animal and angel” as
necessarily an argument against existence—the subtlest and brightest among
them have even found in it, like Goethe and Hafiz, one more stimulus to life. It
is precisely such “contradictions” that seduce one to existence. (GM,IH:2)
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On the other hand, the moral stance of the teuly ascetic artist, the anti-
sensualist, means “roo many things” in that it always points beyond the
artist toward a different source: artists “do not stand nearly independently
enough in the world and against the world for their changing valuations to
deserve attention in themselves”; artists are always “valets of a morality or
philosophy or religion” (GM,III:5). Nietzsche’s paradigmatic example of
such an ascetic is Wagner, who, under the influence of Schopenhauer, re-
verses his basic aesthetic position: music, which had been a mere means,
becomes end. Wagner, as musician, is thereby elevated: he becomes the
“mouthpiece of the in-itself,” a “telephone to the beyond.” Wagner’s asceti-
cism, then, is the price to be paid for quasi-divine status; this asceticism
means “too many things” in that to determine its significance, one must look
beyond the valet to che master.

Philosophical asceticism, like its artistic counterpart, is complex:

As long as there are philosophers on earth, and wherever there have been
philosophers (from India to England, to take the antithetical poles of philosophi-
cal endowment), there unquestionably exists a peculiar philosophers’ irritation
at and rancor against sensuality. . . . There also exists a peculiar philosophers’
prejudice and affection in favor of the whole ascetic ideal. (GM,111:7)

The “irritation and rancor” suggest a devaluation of sensuality, but the
devaluation is not always moral. For those whose philosophical inclinations
are strongest, the senses are not temptations to be resisted, but distractions
to be ignored:

The chree great slogans of the ascetic ideal are familiar: poverty, humility,
chgstity. Now take a close look at the lives of all the great, fruitful, inventive
sp_arits: you will always encounter all three o a certain degree. Nog, it goes
without saying, as though these constituted their “virtues”—what has this kind
of man to do with virrues!-—but as the most appropriate and narural conditions
of their best existence, their fairest fruitfulness. . . . There is nothing in chis of
the chastity that arises from any kind of ascetic scruple or hatred of the senses
<.+ ¢ itis rather the will of their dominating instinct, at least during their periods
of great pregnancy. (GM,III:8)

For similar reasons, the philosopher views his asceticism as a form of self-
gratification rather than one of self-denial:

the philosopher sees in (the ascetic ideal] an optimum condition for the highest
and boldest spirituality and smiles—he does not deny “existence,” he rather
affirms his existence and only his existence, and this perhaps to the point at
which he is not far from harboring the impious wish: “let the world perish, but
let there be philosophy, the philosopher, me!” (GM,1I1:7)
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Nietzsche thus sides with Plato, in opposition to Freud, in viewing intellec-
tual drives, at least in some, as sexualicy transformed, even 1_nten51ﬂed, r_athcr
than as sexuality repressed. Concerning Schopenhauer, Nietzsche writes,

the sight of the beautiful obviously had upon him the effect of relez.xsﬁng the chief
energy of his nature (the energy of contemplation and dee?ened vmon)., so that
this exploded and all at once became the master of his consciousness. This shogid
by no means preclude the possibility that the sweetness _and pl_emtudipeculsar
to the aesthetic state might be derived precisely from the ingredient of sensua.l-
ity” . . . —so that sensuality is not overcome by the appearance of the aesthetic
condition, as Schopenhauer believed, but only transfigured and no longer enters
consciousness as sexual excitement. (GM,III:8)

On the whole, then, there is a natural affinity between philosophy and
asceticism: energy that is expended intellectually cannot be expended sensu-
ally, and the philosopher prefers intellectual expenditure, fox: reasons that
are sclfish rather than moral. In addition to this natural rclatlon,_ however,
there is a historically conditioned one—one that requires gencaloglc_al analy-
sis. For most of human history, according to Nietzsche, philosophy itself has
been considered immoral:

Consider the various drives and virtues of the philosopher one by one—t'hc drive
to doubt, the drive to deny, the drive to hesitate (the “ephectic” drive), the
analytic drive, the drive to investigate, to seek, to risk, the drive to compare, to
balance, the will to neutrality and objectivity, the will to every “without anger
or affection”—: has it been recognized that for the longest cime all of these went
against the first requirements of morality and of conscience? (not to speak of
reason in general, which even Luther loved to call “Mrs. Clever the clever

whore”). (GM,111:9)

Given such a valuation, philosophy must appear, even to the philosopher,
as morally corrupt. But this means that if there are to be philosophers, they
must not appear as philosophers, even to themselves. Instead, they must be
concealed:

the philosophical spirit always had to disguise and cocoon itself in tvhc previously
established types of the contemplative human being, i. e., as priest, sorcerer,
soothsayer, in general as religious, in order even to be possible to any degree at
all: the ascetic ideal has long served the philosopher as a form c')f‘a;‘)pearancc,
as a presupposition for existence,—the philosopher had to exhibit it in ordcf to
be able to be a philesopher, and had to believe in it in order to _be able to exhll.)lt
it. The peculiar world-denying, withdrawn atritude of the phllosopher., ho‘stlle
to life, suspicious of the senses, freed from sensuality, which has been malntalne,d
down to the most modern times and has become virtually the phslosopher’s
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gesture in icself—it is above all a result of the emergency conditions under which
philosophy arase and survived at all. (GM,111:10)

Only those in power can break moral laws with impunity; throughout
most of human history, philosophers have had to break moral laws in order
to be philosophers, but philosophy has provided no power; philosophers
have therefore had to pose as religious figures, in order to gain the protection
of the gods they were taken to serve or to represent. Further protection is
gained by the philosopher’s apparent lack of interest in what is most valued
by others: what has the farmer, the merchant, the soldier, or the politician
to fear from those whose allegiance is to chastity, poverty, and humilicy?

Philosophers, then, have disguised themselves as ascetic prieses. This at
least is Nietzsche’s story, and although it may have some plausibility, it is
also incomplete: it has told us rhat philosophers have had to exhibit the
priestly ascetic ideal in order to sutvive and that they had to believe in the
ideal in order to be able to exhibit it, but we do not yet know what Nietzsche
takes ascetic ideals to signify in the case of priests.

Priestly asceticism is distinguished from its philosophical counterpart by
twao distinct but related features. First, the priest embraces the ascetic ideal
as such, rather than accepting it for the sake of something else. For the
philosopher, the ascetic ideal is either a disguise or a mere consequence of
intellecrualism; for the priest, however, this ideal is “not only his faicth but
also his will, his power, his interest. His right to exist stands or falls with
that ideal” (GM,I11:11). Second, the priest’s valuation of asceticism is reac-
tive, and therefore imperialistic. The self-affismative perspective of the phi-
losopher leads to an indifference to the sensualism of others; the philosopher
judges only, “better, for me, to philosophize.” The philosopher may also
believe, “I am happier, philosophizing, than these who do otherwise,” but
even then there is no necessary step to the judgment, “better that all should
be philosophers.” The reactive perspective of the priest, on the other hand,
leads to a condemnation of all sensualisr.

In the terms of The Genealogy’s First Essay, whereas the philosopher’s
asceticism can be a feature of a noble morality, the priest’s is essential
to slave morality, and slave moralities, unlike their noble counterparts,
necessarily take themselves to apply to all:

While every noble morality develops from a triumphant affiemation of itself,
stave morality from the ourset says No to what is “outside,” what is “different,”
what is “not itself”; and this No is its creative deed. This inversion of the value-
positing eye—this need to direct one’s view outward instead of back to oneself—
is of the essence of ressentiment: in order to exist, slave morality always first
needs a hostile external world; it needs, physiologically speaking, external stimuti
in order to act at all—iss action is fundamentally reaction. (GM,1:10)
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From the perspective of a slave morality, I can affirm my own goodness only
indirectly: § am not like these others, these others are evil, therefore [ am
good. For the argument to succeed, the “evil” must apply in the same way
to all: anyone who is like these others js evil, [ am not like them, therefore
I am good.

No comparable condemnation 1s presupposed within the perspective of
the self-affirmative philosopher, or of the primitive warrior or blond beast,
as Nietzsche argues with the support of the “hieroglyphic record™ he seeks
to decipher:

One should not overlook the almost benevolent nuances that the Greek nobility,
for example, bestows on all the words it employs to distinguish the lower ordess
from itself; how they are continuously mingled and sweetened with a kind of pity,
consideration, and forbearance, so that fnally almost all the words cefersing to
the common man have remained as expressions signifying “unhappy,” “pitiable”
(compare deilos, deilaios, poneros, mochtheros, the last two of which properly
designate the common man as work-slave and beast of burden). . .. The “well-
born” felt themselves to be the “happy”; they did not have to establish their
happiness artificially by examining their enemies. . .. (GM,1:10)

Among their “others,” then, there may be some that the nobles pity or
even despise, but there will also be some that are honored, even, Nietzsche
insists, loved: “How much reverence has a noble man for his enemies!—and
such reverence is a bridge to love—For he desires his enemy for himself, as
his mark of distinction; he can endure no other enemy than one in whom
there is nothing to despise and very much to honor!” For the slave, on the
other hand, “others” are to be condemned: “In contrast to this, picture ‘the
enemy’ as the man of ressentiment conceives him—and here precisely is his
deed, his creation: he has conceived ‘the evil enemy,’ ‘the Evil One,” and this
in fact is his basic concept, from which he then evelves, as an afterthought
and pendant, a ‘good one'—himself!” (GM,1:10).

That noble warriors or blond beasts fail to condemn their others does not,
certainly, mean thac they do them no haem. As Nietzsche stresses,

once they go ourside, where the strange, the stranger is found, they are not much
better than uncaged beasts of prey. . . . They go back to the innocent conscience
of the beast of prey, as triumphant monsters who perhaps emerge from a
disgusting {scheusslichen] procession of murder, arson, rape, and torture, exhila-
rated and undisturbed of soul, as i€ it were no more than a seudent’s prank . . . .
(GM,1:11)

[ stress again that Nietzsche does not advocate a return to a “noble morality”
of this sort. He can therefore assert that in Napoleon, “the problem of the
noble ideal as such is made flesh—one might well ponder what kind of
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problem it is: Napoleon, this synthesis of the inbuman and superhuman”
(GM,1:16).

] emphasize, because the point is easily missed, that Nietzsche explicitly
identifies Napoleon as incarnating the problem of the noble ideal, not its
solution: the solution would be not the synthesis of inhuman and s)uperhu-
man,_but rather the separation of the supethuman from the inhuman. Prior
to Nietzsche’s “transvaluation,” the two have appeared 10 be necessarily
conjoined. Slave moralities have judged, in effect, that the inhuman is too
high a price 10 pay for the superhuman—better ro settle for an “all too
humgn" mediocrity. Past noble moralities, on the other hand, have judged
thz.xt 1t is better to have both the superhuman and the inshuman than to have
neither, From the conflict emerges Nietzsche’s genealogical question: js the
connection between the inhuman and the superhuman one that can be
severed? The two have been together, for millennia, in the same pocket; are
they together, Nietzsche asks, because they are inseparable, or becaus:z no
one has tried to unstuff the pocker?

If the connection can be severed at all, it cannot be severed wichin the
framework of a slave, or universal, morality: any law all should obey must
be one all are able to obey, and thus a law that applies on the level of
f‘he low;st common denominator. Even priestly asceticism—the nihilistic,

'l_1ypn_ouc muffling of all sensitivity” (Gesammidimpferung der Sensibili-
tdt]—is too strict a law, for it requires an “ineellectual Stoicism” of which
most are ipcapable. Priests have therefore found other ways of spreading
f‘helr teachings, and thus their power, One method, particularly effective on

work-slaves and prisoners,” and especially on “women, who are usually
.both," %s habituation in “mechanical actvity” [die machinale Titigkeit] and
indoctrination in “the blessing of labor® (den Segen der Arbeir]. Other
effective means to anti-sensualism include “the prescribing of a petty pleasure
Fhat is easily attainable and can be made into a regular event™—a prescription
immeasurably facilitated by the development of network television—and
even training in gaining pleasure by causing pleasure, better known as love
of neighbor [Néichstenliebe) (GM,I11:18).

St}ch have been the end and means of the priests and of their asceticism,
Tl"h_esr “slave rebellion in morality” was unrecognized before Nietzsche, he
wisists, only because it was so successful, The deepest reason for its contin:.led
success is that human beings would rather “will nothingness than not will”
(GM,III:1,28). A counterideal has been lacking.

Counterideals
Nietzsche is aware, of course, that many of his post-Enlightenment con-

temporaries would champion modern science as the counterideal to Chris-
uanity. In The Genealogy, as in The Birth of Tragedy, Nietzsche explicitly



56 FISH HOOKS

rejects this thesis: “science today has absolutely no belief in itself, Jet alone an
ideal above it—and where it still inspires passion, love, ardor, and suffering ac
all, it is not the opposite of the ascetic ideal but rather the latest and noblest
form of it” (GM,II1:23).

Science emerges, according to Nietzsche, from Christianity. Jesus teaches,
“You shall know the truth, and che trurh shall make you free.” Science
attempts, in its own way, to know the truth, buc one of the truths it discovers
is that, at best, we cannot know whether or not God exists; this truth is
made explicit by Kant. Christianity thus undermines its own doctrine; it
thereby undermines its own morality. Christian morality is binding, Nietz-
sche insists, only if we must be moral to avoid being punished. If God is
dead, there is no one to punish us for being immoral, so the death of God
is to be followed by the death of morality. This death will ocenpy the two
centuries following Nietzsche, the centuries of nibilism’s rule (GM,II1:27).

To say that science emerges from and then undermines Christianicty is not
to say that science, or the scientist, is simply despicable:

Today there are plenty of modest and worthy laborers among scholars, 100,
who are happy in their lictle nooks; and because they are happy there, they
sometimes demand rather immodestly that one ought to be content with things
today, generally—especially in the domain of science, where so much that is
usefu) remains to be done. I am not denying that; the last thing | want is to
destroy the pleasure these honest workers take in their craft: for I approve of
their work. Bue that one works rigorously in the sciences and that there are
contented workers certainly does not prove thar science as a whole possesses a
goal, a will, an ideal, or the passion of a greac faith. The opposite is the case, to
repeat: where it is not the latest expression of the ascetic ideal—and the excep-
tions are too rate, noble, and atypical 1o refute the general proposition—science
today is a hiding place for every kind of discontent, disbelief, gnawing worm,
despectio sui, bad conscience—it is the unrest of the lack of ideals, the suffering
from the lack of any great love, the discontent in the face of invotuntary content-
ment. (GM,1i1:23)

To clarify and support this charge against science, Nietzsche cites an argu-
ment from Joyful Science: the scientist’s belief in truth is a metaphysical
belief, an “affirmation of a wotld other than that of life, nature, and his-
tory,”—a world, perhaps, of nothing but quarks and quasars—and there-
with a denial of “this world, our world” (J§:344; quoted GM,1il:24). “We
knowers of today,” godless and antimetaphysical though we take ourselves
to be, remain Platonists in this most important sense.

Scientists may not qualify as opponents of the ascetic ideal, but Nietzsche
identifies other candidates. Chief among them are “free spirits,” those philos-
ophers and scholars who explicitly oppose the ascetic ideal. This claim, too,
Nietzsche rejects, insisting that such counteridealism is itself a form of
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idealism, a way of_ looking away from the real, and hence of denying life.
The free spisits’ faith in their opposition to the ideal is their “last” faith:

These nay-sayers and outsiders of soday who are unconditional on one point—
their insistence on intellectual cleanliness; these hard, severe, abstinene, heroic
§pirits who constitute the honor of our age; all these pale atheists, anci-Christians,
immoralists, nihilists, these skeprtics, ephectics, hectics of spirit (. . .), these last
idealists of knowledge, within whom alone intellectual conscience is today alive
and well,—they certainly believe they are as completely liberated from the ascetic
ideal as possible, these “free, very free spirits”; and yet . . . they themselves
embody it today and perhaps they alone. . . . They are far from being free spirits:
for they still bave faith in truth. (GM,111:24)

The free spiries’ “faith in truth” is another form of scientific objectivism,
and thus another form of dogmatism: it depends on the basic conviction
thgt there is one truth, one way, thatis for all. In rejecting this faith, Nietzsche
points us in the direction of his own counterideal:

Henceforth, my dear philosophers, et us be on guard against the dangerous oid
conceptual ficrion that posited a “pure, will-less, painless, timeless knowing
subject”; let us guard against the snares of such contradictory concepts as “pure
reason,” “absolute spirituality,” “knowledge in itself”: these always demand
that we should think of an eye that is completely unthinkable, an eye turned in
no patticulac direction, in which the active and interpreting forces, through
which alone seeing becomes secing something, are supposed to be lacking;
these always demand of the eye an absurdity and a nonsense. There is only a
-perspectival seeing, onfy a perspectival “knowing™; and the more affects we
allow to speak about one thing, the more eyes, different eyes, we can use to
obse'rve one thing, the more complete will be our “concept” of this thing, our
“objectivity.” But to eliminace the will altogether, to suspend each and every

affef:t, supposing we were capable of this—what would that mean but to castrate
the intellect? (GM,111:12)

Priests and other dogmatists, we know, condemn diversity: they insist that
theirs _is the one way that is the way for all. Blond beasts do not condemn
diversity, but neither do they affirm it; they are indifferent to ways that are
_other than their own way. This indifference provides the opening for the
inhuman: the otherness of the others is not to be respected, therefore murder,
rape, etc., need not be justified. In the passage I have just cited, Nietzsche
suggests 2 motive for taking a third stance with respect to diversity, i.e.,
?fﬁrming it: if [ want to learn about something—life, for example—one
important way of learning is seeing other ways it may be seen. For that,
other seers are helpful, indeed, necessary:
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to see differently in this way for once, to want to see difterently, is no small
discipline and preparation of the intellect for its future “objectivicy” —the latter
understood nor as “contemplation withoue interest” (which s a nonsensical
absurdity), but as the ability to conirol one’s Pro and Con and to dispose of
them, so that one knows how to employ a variety of perspectives and affective
interpretations in the service of knowledge. (GM,I11:12)

This perspectival objectivity is a feature of Nietzsche’s counterideal; but
can the counterideal succeed? Can it supplant science and modernity? Can
philosophy free itself from priestly asceticism? “Is there sufficient pride,
daring, courage, self-confidence available today, sufficient will of the spirit,
will to responsibility, freedom of will, for ‘the philosopher’ to be hence-

forth—possible on earth?” (GM,111:10).

Measured even by the standards of the ancient Greeks, our entice modern way
of life, insofar as it is not weakness but power and consciousness of power, has
the appearance of sheer hybris and godlessness: for the longest time it was
precisely the reverse of those things we hold in honor today thac had a good
conscience on its side and God for its guardian. Our whole attitude toward
nature, the way we violate her with the aid of machines and the heedless
inventiveness of our technicians and engineers, is hybris . . . our attitude toward
ourselves is bybris, for we experitent with animals and, carried away by curios-
ity, we cheerfully vivisect our souls. ... We violate ourselves nowadays, no
doubt of it, we nutcrackers of the soul, ever questioning and questionable, as if
life were nothing but cracking nuss; and thus we are bound to grow day-by-day
more questionable, worthier of asking questions [Fragwiirdiger, wiirdiger zu
fragen]; pechaps also worthier—of Jiving? (GM,III:9)

The question that emerges from The Genealogy is the question that
emerges from The Birth of Tragedy, albeit in a different form: whart are we
to make of, or do with, our recognition that we are always hermeneuticists
{both theoretically and practically), confronted never with static, isolated
facts or objects that speak simply for themselves, but rather, always, with
genealogically conditioned configurations that we must interpret? How can
we sever the powerful bonds that have developed, over the centuries, between
philosophy and asceticism, decency and morality, science and technology,

superhuman and jphuman?

The Genealogy does not answer these questions, but it points us in the

direction of Nietzsche’s answer. Its Third Essay

offers the answer to the question whence the ascetic ideal, the priests’ ideal,
dertves its tremendous pawer although i is the harmful ideal par excellence, a
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will to the etfd, an ideal of decadence. Answer: not, as people may believe,
because God is ar work behind the prieses but faute de mieux—because it was
the only ideal so far, because ic had no rival. “For man would rather will

even nothingness than not will.”—Above all, a counterideal was lacking—until
Zarathustra. (EH, XII)












I

Eternal Return

Leaving there and proceeding for three days toward the east, you reach
Diomira, a city with sixty silver domes, bronze statues of all the gods, streets
paved with lead, a crystal theater, g golden cock that crows each morning
on a tower. All these beauties will already be familiar 1o the visitor, who
has seen them also in other cities. But the special quality of this city for the
man who arrives there on a September evening, when the days are growing
shorter and the multicolored lamps are lighted all at once at the doors of
the food stalls and from a terrace a woman 's voice cries ooh!, is that he
feels envy toward those who now believe they have once before lived an
evening identical to this and who think they were happy, that time.

Italo Calvino
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Eternal Return Revisited

If this were a book by Italo Calvino, you might now encounter the fol-
lowing:

You have now read abour thirty pages and you’re becoming caught up in the
story. At a certain point you remark: “This sencence sounds somehow familjar.
In fact, this whole passage reads like something I’ve read before.” Of coucse:
there are themes that recur, the text is interwoven with these reprises, which
sexve to express the fluctuation of time. You are the sort of reader who is sensitive
to such refinements; you are quick to catch the author’s intentions and nothing
escapes you. But, at the same time, you also feel a certain dismay; just when you
wete beginning to grow truly interested, at chis very point the author feels called
upon to display one of those virtuoso tricks so customary in modern writing,
repeating a paragraph word for word, Did yousay paragraph? Why, it’s a whole
Page; you make the comparison, he hasn’t changed even a comma. And as you
continue, what develops? Nothing: the narration is repeated, identical to the
pages you have read!

Wait a minute! Look ar the page number, Damn! From page 32 you’ve gone
back to page 17! Whac you thought was a stylistic subtlety on the author’s part
is simply a printer’s mistake: they have inserted the same pages twice. The
mistake occurred as they were binding the volume: a book is made up of sixteen-
page signatures; each signature is a large sheer on which sixteen pages are
printed, and which is then folded over eight times; when all the signatures are
bound together, it can happen that two identical signatures end up in the same
copy; it's the sort of accidenr thac happens now and then. You leaf anxiously
through the next pages o find page 33, assuming it exists; a reprated signature
would be a minor inconvenience, the irreparable damage comes when the proper
signature has vanished, landing in another copy where perhaps that one will be
doubled and this one will be missing. [n any event, you want to pick up the
thread of your reading, nothing else matcers to you, you had reached a point
where you can't skip even one page. -

Here is page 31 again, page 32 . . . and then what comes next? Page 17 all
over again, a third time! What kind of book did they sell you, anyway? They
bound together all these copies of the same signature, not another page in the
whole book is any good.

You fling che book on the floor, you would hutl it ouc of che window, even
out of the closed window, through che slats of the Venetian blinds; lec them
shred its incongruous quires, let sentences, words, morphemes, phonemes gush
forth, beyond recomposition into discourse; through che panes, and if they are
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of unbreakable glass so much the better, hurl the book and reduce it to photons,
undulatory vibrations, polarized spectra; through the wall, let the book crumble
into molecules and atoms passing between atom and atom of the reinforced
concrete, breaking up into electrons, neutrons, neutrinos, elementary particles
more and more minute; theough the telephone wires, let it be reduced to elec-
tronic impulses, into flow of information, shaken by redundancies and noises,
and let it be degraded into a swirting entropy. You would like to throw it out
of the house, out of the block, beyond the neighborhood, beyond the city
limits, beyond the state confines, beyond the regional administeation, beyond the
national community, beyond the Common Market, beyond Western culture,
beyond the continental shelf, beyond the atmosphere, the biosphere, the strato-
sphere, the field of gravity, the solar system, the galaxy, the cumulus of galaxies,
to succeed in hutling it beyond the point the galaxies have reached in theic
expansion, whete space-time has not yes arived, where it would be received by
nonbeing, or, rather, the not-being which has never been and will never be, to
be lost in the most absolutely guaranteed undeniable negativity. Merely what it
deserves, neither more nor less, (If On a Winter's Nighe, 25-27)

And what our lives deserve, too. After all, 'm not now writing this
paragraph for the first time, nor you reading it—or so we seem 0 be told
by Nietzsche and Zarathustra, teachers of the eternal recurn (Z,111:13.2,
275.29-30; TI,X:5). And when 1 finish writing this paragraph, and you
reading it, neither of us will go on to anything truly new, like Calvino’s
unreachable page 33; instead, we will return, [ to something L've written,
you to something you’ve read, not once before, but infnitely many times.
And not because of a printer’s error.

The thought of eternal return, Nietzsche tells us, is one that can transform
us, one that may well crush us: what if we are as we now are and do as we
now do not once but rather once more, and not, by far, for the last time?

Well, so what? Who cares? Is this a thought that affects us at all, to say

nothing of transforming or crushing us? What if we have all been here:

before? Certainly, none of us can remember it—and that as a matter of
principle, not merely of fact. So why should we care? How could we possibly
care? The notion of living the same life over and over again sounds boring,
perhaps—but on second thought not even that: how can it be boring to
tepeat our lives if we have always already forgotten what is going to happen
next? What difference could it possibly make? None at all, it seems—it can’t
possibly make a difference, because it asserts a difference that is really not
a difference: if a universe in which everything recurs eternally is absolutely
indistinguishable from one in which everything happens only once, then, we
may insist with Leibniz, these two universes are not two, but rather one.
There seems to be simply no difference between my writing and your reading
as one-time events, and as eternally returning ones.
But perhaps there is a difference, after all. Milan Kundera writes:

ETERNAL RETURN REVISITED 65

The idea of eternal return is a mysterious one, and Nietzsche has often
perplexed other philosophers wich it: to think that everything recurs as we once
experienced it, and that che cecurrence itsel{ recurs ad infinitum! What does this
mad myth signify?

Putting it negatively, the myth of eternal return states thar a Yife which disap-
pears once and for all, which does not return, is like a shadow, withour weight,
dea(% in advance, and whether it was horrible, beautiful, or sublime, its horror
sublimity, and beauty mean nothing. We need take no more note of it than oE
a war between two African kingdoms in the fourteenth century, a war that
altered nothing in the destiny of the world, even if a hundred thousand blacks
perished in excruciating torment.

’ Will the war between the two African kingdoms in the fourteenth cencury
itself be altered if ir recurs again and again, in eternal return?

_ It will: it will become a solid mass, permanently protuberant, its inanity
irreparable.

If the French Revolution were to recur eternally, French historians would be
less proud of Robespierre, But because they deal with somerhing that will not
rerum, the bloody years of the Revolution have turned into mere words, theories
and discussions, have become lighter than feathers, frightening no one, There is,
an infinite diffecence between a Robespierre who occurs only once in history
and a Robespierre who eternally returns, chopping off French heads.

[.,et us therefore agree that the idea of eternal return implies a perspective from
Wl:]l’Ch Fl\ings appear other than as we know them: they appear without the
mitigating ciccumstance of their transitory nature. This micigating circumstance
prevents us from coming to a verdict. For how can we condemn something that
is ephemeral, in transic? In the sunset of dissolution, everything is illuminated
by the aura of nostalgia, even the guillotine,

Not long ago, I caught myself experiencing a most incredible sensation.
Leafing through a book on Hider, I was touched by some of his portraits: they
reminded me of my childhood. I grew up dursing the war; several members of
my family perished in Hitler’s concentration camps; but what were their deachs
compared with the memories of a lost period in my life, a period that would
never recurn?

This reconciliation with Hitler reveals the profound moral perversity of a
world Fhat rests essentially on the nonexistence of rerurn, for in this world
everyching is pardoned in advance and rherefore cynically permitred.

If every second of our lives recurs an infinite number of times, we are nailed
to eternity as Jesus Christ was nailed to the cross. It is a terrifying prospect, In
the world of eternal return the weight of unbearable responsibility lies heavy on
every move we make. That is why Nietzsche called the idea of eternal return the
heaviest of burdens (das schwerste Gewicht). (Lightness, 3-5)

If nothing returns, there is no “weight”: “everything is pardoned in ad-
vance and therefore cynically permitted,” or, in the words of Kundera’s title
being is unbearably light. But why should unrepeated events be “light”? An(i
how could repetition endow them with “weighr™? '
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At the outser, we must note that Kundera’s estimation of eternal return
follows Nietzsche in presupposing that there is no God, or that God is dead.
if there is a living God who will confront us on judgment day, we can scarcely
view our acts as simply ephemeral and insignificant. On the other hand, as
Nietzsche and Dostoevsky insist, if God is dead, if nothing is true, then
everything is permitted.

Yes, responds Kundera, everything is permitted—unless everything re-
turns, eternally. Kundera reads the thought of eternal return as a weighty
one, a thought giving to acts and events the moral import they would lack
in 2 godless universe wherein every act or event occurred only once: “There
is an infinite difference between a Robespierre who occurs only once in
history and a Robespierre who eternally returns, chopping off French heads.”
So Kundera tells us. But is there a difference? What could it be? “The war
between the two African kingdoms in the fousteenth century . . . will become
a solid mass, permanently protuberant, its inanity irreparable.” How so?
Does it escape inanity by occurring only once? Or does the singularity of irs
occurrence makes its inanity reparable? How is it repaired? How would
its return make its protuberance permanent? Wouldn’t it continue to be
“protuberant” only on those rare occasions when it was remembered?
Would eternal return make a difference, or no difference at all? {s Kundera’s
“infinite difference” not, ultimately, 2 meaningless identity?

I see no satisfacrory answers for these questions. But perhaps they are the
wrong questions. Kundera himself seems to acknowledge thar it makes no
difference whether or not Robespierre actually returns eternally. The thought
of eternal recurn, he writes, provides “a perspective from which things appear
other than as we know them”: a perspective, a way of looking at things, not
a truth, not (necessarily) the way things are.

The perspective of eternal return, Kundera tells us (problematically, he
admits—he too is trying to make sense of Nietzsche’s “mad myth”), provides

our acts with moral weight, but thereby places a weight on us: “the weight’

of unbearable responsibility lies heavy on every move we make.” This,
according to Kundera, is why Nietzsche calls the thought “the heaviest
burden.” But what makes the thought burdensome?

“The Heaviest Burden” (Das grésste Schwergewichs] is the title for the
section in Joyful Science where Nierzsche first introduces the thought of
eternal retucn, The section reads as follows:

What if 2 demon crept after you one day or night in your loneliest solitude and
said to you: “This life, as you live it now and have lived it, you will have to live
again and again, times without number; and there will be nothing new in i¢, but
every pain and every joy and every thought and sigh and all unspeakably small
and great in your life must return to you, and everything in the same series and
sequence—and in the same way this spider and this moonlight among the trees,
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and in the same way this moment and I myself. The eternal hourglass of existence
will be turned again and again—and you with it, you dust grain of dust!™—
Would you not throw yourself down and gnash your teeth and curse the demon
who thus spoke? Ot have you experienced a tremendous moment in which you
would have answered him: “You are a god and never did 1 hear anything more
divine!” If this thought gained power over you as you are now, it would
transform you and perhaps crush you; the question in all and everything: “do
you want this again and again, times without number?” would lie as the heaviest
burden upon all your actions. Or how well disposed towards yourself and
towards life would you have to become to have no greater desire than for this
ultimace eternal sancrion and seal? (JS:341)

The thought of eternal return, Nietzsche writes, is one that can “gain
pow_er” over me; if it gains power over me, it will certainly transform me,
and it may crush me—it may be the heaviest of burdens. But maybe not. [t
m_ight not be burdensome at all. Whether it is or not depends on “how well
disposed” | am—or become—towards myself and towards life; it depends
on how [ view my life, on the perspective that | take,

Describing a perspective at one extreme—the one from which Nietzsche’s
thoughr would indeed be felt as a crushing burden —Schopenhauer writes:

it is really unbelievable how meaninglessly and insignificantly, viewed from the
outside, the lives of most human beings flow by, and how dully and stupidly,
experienced from within. Such a life is an insipid [mattes| longing and agonizing,
a dreamlike staggering (Taumeln] through life’s four ages all the way to death,
accompanied by a series of trivial thoughts. These lives are like clockworks that
are wound up and then go, without knowing why; and every time 2 human
'bemg is coriceived and born, the clock of human life is wound up once agaian,
in order now to repeat once again the hurdy-gurdy song [Leierstiick] it has
a{ready played out numberless times, measure for measure and beat for beat,
with insignificant variations. . , . (I}t may be that there has never been a thought-
ful (besonnen) and honest man who, at the end of his life, would wish co go

through it once again, who would not prefer to that even total nonbeing.
(WWR,I:58; ocrder altered)

It may be, Schopenhauer suspects, that there has never been “a thoughrful
and honest man” who, given the choice, would not hurl his life into Calvino’s
“most absolutely guaranteed undeniable negativity” rather than live it again.
Merely what it deserves, no more and no less. It may be, as Nietzsche asserts
glscwherc, that “concerning life, the wisest of all ages have passed the same
judgment: it is no good [es taugt niches]” (TLIIL:1). But the question remains:
why should Schopenhauer’s “thoughtful and honest man,” or Nietzsche’s
“wisest of all ages,” be crushed by the thought of eternal return? Would
not the “wisest,” like the “thougheful,” come to realize that repetition is
trrelevant, even meaningless, unless it is accompanied by recollection? Would
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not the wisest see that even if recollection without repetition is empty—
because we cannot change what we cannot repeat—repetition without recol—l
lection is also blind? That if an event occurs only once then, as Kund_era
suggests, “whether it was horrible, beautiful, or sublime, its horrpr, sublim-
ity, and beauty mean nothing”; but that its recurrence makes it no more
meaningful? .

The wise and the thoughtful might indecd “come to realize” that the
thought of eternal recurn makes no difference, just as | seem to have come
to that realization, perhaps bringing you along with me. This conclusion is
easily drawn as one sits comfortably, abjectively and bemusedl_y contemplat-
ing what Nietzsche calls his “most abysmal thoughe.” But Nietzsche is not
concerned, at least primarily, with the conclusions we draw fro_m our Jogical
reflections, with what we get by “groping along threads with cowardly
hands,” timorously “deducing” rather than daringly “guessing” (Z,I]I:Z.l}.
Nietzsche does not write, “What if, one sunny afternoon, you were to sit
comfortably in your favorite chair reading a scholarly {reatise wherein a
relatively non-threatening academic rype raised the question, second hand,
‘What if you’re not doing this for the first time?’ ” Would Nletzschg expect
you to respond, at that point (which is this point), either by cursing and
gnashing your teeth, or by praising me, your humble author, asa god?_

In “The Heaviest Burden,” Nietzsche is not concecned with a cosmo]ogxcz.al
hypothesis we can consider, calmly and ratonally, in.warmAand well-lit
rooms. His concern, instead, is with how we would react immediately, ratber
than upon reflection, individually, rather than communally, in our “loneliest
solitude,” rather than in our familiar everydayness, and if confronte_d not by
a professor or a book or a theory, but rather by a demon. Rejecting a
hypothesis is one thing, facing a2 demon another,

In their moments of loneliest solitude, confronted by the demon, the
“wisest of all ages,” the “thoughtful and honest,” would, Nietzsche tells us,

respond to the demon by hurling themselves down, gnashing their teeth and -

cursing. Those who are dishonest or merely thoughtles§, on the ot_her hand,
taken in by life’s “gaudy paint job” or distracted by utopian, Socratic drc_ams,
might view the demon as an epiphenomenal manifestation of synaptic or
intestinal disturbance, easily drowned in wine coolers or Pepto-Bismol.

At the very least, in introducing the thought of eternal return, Nietzsche
wants to raise for us the question whether there is a perspective, a way of
being disposed towards ourselves and our lives, thaF wquld allow us to
respond to the demon not with gnashing teeth and curs!ng_l:ps, and certa!n!y
not with anti-8atulents or martinis, but rather with the jubilant exclamanon,
“You are a god and never did I hear anything more .divine.” Lacking tl‘ljclt
perspective, he suggests, our prospects are bleak: exth@r.we try to avpad
seeing through life’s gaudy paint job—we avoid tecognizing that our lweﬂs
are indeed constantly exposed to, even if not always beset by, Schopenhauer’s
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“terrible pains and tortures,” preferring to delude ourselves into thinking
that life’s pains and tortures, such as death and disease, are reserved for
others, and certainly not for us or for those we love; and that science, the
Socratic panacea, will soon find remedies in any case—either we so deceive
ourselves, or we see life as the wisest have always seen it, as no good. But if
life is no good, and God, having died, can no longer punish us for committing
suicide, the conclusion strengthens that Silenus is right, that the best we can
do is to put ourselves out of our misery: [ cannot arrange never to have been
born, buc T can arrange to die soon.

Within this chapter so far, I have been concerned with one question raised
by Nietzsche’s thought of the eternal return. That question is, if the thought
means what it appears to mean, if it is intended to lead us to entertain a
vision of a cosmic cycle in which all events are repeated, endlessly, in a single
sequence—if this is Nietzsche’s thoughe, my question has been, why should
we care about it? What difference could it make? 1 have not offered a single,
decisive answer to this question, alchough [ have suggested that this eternal
reeurn is imporeant, if at all, not as a scientist’s hypothesis, inviting rational
assessment, but rather as a demon’s proclamation, forcing visceral reaction.

How I would react to Nietzsche’s demon depends on how | view myself
and my life; it depends on my perspective. Many possible perspectives,
Nietzsche suggests, focus on phancasms that become transparent when exam-
ined closely; many others, thought through to their ends, reveal suicide as
the logical consequence of their acceptance. Through the thought of eternal
return, as a challenge, Nietzsche seeks to encourage us to seek a different
perspective, a way of viewing our lives that is affirmative without being
deceptive or dishonest. This seems to suggest that, if we now consider life
itself, if we now seek such a perspective, the thought of eternal return will
have done its work: it will have redirected our atrention, | chink indeed that
Nietzsche intends thac the thoughe direct our attention toward our earthly
lives—but [ don’t think thar this requires our turning away from the thought
of eternal return. | suspect, on the contrary, that it leads us back to the
thought, but to a different version of the thought.

We (I, at least) have been led toward reflection on life, and on how life
may be viewed, through the thought of an endlessly repeated sequence
of events. This is one sense of “eternal return” or, better, it governs one
constellation of senses: eternal retucn as hypothesis, as perspective, and as
challenge. [ now want to introduce some reasons for thinking that there may
be another sense of “cternal return,” a sense that does not merely point
us toward the problem of perspectives, but is itself an essenzial aspect of
Nietzsche’s own affirmative perspective. So far, I have presupposed that
eternal recurn means, essentially, endless sequential repetition; [ now want
to ask whether thac is all cthat it means.

This may appear to be a question not worth asking. After all, “The
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Heaviest Burden,” cited above, seems quite clear: there is no question con--
cerning what we are being asked to think, the only question is, why bother?
No doubt, the content of she thought of eternal return, as the thought is
there expressed, is clear: the luminous clarity of the section is one of its most
striking features. And if some doubt is raised by the relatively early date of
“The Heaviest Burden,” that doubt seems to be overcome by Ecce Homo’s
explicit clarification of Zarathustra’s “doctrine of the ‘eternal recurrence’ ”
as the teaching “of the unconditional and infinitely repeated circular course
of all things” (EH,1V:3).

This evidence, no doubt, is powerful; and yet [ am not wholly convinced
by it. What I am not convinced of is that the notion of an infinite historical
repetition expresses the thought in its most important form. Words are
pockets, and many meanings have been and still may be stuffed into “eternal”
and “return.” These meanings may combine in various ways. In the remain-
der of this chapter I indicate why I suspect that another way of combining
“eternal” and “return” develops within Zarathustra; in the following chap-
ter, [ attempt to determine whar that other way mighe be.

I begin by suggesting that if “eternal return” names (at least) two distinct
but refated thoughts, that should not surprise us. Not only does Nietzsche
recognize words as pockers, he also regularly stuffs the words he uses with
multiple meanings, introducing systematic ambiguities into his own works.
Frequently, he focuses on a word as used in the philosophical tradition,
subjecting it to conceprual and/or genealogical analysis in order to reveal
that its use is either arbitrarily speculative or self-destructively incoherent.
Once he has thus undermined the traditional use of the word—typically,
its “metaphysical” use, its use within the “Christian-moral” ctradition—he
reappropriates the term itself, providing it with a non-metaphysical signifi-
cation.

The most conspicuous consequence of this Nietzschean practice is that it
has convinced many that Nietzsche constantly contradicts himself. I have
introduced passages where Nietzsche castigates truth and logic, for example,
but also passages where he claims to tell us the truth, and to proceed logically.
In The Birth of Tragedy, in passages not cited above, Nietzsche both criticizes
morality for being 2 “deception,” and insists that “all life depends on decep-
tion” (BT,5C:5). At times, Nietzsche seems to contradict himself even within
single passages: he first undermines one usage of a term, and then reappro-
priates the term for his own use. For example:

The annchesis of a true and an apparent world is lacking: there is only one
world, and it is false, cruel, contradictary, seductive, wichout meaning. ... A
world thus constituted is the true world. (N:11[415] / WP:853)

In this passage, we are told both that our world is false and that it is true,
but the conjunction does not yield che blatant contradiction that may appear
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to result. Our world is not the “true” world that would gain its truth only
through opposition to an “apparent” world; it is not the “true world” of
the most volgar version of Platonistic metaphysics, which Nietzsche takes to
have been the predominant form for some twenty-five hundred years. From
this Platonistic perspective, our world is not true, but false, for it lacks the
features a metaphysically true world would have to exhibir. In a word, our
world is temporal—transient and alterable—whereas the metaphysically
true world would have to be eternal—permanent and invariable, But to say
Fhat our world is “false” in the metaphysical sense is no objection to it or to
its teuth, if we abandon the metaphysical perspective. On the contrary: if we
no !on_ger accept the metaphysical notion of truth, then we are free to
recognize our temporal, variable world precisely as the true world, that is,
as the world we actually inbabit, the only world with which we need be
concerned.

Nietzsche’s anti-metaphysical use of words as pockets should make at
least plausible my suggestion that “eternal return” may have morc than one
meaning. In further support of the suggestion, 1 turn to a different sort
of evidence, provided by the way eternal return is treated in Thus Spoke
Zarathustra.

As lindicate in my opening chapter, in Ecce Homo Nietzsche describes
‘Zarathustm as “standing alone” among his books as the one in which his
‘yes-saying teachings” are presented. He also there identifies cternal return
as Zarathustra’s “fundamental conception” (EH,X,1). Yet what is most
§triki11g about Zarathustra, in light of Nietzsche's retrospective description,
ls_the extraordinarily problematic status of the thought of eternal return
within it. I examine its status in the following chapter, but | note now—
as an additional fish hook—that although it is the work’s “fundamental
conception,” Zarathustra, rarely short of words, expresses it only in recount-
ing a dream, and then only in a preliminary fashion, before he has directly
cgnfronrcd it. Following his confrontacion with the thought, he seems to
dl§cuss it not at all; what we hear of it we hiear not from him, but from his
amimals. This bizarre fact requires careful interpretation. The thought jeself
appears to be simple, and easily expressed—witness “The Heaviest Burden.”
Yet in Zarathustra, whese Ecce Homo raises the expectation that it should
!Dc presented at least as directly and forcefully, it arises, when it arises at all,
in ambiguous and perplexing ways. Why should this be s0? Only, it seems
to me, if the “fundamental thought” of Zarathustra is not the thought
described in “The Heaviest Burden,” or even in Ecce Homo.

To see what the “fundamental thought” of Zarathustra might be, we must
turn, without further ado, to that book itself.
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The Resurrection of Zarathustra’s Soul

Hyman beings are not born once and for all on the day their mothe(s give
birth to them . . .; life obliges them over and over again 10 give birth to

themselves. o
Gabriel Garcia Mdrquez

Into the Labyrinth

“Only where there are tombs are there resurrections‘”-, thus spoke Zara-
thustra (Z,11:11; 145.13). “Nietzsche is unconcerned with tpmbs and resur-
cections, and certainly with souls”™; thus have spoken generations of commen-
tators. Nevectheless, a careful reading of Thus Spoke Zarathustr\a reveals
that Zarathustra has a soul, and chat it is twice entombed and twice resur-
rected. My purpose in this chapter is to escablish the relevance of those
resurrections to Nietzsche’s affirmative teachings, and chereby to resurrect
Zarathustra’s soul yet again, to reverse the fate it has met at :_he har}ds of
scholars and philosophers who, by simply ignoring it, have subjected it to a
third, hermeneutical entombment. N

That Zarathustra’s soul has often been ignored is perhaps not surprising
given that throughout Part [ of the book Nietzsche himself scarcely_ mentions
it. Worse yet, Zarathustra can appear, in Part [, to be a cha:nplon of the
body and an enemy of the soul. In the fourth of bis “Speeches, %aratbustra
reports that “the awakened one,” “the one who kpows,” says, “1 am body
purely and simply, and nothing besides; and soul is only a word for some-
thing in the body” (Z,1:4; 39.7-9). But thus speaks only the awakeqed one,
and although he may speak thus at all times, Zarachustra quotes him only
when speaking to one tempted to despise his body.

Zacathustra says different things to different people;ihe also says some
things to no people, but only to his animals, and some things not even to h:s
animals, but only to himself, To determine the significance of Zarathustra’s
citation of “the awakened one,” or of any other of Za rathustra’s utterances,
one must consider the audience to whom it is presented; often, one must

also consider where Zarathustra stands, in terms of his own development,
ar the time of the ntterance. o

In terms of its audience as well as of its subject matter, the speech _w1rhm
which Zarathustra quotes “the awakened one,” and which includes his most

RESURRECTION OF ZARATHUSTRA'S SOUL 73

explicit discussion of body and soul, is complex: Zarathustra twice tells us
that he wants to “speak his word to the despisers of the body” (39.2, 40.19),
and thrice explicitly addresses “you despisers of the body” (40.25-6, 32,
41.5), but the central exposition {39.12-40.18) is addressed to “my brother”
(39.12-13, 40.3), one of Zarathustra’s companions. The structure of the
section suggests that this particular brother is in danger of becoming a
despiser of the body: for “you despisers of the body,” Zarathustra’s words
come “too late” (40.31), whereas for the brother, there may still be time.
Zarathustra attempts to use this time; buc what he tells this companion
about the soul, at this time, is not his last word on the subject,

As for Zarathustra’s own soul, in the Prologue it is “anmoved,” and there
is no indication that it stirs at all before Zarathustra’s recurn to his mountain
at the end of Parc 1. As Part Il opens, however, it is “full of impatience and
desire” for his companions, and by the time of “The Night Song” (Z,11:9)
it has become a “leaping fountain™ and “the song of a lover.” Nevertheless,
it remains silent and unaddressed—in Parts [ and Il Zarathustra often speaks
to his heart, but never to his soul—until, near the end of Part IlI, Zarathustra
uses the form of address “O my soul” twenty-two times in a single section
(2,111:14), one that ends with Zarathustra exhorting his soul to sing. In the
final two sections of Part Ill, the soul sings its songs, thereby providing
Nietzsche’s deepest elaborations of the thought of the eternal return, the
“highest formulation of affirmation that can be attained” (EH,IX:1). What
is thereby affirmed, [ contend, is not a circular course of history, not a cosmic
repetition, but rather the resurrection of the Nietzschean soul, a resurrection
not elsewhere or elsewhen or once and for all-~nor a single, decisive event
in some hinterworld or distant future—but rather here and now and repeat-
edly, a re-creation of the soul and by the soul, on an earth that has regained
the “innocence of becoming.”

I have noted that previous commentators have failed to recognize the
importance of Zarathustra’s soul, and 1 have asserted that they have conse-
quently misinterpreted che doctrine of eternal return. | certainly do not
suggest, however, that my predecessors have been unsympathetic or obtuse
(some have certainly been both, but many have been neither). If they have
failed in the ways [ indicate, their failure has been due primarily to insufficient
attention o the derails of the text. If my accempred resurrection of Zarathus-
tra’s soul is to succeed, I must consider minutiae—I must finger nuances—
from various sections of the text; I must attend to the order and interrelacions
of the sections as well as to their individual contents. Readers who have been
firmly hooked by my earlier chapters (if such there be), as well as readers of -
Zarathustra who have been puzzled, intrigued, and/or frustrated by the the
sections | discuss will, 1 hope, find my analyses helpful; in any case, such
readers will agree with me that Nietzsche is worth the effort. On the other
hand, readers who, for example, ask nothing mare than to be reminded of
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Raskolnikov as they peruse “Of the Pale Criminal”—readers for whom such

associations count as insights into the text—are likely to be bored by my
details. Any such readers who may have persevered to this point have now
been forewarned.

In insisting on the importance of attention to details, [ do not mean to
suggest that [ have attended to all of Zarathustra’s desails. According to the
Nietzschean position sketched in the previous chapter, a position | share, all
human activiry is “interpretive” in that it involves selection. In the terms of
my title’s metaphor, to act is to move within a labyrinth, The labyrinthine
nature of Nietzsche’s Zarathustra is apparent to all who have struggled with
it; this book “for everyone and no one” contains a wealth of details, pre-
sented in an order that often seems simply chaotic. In this chapter, | follow
one path within the labyrinth; 1 actempt, for the most part, to confine to
endnotes my forays onto other paths.

I actempt 1o follow the path through Zarathustra traced by references to
souls, and particularly to Zarathustra’s soul, in part because (as 1 have
suggested) it is a path other wanderers have lefc unexplored. This, of course,
is far from sufficient reason; according to the general hermeneutical position
[ have sketched, there are countless untraced paths within any work. 1 follow
my path, again, because I seek Nietzsche’s affirmative teachings, which
Nietzsche himself tells us are to be found in Zarathustra’s doctrine of eternal
return, and that doctrine emerges most fully, | am convinced, within the
sections recounting Zarathustra’s interactions with his soul. :

All texts may be labyrinthine, but some are more confusing than others,
Hoping to minimize confusion, | now provide first the briefest of descriptions
of the labyrinth of Zarathustra itself, and then a map (not the only possible
one, no doubt) for the labyrinth that is this chapter.

The first of Zarathustra’s four Parts begins with Zarathustra’s descent
from his mountain; the Prologue presents his encounter with the masses in
a marketplace, and “Zarathustra’s Speeches,” his exchanges with the young
men who become his companions. He departs for his mountain at the end
of Part [, only to return to his companions at the beginning of Part 1. He
remains with them unail the beginning of Part Ill, when he begins a second
return journey to his mountain. Part 111 describes that journey, and then
presents Zarathustra alone save for the occasional company of his two
animals, a snake and an eagle. He remains on the mountain throughout Part
IV, meeting a series of “higher men” who come in search of him. The book
ends as it begins, as Zarathustra leaves his cave, “glowing and strong as a
morning sun emerging from dark mountains,” in order once again to return
o *his work” below.

In this chapter, 1 follow not Zarachustra’s own path, but racher the path
traced by the book’s references to his soul.  begin with souls in general: on
the basis of several sections in Part [,  argue in “Wild Dogs and High Hopes”
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_that the proper function of the soul in the economy of the individual is to
Invest the body’s passions with a “highest goal,” and then to “hold holy this
hlghf{St hppe.” In “Zarathustra’s Highest Hope” I turn to Zarathustra’s soul
charting its development in Parts 1-111 from i¢s initial, tranquil embracing o%
the overman as goal to the abandonment of any such exclusively futural
hope, and consequently to a doubt and despair that can be overcome only
through reconciliation with the thought of the eternal return. “Dwarves
Buffoons, and Barrel-Organs” examines Nietzsche’s most direct discussion;
of eternal recurn, in “Of the Vision and the Riddle” (Z,111:2) and “The
Convalescene” (Z,111:13), arguing that neither offers a reliable formulation
Sf the thought. The attention paid to Zarathustra’s soul leads instead. in
The Resurrection of Zarathustra’s Soul,” to the three closing seccions) of
Part LIl where, I argue, eternal recurn is given a new sense that binds it to
soul and to resurrection. Finally, in “Resurrection and Self-Creation” 1

describe the, essential features of the earthly resurrection dramatized by
Zarathustra’s own transformations.

Wild Dogs and High Hopes

Zarathustra discusses the relation of body and soul most directly in “Of
the Despisers of the Body.” The account he gives there is complicated not
_only by the plurality of its audiences (described above), but also by the
lncrodpctjqn of such additional elements as reason, spirit, l,, and self. Yet the
polemical intenc seems clear: in opposition to what Nietzsche generally
calls rh‘e “Christian-moral” or “metaphysical” interpretation of the relation
according to which the soul should rule the body, Zarathustra elevates thé
body over the soul. This seems clear, however, only if the abstract analysis
is taken in isolation, only if the commentary provided by the concrete
examples of the two immediacely following sections is ignored. The examples
reveal that the soul plays a role both more complex and more important
than the abstract account indicates, a role that is often decisive and ten-
tally salutary. poen

“Of the Despisers_ of the Body” opens by distinguishing between two
accounts of the relation of body and soul:

B()dy am I 3lld S()ul —-50 says [he Chl]d. A“d Why Sllould one not Say What
y
But ‘Ile a“’ake“c‘j one) the onc “Ilo !f."OnS, Sa)s' Bod) am I p"ll El) a“d'

simply [ganz und gar), and i ing i »
e o gar}, and soul is only a word for something in [an] the body.

frl}:ese options are exclusive but not exhaustive; some human beings are
neither children nor awakened. A third view is espoused by the despisers of
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the body, who, like the hinterworldly of the previous section—those who
attempt to see through the mere appearances of our world in order to glimpse
a true world behind it—long to be souls, purely and simply, to be free from
the bodies that bind them to the earth. The body “is a sickly thing to them,
and they would dearly like to get ouc of their skins. That is why they hearken
to the preachers of death, and why they themselves preach hinterworlds”
(Z,1:3; 38.4-6).

The hinterworldly perspective—the religious nihilists’ perspective—bas
been powerful yet, Zarathustra suggests, it depends upon an illusion: the
soul the hinterworldly seek to affirm, the soul whose proper dwelling place
would be behind our world, is nothing positive, but rather an indeterminate
negation. The hinterworldly begin not by affirming the soul, but rather by
denying the body: “Verily, they believe most strongly not in hinterworlds
and redeeming drops of blood, but rather in the body, and their own body
is, for them, their thing in itsel” (Z,1:3; 38.1-3). They must therefore be
termed “despisers of the body”; they are not lovers of the soul.

Because it is merely the negation of the body, the soul dreamed of by the
hinterworldly and the despisers of the body is an empty dream; the “awak-
ened one” knows better, and therefore speaks of the soul as “something in the
body.” This soul, like “spirit” and “sense,” is a “small tool and plaything” of
the body; spirit is the “small reason” that both serves and amuses the “great
reason” of the body (38.12—14, 21). The true se¥f of the individual thus
resides not in soul, sense, or spirit, but rather in the body: “Behind your
thoughts and feelings, my brother, stands a powerful commander, an un-
known sage—he is called the self. He resides in your body, he is your body”
(Z,1:4; 40.3-5).

The self, the body “commands,” it seems, in that it determines ends: the
“leaps and flights™ of the I are detouts to the goals of the self (40.10-11);
“the creative body created spirit for itsclf as the hand of its willing” (40.23-
24). Yet what the self, the body wills—all that it truly wills—is “to create
beyond itself” (40.28—39); such crearion is its “total fervor” (40.29-30), its
sole desire. When it can no longer create beyond itself—as in the despisers
of the body—then it longs only for death (40.26-27).

The “brother™ addressed in the middle secaon of “Of the Despisers of the
Body” is admonished to attend to the “great reason” of the body, just as the
“brothers” addressed in “Of the Hinterworldly” (Z,1:3) are told to heed
“the voice of the healthy body, the complete and foursquare body,” a voice
that speaks of the “meaning of the earth” (38.7-10), the overman (e. g,
Z,P:3; 14,.29-30). The bodies of the despisers are not healthy, they can no
longer create beyond themselves, and thus speak no longer of the meaning
of the earth; they speak only of death (even if they term death “afteclife™).

From “Of the Despisers of the Body,” we learn to distinguish healthy
bodies from sickly ones, and we learn that the voice of the healthy body
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:hzugd bp heed(ezd.['g? secdhow it may be heeded, we must turn to “Of Joys
nd Passions” (Z,1:5), and to see wha it
look t6 “Of the po1and to se (Z,I:t6rfsults when it is not heeded, we must
The pale criminal has heeded not the voice of the body, but rather that of
the soul: _“Bcho]d this poor body! What it suffered and desired was interpre-
ted _by this poor soul,—it was interpreted as murderous lust and greed for
the joy of the knife” (Z,1:6; 46.33—47.2). The voice of the pale criminal’s
body spoke., and his soul heard. Bur what it heard, it then had to interpret.
The soul’s interpretation of what the body suffered and desired led to the
dee_d thg pale criminal cannot bear, a senseless murder., The murder was
desired, it seems, neither by the body nor by the soul; nevertheless, it became
f‘ieed. The deed resulted from the soul’s interpretation of what che ’body icself
suffered and desired”; but what did the body itself “suffer and desice”?

What is this man? A heap of diseases thar reach oue through spirit into the
world: there they want to find their prey.

What is this man? A knot of wild snak
another,—that is wh
(Z,1:6; 46.27-32)

es that are seidom at peace among one
y they go forth for themselves and seek prey in the world.

A’t t_he time of the deed the pale criminal’s body, reaching out through his
spirit into the world, was diseased rather than healthy; but what made it
diseased? What made of the body’s will to create beyond itself, its will to
overcome itself, a “knot of wild snakes,” a “heap of diseases” ?’ The cause
was“not, as with the despisers of body, an impotence or inability to create:
the “heap of diseases,” the “knot of wild snakes” do in some sense creaté
beyond themselves, they “go forch for themselves ro seek prey in the world.”
Wh'at then is the source of the pale criminal’s disease, a disease cleariy
distinct from that of the despisers of the body? An answer to this question
s suggested in cthe immediately preceding section, “Of Joys and Passions.”
i}:eﬁe{dZarath}itra tellj his”“l;rother,” “Once you suffered passions [hane;t

elaenscnaften) and calle il ;¢ i
o eidenscha (43].11) them evil” (43.1); “once you had wild dogs

Tlt:e brother, like the pale criminal, once suffered passions; the brother’s
pa,ssmns.became “wild dogs,” the pale criminal’s, “wild snake’s.” The broth-
er's passions became “wild dogs,” we are told, when they were called evil
To call the passions evil—or good, or bad, or whatever—is to interpre£
them., _The voice of the body speaks in the passions; interpretation of what'
the voice says, we know from “Of the Pale Criminal,” is the work of the soul
z“he pale criminal’s soul interprered what his body “suffered and desired” as.
murderous lust and greed for the joy of the knife.” Yet before it had made
f‘hls Interpretation, his body was already a “heap of diseases,” his desires, a
knot of wild snakes.” From “Of Joys and Passions,” we leara that ti]e
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desires become wild animals when they are imerp;et?d as evil. We thereby
learn that the interpretation imposed on the pale cnnmqal’s body by hli squl
is twofold: his soul first determined his passions as evil, ar_ld thus as v\{lld
snakes”; it then judged that the passions must desiFe what wild snakes desire,
that is, “murderous lust and the greed of the knife.” _ X
Once the passions are determined as evil, it follows that if they escape ¢ ef
control of the soul, they will act evilly; this is one of two central aspects 0
the motivation for the murder. The second aspect indicates why murder is
the specific evil: the deed occurs only when the so:.nl_has failed in its ssmggl‘e
to suppress the body and its desires. The revenge |t_takes for its failure is
revenge against another body and that body’s desires; the best revenge
requires the spilling of the body’s vital _force. ‘ —
The pale criminal is the vicam of his soul. His soul damns his body’s
desires as evil, and represses them for as long as it can. When it can do so
no longer, it releases them as savages, to commit a sense}‘ess murder. The
pale criminal’s “poor reason” cannot comprehend th.e madness befo.re
the deed” (46.12), the madness of the savage §nakes; it the'refo.re adds its
interpretation, and with it the deed of robbery, intended to disguise the true
mortive (46.17-19). ’
(')rhe p(ale crimin)al’s story is completed with his “madness after the deed ’l
(46.9): “He then saw himself atways as the doer of one defd. Madness [ ca}
this: the exception inverted itself, becoming the essence (4u6.6—7). In his
madness after the deed the pale criminal concludes, in effect, “Murderer am
] purely and simply, and nothing besides,” murderer once and for all? mur-
derer in essence. But who or what is this murdezer? Does the Qa]e criminal
take himself to be murderer in body, or in soul? He takes himself to be
murderer once and for all, yet the body is nothing once and for all, The body
grows, develops, and decays, the body ears and excrct&s,'thc body walfes
and sleeps. The soul, according to the Christian-moral trad'\tlon from wh:cgl
the pale criminal cannot escape, is permanent anq unchapgmg; thg soul, an
the soul alone, can be “once and for all”; that is why it can bc_ immortal.
The pale criminal cannot view himself as murdgrer m.ere!y in his b_ocly_, he
cap be murderer only in the depth of his soul. Given thls‘sdf—determmatlon,
there is no more hope, no more future for the pale criminal than for the
despisers of the body: “For one who suffers so much from himself, there is
no redemption save a speedy death” (45.10711'). _
So interpreted, the example of the pale criminal seems to“contralet the
results of the analysis given “Of the Despisers of the Body.” According tc;
that analysis, the body rules the soul, yet [ have argued that the downfall o
the pae criminal is caused by the soul rather than by the body. At_the versy
least, the case of the pale criminal clearly shows that even if the soul is merely
something “in the body,” it is something that can undermine the _bod)‘r‘: it
can be the source of the body’s destruction. From the preceding section, Oof
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Joys and Passions,” we learn that it can, and perhaps even must, also mediate
the body’s creanon.

Like the pale criminal, the “brather” addressed in “Of Joys and Passions”
once suffered from himself; he, too, once “suffered passions and called them
evil” (43.1). Unlike the pale criminal, however, the brother was able to
overcome himself, he was able to transform his passions: “now you have
only your virtues: they grew out of your passions” (43.2-3). Once, the
brother had “wild dogs” in his cellar, but the wild dogs were not released
as savages, to seek prey in the world; instead, “in the end they were trans-
formed into birds and deat singers” (43.11-12). The pale criminal’s desires
underwent no such transformation; how did che “brother™ avoid the crimi-
nal’s fate? According to Zarathustra, “You laid your highest goal ta the
heart of these passions: they then became your virtues and your joys” (43.4~
).

Who accomplished the transformation? Zarathustra says, “you” did. The
brother himself caused the transformation; the brother himself, but through
which “self,” or which aspect of the self? There is no direct indication, and
that itself is surprising, given the distinctions among body, soul, spirir,
self, etc., introduced in the preceding section. Yet those distinctions, in
conjunction with the description of the pale criminal, enable us 1o answer
the question. How are the pale criminal’s desires transformed? Not through
the body, certainly; the body does not transform the passions, the body is
the passions. The task of interpreting the passions, we know from “Of the
Pale Criminal,” is the task of the soul. The brother’s soul, then, transformed
his passions; ic did so by “laying its highest goal to their heart.”

What is this highest goal? We do not know, for it is not named. Indeed,
Zarathustra tells the brother that it is berter left unnamed, because better
pursued in solitude and for its own sake rather than among the many, in
order to impress (42.3—10). But even if it is unnamed, it is not left wholly
undetermined. What is necessary, if the soul’s atm is to transform the pas-
sions, is that the soul pot pursue an end that requires the denial of the body—
that hinders the body’s drive to “create beyond itself.” This is necessary
because, as we learn from the example of the pale criminal, the healthy body
is not to be denied. The soul must invest its end in the heart of the body’s
passions, it must embrace an end the body may share, and must view that
end as so shared. Rather than naming his virtue, the solitary brother would
do better by saying, * ‘inexpressible and nameless s that which gives my
soul agony [Qual] and sweetness and is also still the hunger of my entrails’ ”
(42.8-10; my emphasis).

The solitaty brother, like the pale criminal, determines himself. Bur
whereas the pale criminal’s self-identification is with a past deed, the solitary
brother’s is with a future goal; the pale criminal’s determination leads
through self-denial to destruction, ultimately self-destruction, the brother’s,
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through self-expression to creation. In encouraging the solitary brod_ler to
retain his love for his “earthly virtne,” Zarathustra he.ra!ds tl:e advice he
will give to the naoble youch by the tree on th(: mountamixde: do not cast
aside the hera in your soult Hold holy your highest hope (Z,’I’:S; §4.4—6?.

The soul, says the awakened one, is something “in the_ body”; this soulhls
not the soul sought by the hinterworldly, not something apart fron_l the
body, samething that would sucvive the body’s d(".ath, thaF would attain its
satisfaction only through the body’s frustration, its salvation o'nly thro'u_gh
the body’s destruction. It is “somcthing”_ in the_bod)(, but it fs a decns(ivye,:
something, The body has its desires and its passions, tt even “commands
those desires and passions, but its commands are not always .z\utl?orltfltlve—
witness the pale criminal-—and even when they are, they remain directionless.
The body desires, vaguely, to “create beyond itself”; but only the soul Ean
invest the body’s passions with a “highest goal,” and only the soul can then
“hold holy its highest hope.”

Zarathustra’s Highest Hope

In Part 1, Zarathustra has a hope that be holds holy; bccguse he holds 1:
holy he can report twice, in the Prologue, that his §ou| s “unmov::d.
Following the end of his first speech to the masses in the .marke_tp ace,
Zarathustra says to his heare: “Unmoved is my soul and bright, like the
mountains in the morning. But [these people] think [ am cold, a mocker
[Spotter] with fearsome jokes” (Z,P:5; 21.1‘—3). . i

Zarathustra denies being a “mocker with fearsome jokes, 'but tater
stresses that the danger that threatens to undermine anyone who is noble is
that of becoming “one who is impudent, who derides, who annihilates [el.n
Erecher, ein Hobnender, ein Vernichter|” (Z,1:8; 53.28—29)1 The mocker is
such an annihilator, a mere destroyer who does not create, a lion w.ho cannotl
become child (see Z,1:1)—a radical nihilist. Speaking to 2 potenmflly _nob]e
youth, Zarathustra warns: “Ah, 1 knew noble ones who lost their hlghcs:t
hopes. And then they slandered all high hopes” (53.?:9—31). The noble o;_e s
highest hope is a “hero in [the] soul” (54.5); when it is abandoned, nothing
is left save pleasures of the body:

Then they lived impudently in brief pleasures (Liisten), and they scarcely cast

oals beyond the day. . )
; ... Once they thought to become heraes: now they are voluptugnes (Lsist-
linge]. To them, the hero is an affliction and a tercor [ein Gram und ein Grauen].

(Z,1:8; 53.32-33, 54.2-3).

Throughout Part 1, Zarathustra’s hero is not an affliction and a terror, it
is rather the secure hope that keeps his soul unmoved. He bears this hope
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with him as be descends to the valley following a ten-year sojourn on his
mountain: his hope is the promise of the overman, a replacement for the
god who is dead. This hope is the gift he attempts to give to the masses in
the marketplace; their indifference confronts it with its first test. The first
test is passed: the peetiness of the masses leaves Zarathustra’s soul unmoved.
The masses do, however, change his mind. After discovering that they are
not drawn to the gift by talk of the overman as meaning of the earth,
Zarathustra tries speaking instead of the alcernative to the overman, the {ast
humans, who announce, “we have invented happiness,” as they “hop and
blink” on an earth become small (Z,P:5). This brings no more success, and
Zarathustra concludes that he is “not the mouth for these ears” (Z,P:5;
20.29-30). Yet his soul remains unmoved (Z,P:8; 25.12) in that his goal,
his highest hope, remains unchanged. Rather than casting aside the hero in
his soul, he casts aside the masses; he turns to the search for companions
who will come to embrace his hero, who will share his highest hope.

After the Prologue, there are no further references to Zarathustra’s soul
until Pace Ik Part [ closes as Zarathustra voluntarily leaves his companions,
returning to his mountain, but at the beginning of Part ll—following the
passage of “moons and years” (Z,11:1; 105.9)—we are told thar his soul
“became full of impatience and desire 1o see those whom he loved” (Z,11:1;
105.5-6). He nevertheless waits, “like a sower who has planted his seeds”
(105.4-5); he has told his followers that they must lose him and find them-
selves, and that only when all have denied him will he recurn (Z,1:22.3;
101.28-29). Yet he returns before his seeds have ripened; his return is
motivated by a dream that suggests to him thar his teachings are being
distorted. Following the dream, he repeatedly insists that he now may {darf]
return to his companions, that something that had been prohibited is now
permitted (Z,11:1;106.18,19; 107.10,16). Zarathustra must justify his return
because bis desire to see those he loves is in conflict with his “highest hope™:
it his companions have not ceased to follow him and begun to follow
themselves (Z,1:22.3; 101.11-102.2), then his return will not hasten the
coming of the overman,

Zarathuostra’s dream, then, allows him to rationalize his return to his
companions: he continues to act for the sake of the overman. Moreover, he
teveals to them, more fully than before, just what originally led him to
embrace the hope of the overman: “Life is a fountain [Born| of joy [Lust];
but where the rabble also drink, there all wells [Brunnen|] are poisoned. . . .
The bite on which [ gagged the most is not the knowledge that life itself
requires hostility and death and torture-crosses—but once I asked, and [ was
almost choked by the question: What? does life require even the rabble?”
(Z,11:6; 124.1-2, 125.1-5).

Zarathustra’s earlier disgust with the rabble was at the same time a
problem with history: “holding my nose, I walked disgruntled through all
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of yesterday and today: verily, all of yesterday and today smells foul of the
writing rabble” (125.17-19). Denying yesterday and today, Zarathustra
looked to tomorrow: “On the tree, future, we build our nest; and in qur
solinude eagles shall bring us nourishment in their beaks” (126.19-20).

Zarathustra’s longing for the overman of the future has its origin in disgust
with the rabble of the past and present; the affirmation is grounded in a
negation, a denial. Just as the hinterworldly affirmacion of the soul is a2 mere
consequence of the denial of the body, Zarathustra’s affirmation of the
overman is nothing more than a consequence of his denial of the all-too-
human. The affirmation can last only as long as Zarathustra can retain his
hope that the overman will someday hatch from the egg laid in the nest built
on the tree “furure.” As long as he retains that hope, his disgust wich
yesterday and today does not extend to life itself: his hope remains holy and
his soul unmoved.

In “The Child with che Mirror,” Zarathustra’s soul is moved but his hope
unchanged; in “The Night Song,” his soul moves itself as his hope falters.
His soul is “a leaping fountain” (136.3, 138.10), the “song of a lover”
(136.5, 138.12): “Something unstilled, unscillable is within me; it wants to
be voiced. A desire for love is within me; it speaks the language of love”
(136.6-8).

Zarathustra does not love, be has a desire for love. Yet his first reported
words to a human being—the saint he encounters as he first descends from
his mountain—are, “I love humanity” (Z,P:2; 13.1). When the saint brings
that love into question by insisting, “love for humanity would do me in”
(13.5-6), Zarathustra acknowledges that he had misspoken: “Did 1 speak
of love? [ bring humanity a gift” (13.7-8). Nevertheless, in his Prologue he
lists eighteen types of human beings that he loves (Z,P:4; 17.3~18.20). This
may be mere rhetoric, an attempt to convince the masses to accept his gift.
In any case, however, if Zarathustra’s relation to other human beings is one
of mere giving, if he receives nothing, then he cannot “love” them in the
way that, in “The Night Song,” he desires to love. He complains there: “1
do not know the happiness of those who receive. . . . This is my poverrty,
that my hand never rests from giving” (136.18, 20-21). :

One might readily acknowledge that humanity has nothing to give to
Zarathustra; but what about the overman? Does Zarathustra not love the
overman? Does he not receive something from the overman, i. e., a “mean-
ing” for life? If there were no such meaning, he has said, he would accept
the soporific teachings of the “chair of virtue,” i.e., “wake in order to sleep
well” (Z,1:25 34.19): “Verily, if life had no sense [$inn] and 1 had to choose
nonsense [Unsinn], this would be for me, too, the nonsense most worthy of
being chosen™ (34.20-21). His sense, his meaning, can only have been the
overman. Yet in “The Night Song,” when he seeks something to love, he
does not even mention the overman. Nor, unless I am mistaken, does he
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ever, anywhere in the book, directly tell us that he loves the overman. In any
case, the overman does not satisfy his need for love; that is why his soul has
become a “leaping fountain™: he is beginning to recognize that his highest
hope will not suffice.

In “The Nighe Song,” Zarathustra announces that he longs to love; he
does not love either man or overman. In the followi ng section, “The Dancing
Song,” he identifies an object, perhaps the object, of his love: “Decply I love
only life—and verily, most of all when I hate life” (140.26-28). This love
may be deep, but it t00 is insufficient:

“The sun has set long ago,” he said at last; “the meadow is maist, a chill comes
from the woods.

“Something unknown |Ein Unbekanntes] is around me and looks thoughtful.
What? Ace you still alive, Zarashustra?

“Why? What for? By what? Whither? Where? How? Is it not folty still o be
alive?” (141.22-27)

Why? and What for? The Zarathustra of Part | would answer, for sake of
the overman! By what? By will to the overman! Whither? Toward the
overman! That these questions arise reveals that the overman is no longer a
satisfactory answer. But if the overman has been Zarathustra’s highest hope,
and it is now cast aside with nothing to replace it, either he can no longer
love life, or that love cannor sustain him: “Is it not folly still to be alive?”

In “The Dancing Song,” we learn that Zarathustra’s love of life gives him
nothing to live for, no basis for affirmation of the future; in the immediately
tollowing section, “The Tomb Song,” we learn thac the past is as deeply
problematic. Heretofore, the absence of what is past has not been a source
of discontent; the past has appeared either as something to be condemned
(. g, Z,]I:6, 125.17-19), or as something to be affirmed merely as a way,
and not as what it was (Z,1:3; 37.4=7). [n “The Tomb Song,” however,
Zarathustra looks back on his own past as something of great value, whose
loss is 1o be deeply mourned: “Verily, you died too soon for me, you
fugitives” (143.3); the “visions and dearest wonders” (143.20-21) of Zara-
thustra’s youth were murdered, and they cannot be brought back. This
past—Zarathustra’s individual past—is not something impoverished whose’
existence must be justified, but rather something rich whose loss forces the
question: “How can a life that so robs us be worth living?” “Is it not tolly
still to be alive?”

Zarathustra now indicates that this is a question he has asked, and an-
swered, before, but also that from the time che question is ratsed until the
time it is answered, the questioner’s soul is entombed. The answering of the
question is thus tantamount to a resurrection of the soul:



84 ETERNAL RETURN

How did [ get over and overcome such wounds? How did my soul rise again
out of these tombs?

Indeed, in me there is something invulnerable and unburiable, something that
explodes rock: that is 1y will, Silent and unchanged it strides through the years

Indeed, for me, you are still the shatterer of all tombs. Hail to thee, my will!
And only where there are tombs are there resurrections. (144.33-145.3,145 12—
13)

In the following section, “Of Self-Overcoming,” Zarathustra generalizes
the conclusion of “The Tomb Song”: not only has his will kept him going,
will is what keeps everything that lives going. “And life itself confided this
secret to me: ‘Behold,’ it said, ‘1am that which must always overcome itself.
... Whatever | create and however much [ love it—soon 1 must oppose it
and my love; thus my will wills it’ » (148.16-18, 28-29).

Zarathustra’s soul is first entombed when he recognizes, following the loss
of his youth, that all that exists is doomed to be overcome, that to come into
being is to be doomed to pass away; following this recogpition he draws
the conclusion attributed in “Of Redemption™ to the “spirit of revenge”:
“ ‘Everything passes away, so everything deserves to pass away’ ” (Z,11:20;
180.31-32). If to be is to be doomed to be overcome, then to say “My youth
should nor have been overcome, should not have passed away” is to say
“My youth should not have been,” and consequently, “I should not have
been.” This conclusion reiterates the wisdom of Silenus: the best thing for
a buman being is never to be born, the second best is to die soon. The spirit
of revenge, with its “il)-will against time and its ‘it was’ " (180.17-18),
teaches thac life robs us not only of youth, but of all that is of value; such
a thieving life is not worth living.

The spirit of revenge draws its life-denying conclusion from the argument,
“everything passes away, so everything deserves to pass away,” The doctrine
of the will to power likewise teaches that everything passes away, yet Zara-
thustra presents it as the basis of the will to life, thus, as a basis for the
affirmation of life. It can be this basis only in that, unlike the spirit of revenge,
it insists that life, with its continual self-overcoming, also brings us not only
youth, but ail that is of value. Life indeed takes away, but only life can give.

Life giveth, and life taketh away; blessed be the name of life? A life that
gives may be better than one that merely takes, but one in which every
giving is always a taking is not easily affitmed. Nevertheless, Zarathustra
admonishes, “Let us speak of this, you who are wisest, even if it be bad.
Silence is worse; all cruths that are kept silent become poisonous” (149.22—
24).

“All cruths thac are kept silent become poisonous”; if 1 suppress the
teaching of the wil! o power—the teaching of the ubiquity, even necessity,
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of transience—then must I not condemn life for robbing me of my youth?
Must I not then reason: if I affirm life, I affirm the passing away of my youth
and I thereby deny or condemn my youth; 1 affirm the passing away o;
myself and of those [ love, and 1 therefore deny or condemn myself and those
F love? If T accept the teaching of the will to power, [ reason quite differencly:
if L affiem my youth, I thereby affirm its passing, and ] thereby affirm life. [n
opposition to the will to revenge, the will to power insists: “everything passes
away, so cvgrything deserves to exist,” That everything passes away may be
bad,” but it is true, and it may not be impossible both to accept its truth
fxn_d to affirm life as worth living. The danger is greater, Zarathustra insists
if its truch is denied, if it is kept silent, for it then becomes poisonous anci
poisons life itself. ,
Everything passes away, so everything deserves to exist. If this is the
teachin_g of the will to power, is it a teaching Zarathustra can embrace? Does
everything deserve to exist? Even the rabble? If Zarathustra abandons the
overman, turning away from the future, he can turn only to present or past;
he must then once again confront his disgust with the rabble. Only when
that disgust has been overcome will his sout be fully resurrected.

Dwarves, Buffoons, and Barrel-organs

The problem of the rabble becomes, or merges with, the problem of the
eternal return: in “The Convalescent,” Zarathustra retrospectively an-
nounces, “eternal recurrence even for the smallest! That was my satiety with
all existence” (274.33-34). Zarathustra overcomes his life-denying sadety
o.n]y by facing the thought of the eternal return, but it is not easy to determine
either what the thought is, or what results from Zarathustra’s confrontation
with it.

'The first extended account of the return is given in “Of the Vision and the
Riddle”; Zarathustra presents the account to his fellow travelers on a ship
voyaging from the Blessed Isles to the mainland. On the evening of the
second day out, Zarathustra describes to the others the “riddle” that he saw
in the “vision of the most solitary.” In his vision, Zarathustra encounters
for the first time his “devil and arch-enemy,” the spirit of gravity, half dwarf
and half mole—the minotaur of his labyrinth and of Nietzsche’s, mole and
dwarf rather than bull and man, a combination that makes this minoraur
n_o‘less dangerous than Theseus’s, but considerably more devious. In his
vision, Zarathustra climbs a mountain in a “corpse-colored twilight,” bear-
ing the mole-dwarf on his shoulder. The dwarf drips leaden thoughts into
Zarathustra’s ear: all climbing is in vain, for whatever rises must fall
(198.16-24).

After much climbing, dreaming, and thinking, Zarathustra’s courage ult-
mately brings him to a stand. He challenges: “Dwarf! You! Or 1'” (198.34)
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Zarathustra then digresses, praising courage to his fellow voyagers. Sograge,
he tells them, deals the most deadly blows; the courage that 52 chiming
play” overcomes every pain, and strikes dead not only the d)Z_zmess the?t
threatens all who see abysses, but also pity, and even deach itself. This
courage ultimately attacks, announcing, “Was that life? Well then! Once
more!” (199.13-14), affirming a doctrine of eterr_lal recurn.

Following his digression, Zarathustra repeats his challenge to the dwarf,
now adding an assertion of his own superiority: “I am the stronger of us
two: you do not know my most abysmal thought! It—you coul(f not bear
(199.18-20). At this, the dwarf leaps down from ‘Zarathugra s shoulder
and squats on a stone. Zarathustra then provides his only direct, extended
account of the doctrine of eternal return:

“Behold this gateway! Dwarf!” I spoke furcher: “it has two faccs. Two pachways
come together here: no one has ever teached the end of either.
This Yong alley back: it goes on for an eternity. And that long alley ahead—
that is another eternity. A o ‘
They contradict each other, these pathways; they colhde:—-gnd itis here, in
this gateway, that they come together. The name of the gateway is written above:

‘Moment. —
Buc whoever goes further along either one of them-—and further and furt e)r’;
do you believe, dwarf, thac the pathways contradict each other eternally?

(199.25-200.6)

The dwarf does not answer Zarathustra’s question; instead, he tran§forms
Zarathustra’s intratemporal, linear image into an extratemporal, circular
one: “ ‘Everything that is straight lies,” murmured the dwarf contemptu-
ously. ‘All truth is crooked, time itself is a circle’ ” (2(.)0.7—8)_. -

Zarathustra forcefully rejects the new image as being a mmp}tﬁcatnon,
an amelioration, precisely in that it substitutes for the perspective of. the
moment—a radically temporal perspective—a perspective outside of time,
one from which the shape of time as a whole may be viewed:

“You spirit of gravity!” I said angrily, “don’t make it too easy fc.)r yourse]f, or
I will lee you squat where you squat, lamefootﬂand_ I have cacried you high!
“Behold,” I spoke further, “this moment! From this gateway, Moment, runs
a lang, eternal alley backwards: behind us lies an eternity. o
“Must not whatever of all things can run alteady have cun, once, in this alley?
Must not whatever of all things can happen already have happened once, have

been done, have gone by once? ’ .
“And if everything has already been: what do you think, dwarf, about this

moment? Must not this gateway too already have been there:>
“And are not all chings firmly knotted in such a way that this moment draws

all things to come after it? Therefore—even itself?
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“For whacever of all things can run: in this long alley abead, they must run
once again!—

“And this slow spider that crawls in the moonlight, and this moonlight itself,
and land you in che gateway, whispering together, whispering of eternal things—
must not all of us already have been there?

“—and must we not return and run in that other alley, ahead, before us, in
this long, terrible alley—must we noc eternally recurn?—" (200.9-33)

These questions, like the eatlier one, go unanswered; but here there is no
response at all from the dwarf, for this vision fades, only to be replaced by
another vision, the one containing the riddle. Yet the unanswered questions
pose riddles of their own: Why are they asked? What do they suggest? What
is Zarathustra’s most abysmal thought, and what of it does he think the
dwarf will be unable to bear? The obvious answer is that the dwarf cannot
bear the thought that he will return eternally. The answer seems obvious in
that Zarathustra’s questions seem rhetorical: Zarathustra clearly anticipates
that the dwarf could answer only in the affirmative. By why could the dwarf
not bear the thought of returning? He himself has said thac time is a circle;
if time is a circle, must it not run continually through all its poines? Does
not the dwarf himself teach that everything returns?

These considerations suggest that the obvious answer to the question what
the dwarf cannot bear may not be the cosrect answer. Forcunately, there
is another option, suggested already by the specific intetchange between
Zarathustra and the dwarf: the dwarf cannot bear the thought of the eternity
of the moment, the thought that he never escapes fram the moment, that he
can never stand outside time, that he is rather trapped between the two
pathways. Wherever he has been, in the past, he has been within the mowment;
wherever he will be, in the future, he will be within the moment.

To say that the dwarf is trapped within the moment is to say something
about the form of time, something about temporality; to say that the encoun-
ter between Zarathustra and the dwarf will return or recur endlessly is to
say something about the content of time, something about events or, more
broadly, about history. In relating his “most abysmal thoughc” to the dwarf,
Zarathustra includes both aspects; yet there is no necessary connection
between the two. 1 may affirm that as long as 1 live 1 will live within the
moment, without affirming that after [ die [ will live again.

Is Zarathustra’s most abysmal thought a thought of temporal form, or of
temporal content, or of both at once? What returns eternally, the struceure
of the moment as gateway, with its cwo colliding pathways; or specific
events, including such details as spiders and moonlight; or both? “Of che
Vision and the Riddle” provides no answer to this question; inscead, it
supplies another riddle.

As he asks the dwarf, “must we not return eternally?” ‘Zarathustra’s
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courage falters: “Thus I spoke, ever more softly: for I was afraid of my own
thoughts and hinterthoughts” (200.34-201.1). Zacachustra then hears the
howling of a dog, and finds himself in a transformed landscape:

Where had che dwarf gone? And the gateway? And the spider? And all the
whispering? Had 1 been dreaming? Had 1 awakened? All at once 1 was standing
between wild cliffs, alone, desolate, in the most desolate moonlight. (201.15~
18)

Zarathustra sees the dog, leaptng and whining, and beside it a young
shepherd choking on a “black, heavy snake” that has crawled into his throat
as he slept. Zarathustra cries out, urging the shepherd to bite. The shepherd
does bite, then spits out the snake’s head and leaps up, “no longer shepherd,
no longer human,—one transformed, sutrounded by light, who laughed!
Never yet on earcth any human being laughed as be laughed!” (202.17-19).
Zarathustra yearns for such laughrer; “now a thirst is gnawing at me, a
longing that is never stilled” (202.21-22). Yet he wonders, and asks his
fellow voyagers to help him to solve the nddle:

what did 1 then see in a metaphor (im Gleichnisse)? And who is it that must
come one day?

Who is the shepherd into whose throat the snake thus crawled? Who is this
persos into whose throat everything that is heaviest and blackest thus crawled?
(202.8-13)

These questions, like the earlier ones, receive no answers in “Of the Vision
of the Riddle,” but they arise again in the next extended account of the
eternal recurn, in “The Convalescent.”

In “Of the Vision and the Riddle,” Zarathustra describes his most abysmal
thought, but he does not confront it; in “The Convalescent,” he explicitly
summons it: “Arise, abysmal thought, out of my depths! . . . And once you
are awake, you shall stay awake eternally for me” (270.13,22). This sum-
mons itself contains an indication that the contentual form of the doctrine,
according to which all individuals and events recur identically, has been
abandoned: the thought can “stay awake eternally™ for Zarathustra only if
he does not forget it, that is, only if he does not, “returning eternally,” recurn
as one who has not yet thought his most abysmal thought.

As the thought comes close enough fos Zarachustra to take its hand, he
shrieks, “Disgust, disgust, disgust—woe is me!” and collapses as though
dead. His snake remains with him, and his eagle leaves only to fetch food
(271.15-18). After seven days, Zarathustra sits up and takes a quince [Ro-
senapfel], smells it, and finds the odor pleasing. His animals take this action
as a sign that “the time had come to talk ro him” (271.25-26). The animals
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attempt to distract Zarathustra from his “sour, heavy” thought; they seek
10 lure him out of his cave into the world, which for them is garden. Rather

Ehan ral_<e this advice, Zarathustra requests that the animals keep up their
jabbering,” which refreshes him:

How lpvely it is that there are words and tones [Tone]! Are not words and
tones rainbows and seeming bridges between things which are eternally apart?

“
“To every soul belongs another world; for every soul, every other soul is a
hinterworld.

“The semblance falsifies most beautifully berween things that are most similar;
for the smallest gap is the hardest to bridge. ’

“For me—how should there be any outstde-myself? There is no outside. But
all sounds make us focget this; how lovely it is that we forget.

“Haye not narues and tones been given to things that man might find things
refreshing? Speaking is a beautiful folly: with it man dances over all things.

“How lovely is all talking, and all the deception of tones! With tones our Jove
dances on many-hued rainbows.” (272.13-27)

Instead of taking the animals’ advice, instead of leaving his cave, Zarathus-
tra offers these perplexing remarks on language. Words, he asserts, are
“rainbows and seeming bridges between things thac are eternally apart”; the
“smallest gap” between such things is the “hardest to bridge.” Where éoes
one find the smallest. 8ap? One place suggested by Zarathustra is in the word

hlnferwgrld. ” Earlier, Zacathustra rebuked believers in “hinterworlds” for
fer_lymg life; he now suggests thar every soul somehow contains its own

hinterworlds.” The “hinterworld” Zarathustra here acknowledges is not
of course, the Christian-moral hinterworld; neither is his “eternity” thc’
Christian-moral eternity, nor his soul the Christian-moral soul. In all these
cases, and others besides, words bridge gaps; the thought of eternal return
had appeared abysmal, perhaps, chiefly because Zarathustra had not seen
the gaps the words had concealed.

More broadly, directly, and simply: the “things which are eternally apart”
are The Genealogy’s uninterpreted “facts,” of which there are so many
_that no account can adequately treat chem all. The “words and tones™ are
Interpretations that make it possible for souls to inhabit worlds. Any two
dogs (or fire-dogs), for example, are “cternally apart”; we happen to have
t}?e word “dog,” which “falsifies” their differences by masking them; in a
different scheme of classification, chihuahuas might not be associated‘with
St. Be'mards, and Nietzsche not with Hitler. Because of this arbitrariness
spfeakmg Is “folly”: we can’t give “things™ the names that are simpl;
“right”—as the wisdom opposed to Nietzsche’s “folly” would require—
because there are no names that are simply right.

O_n the one hand, speech as folly, speaking as dancing, makes life possible
for it cransforms the “things eternally apart,” incorporating them into a)
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habitable world. The animals’ speech reflects one such transformative incor-
poration; a prosaic version of Zarathustra’s lengthy response to them might
read, “Indeed, that is one of many ways to look at things—and how nice it
is that there are many ways.” The animals’ way of “looking at things” is
important to Zarathustra not because it is the “right” way, or because it is
t0 become his way, burt rather, precisely, because it reminds him that there
are many ways. Before returning to his mountain, Zarathustra was “trans-
formed” (Z,11:19; 172.23) by the prospect of one way of looking at things,
that of the Soothsayer: “Everything is empty, everything is the same, every-
thing has already been. . . . Verily, we are already too tired even to die; now
we are still awake and we live on—in sepulchers” (172.4-5, 20-21). The
animals inadvertently aid Zarathustra’s recognition that the Soothsayer’s
perspective is not inescapable, even if it is neither false nor incorrect in the
ordinary sense.

On the other hand, speech as folly can make life impossible, for speeches
can become calcified, and when they do we tend to forget thac they are not
true, i.e., not absolutely binding, not free from alternatives. Such calcifica-
tion, we know, is what makes genealogical investigation necessary. Adapting
terms Nietzsche nses in the passage under discussion: the “gaps” between
things are bridged by words, not abolished, and since they are merely
bridged, they may always be bridged differently. The danger arises when
we forget the gaps altogether. Nietzschean enlightenment often requires
precisely that a forgotten gap—such as, perhaps, that between philosophy
and priestly asceticism, or that between science and technology—be remem-
bered.

Zarathustra’s animals have no interest in words or in gaps; rather than
respond directly to his musings on language, they seek to distract his atten-
tion from dancing words to dancing things:

“Zarathustra,” responded the animals, “to those who think as we do, all things
themselves dance: they come 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 blooms again, eternally runs che year of being.

“Everything breaks, everything is puc back together [neu gefiigs]; the same
house of being erernally builds itself. Everything parts [scheidet], everything
greets again; the ring of being remains eternally true to irself.

“In every instant (Nu], being begins; around every here rolls the ball there.
The center [Mitte] is everywhere (iiberall]. The path of ecernity is crooked
(krumm).” (272.28-273.5)

The opening of the animals’ speech is wholly consistent with the position
[ have ateributed to Zarathuscra: in that we know things only insofar as we
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bespeak d_\em, it is as appropriate to say that things dance as that words do.
As the animals continue, however, they develop this position by suggesting
that the dance of things is rigidly predetermined.

As they continue, the animals speak both of temporal form and of temporal
content but, as Heidegger has noted, the terms in which they speak are
reminiscent of the dwarf, who murmuss, “All cruth is crooked [krumm|
time itself is a circle” (200.7-8). That this doctrine is life-denying is alsc;
suggcstcd by a yet eatlier passage: “God is a thought that makes everything
straighe _crooked [krumm) and everything that stands wobble (drebend).
What? Time would be gone, and everything transitory only a lie?” (Z,11:2;
110.18-20). Yee despite these similaricies, Zarathustra does not dirlectl}:
accuse his animals of trivializing the thought of the return:

“Oh you buffoons [Schalks-Narren) and barrel-organs [ Dreborgeln]!” answered

mera_thustra and smiled again, “how well you know what had to fulfill itself
within seven days:—

“—and how that monster [Untier] crept into my th
i ; y throat [Schiun 4 chok
me! But I bit off its head and spat it away from me. [ d and choked

“And you—you have already made of this a hurdy- ier-Li »
P y \is a burdy-gurdy [Leier-Lied) song?

Although this accusation is less direct, Zarathustra clearly implies that his
animals, like the dwarf, take things too lightly; their “hurdy-gurdy song”
cannot be the appropriate form for expressing the thought of the eternal
return. Moreover, the inappropriateness of the animals’ reaction next leads
Zarathustra to express his surprise thar his animals watched his suffering at
all; he takes their behavior to reveal a joy in cruelty he had thought limited
to human beings. The expression of surprise leads into a tirade against forms
of human cruelty and ressentiment, and then to a recollection of his disgust
and his “sickness,” concluding with the identification of the “eternal return
of the smallest™ as the cause of his “satiery with all existence” (274.33-34)

Zarat_hustra’s recollection is interrupted by his animals, who “did no;
allow h.lm to speak further” (275.3). As before, they seek to distract him, to
draw him out into their world, to “the roses and the bees and the swar,ms
of doves”_ (275.7-8). Again, Zarathustra ignores their advice, addressing
them again as “buffoons and barrel-organs” (275.13), and asking now
whether they want to make a “hurdy-gurdy song” of his convalescence as
well (275.18-19). For the second time, the animals interrupt; they then
develop ’I_“Ims Spoke Zarathustra’s most complete and cohcrent)account of
t!‘nc docch of eternal rerurn, a clear cosmological vision of eternal repeti-
ton, culminating with their anticipation of what Zarathustra will say at the
time of his deach.

. 3
The animals’ final account of the eternal return is generally taken to
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express Nietzsche’s own deepest thonghts; even Heidegger, who stresses the
unreliability of the animals’ first acconnt, accepts the second as authoritative.
Heidegger stresses that Zarathustra himself provides no account of the
eternal return in “The Convalescent,” but rather than looking to the succeed-
ing sections, where Zarathustra does speak, Heidegger seeks to derive the
carrect doctrine “mediately,” from the animals’ speech (Niefzsche, 1:310;
ET, 55-56). Thomas Altizer sees no need for the mediation: “Nowhere did
Nierzsche more triumphantly reach his goal of speaking volumes in a few
words than in this passage of Zarathustra® {“Erernal Recurrence and the
Kingdom of God,” 242-43). The reason the animals’ speech seems definitive
is, [ assume, that the account says what we may well expect Zarathustra to
say at this point. The expectation can be so strong as to lead readers who
are usually both careful and acute to take the death speech, recounted in the
first person singular, to be Zarathustra’s own; this error is made by both
Harold Alderman (101) and J. P. Stern (165).

Stern recognizes that the animals’ view continues to be the view of the
dwarf, and takes this identity to be a sign of Nietzsche’s failure: “Zarathustra
can only elaborate what the dwarf has said, he can only bring out the
annihilating, nihilistic aspect of the Janus-faced myth” (165); “[Nietzsche)
decrees that the process shall be infinite, circular and intolerable: an infinite
repetition of the same” (162). Stern’s evaluation would be forceful if the
words of the death speech were Zarathustra’s words—but they are not.

The words of the death speech are the animals’ words, not Zarathustra’s;
bur perhaps the animals speak for Zarathustra. Thar they are capable of
doing so is the view of Alderman, according to whom the animals are
“Zarathustra’s Socratic daimon” (101), and of Heidegger, who stresses,
“after all, they are his animals” (Nietzsche, 1:313; ET, 58). They are indeed
his animals: although they are his, they are also animais. They are indeed
“true to the earth” (Alderman, 101), as Zarathusrtra seeks to be, but—to
adapt a Heideggerian phrase—the animals are not yet false to the earth,
whereas Zarathustra strives to be no longer false to the earth. The animals’
world has always been a garden, but that is because it is not the human
world; they have seen the human world only from a great distance (Z,P:10;
27.11-15), and have never encountered rabble or preachers of death or
reverse cripples. Of course the animals say “yes” to life—they have no cause
to say no, For just this reason, their affirmation cannot be adequate for those
who have been led to deny.

Advocates of Zarathustra’s animals might respond by suggesting chat
Zarathustra’s failure to object to the “death speech” must be taken as an
indication of his acceptance of it. Indeed, he does not object, but his silence
is not presented as evidence of agreement:

After the animals had spoken these words they were silent, expecting that
Zarathustra would say something to them: bue Zarathustra did not bear that
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tbeylwere silent. Instead, he lay still, with closed eyes, like one asleep, although
he did not sleep: for he was then conversing with his soul. But the ;nake and
th‘e eagle, when they found that he was silent in this way, respected the great
stillness around him and carefully withdrew, (277.6-13, my emphasis)

Zarathustra “did not hear” thac his animals were silent; why not? Perhaps
he was so absorbed by what they had said, by his own reflections on their
?zvordst that he was beyond them entirely. But perhaps, after their earlier
Jabber!ng, he had not bothered to listen to them; perhaps he did not hear
the:vr silence because he had not heard their speech. Which hermeneutical
option are we to choose? The former—that Zarathustra is absorbed by what
his animals have said—has no support beyond the passage in question.
The larter'—thar Zarathustra has paid no attention to his dictated “death
speeich”—ls supported both by what Zarathustra himself says in the closing
sections (?f Pare 11, and by what we learn about the animals in Part TV

Following their withdrawal at the end of “The Convalescent,” we h.ear
no more of Zarathustra’s animals until the opening section of Part 1V. There
they appear not as ones who can speak for Zarathustra, but rather a;
ones with whom he cannot speak. He addresses them again as “buffoons”
(Z,IV:1;295.14-15), and then inteutionally eludes them by announcing that
he goes to offer a sacrifice. The animals simply accept this nonsense, not
even wondering to what or whom Zarathustra could possibly be makin,g the
sacrifice: “That | spoke of sacrifices and honey sacrifices was merely a ruse
and, truly, a useful bit of foolishness! Up here I can speak more freely than
before hermits’ caves and hermits’ pets [Hausthieren)” (296.16—19).

Zarathustra’s animals do not speak for him, and he does not speak his
own deepest thoughts to them; in their “pre-theoretical innocence” (Alder-
man, 116), they would not understand. As the closing lines of “The Convales-
cent” suggest, the time has come for Zarathustra to speak with his soul.

The Resurrection of Zarathustra’s Soul

As “AThe Convalescent” closes, Zarathustra converses with his soul; in the
following section, “Of the Great Longing,” he directly addresses h’is soul
twenty-two times. At the close of the section, Zarathustra begs his soul to
sing; the titles of the next two sections, the final ones in Parr I11, indicate
thar both are songs, presumably songs sung by Zarathustra’s re,surrccred
soul.

Thve firse cwelve sentences in “Of the Great Longing,” each of which
constitutes a single paragraph, all have “I” as the subject, and are all in the
past tense; in them, Zarathustra tells his soul what he has done for it, and
_(hgs why it may owe him thanks. His first service to his soul was to l’)ring
1t into time and motion, to free it from its Christian-moral stability and
stagnation. “O my soul, I taught you to say ‘today’ as well as ‘once’ [ Fincr)
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and ‘formerly’ [Ehemals] and to dance your leaping circle dance {Reigen|
over every here and there and yonder” (278.2—4). The Christian-moral soul,
locked'in its timeless eternity, can say only “now,” and cannot dance. In
freeing his soul from these Christian-moral limitations, Zarathustra has freed
it from others as well: from shame (278.7), sin (278.12), obeying, knee-
bending, and obsequiousness (279.3—4),

The nature of Zarathustra’s second service to his soul is less clear: “O my
soul, [ redeemed you from all corners, 1 brushed dust, spiders, and twilight
(Zwielicht] from you” (278.5—6). The spiders and twilight are reminiscent
of “The Vision and the Riddle”: in the dream reported there, Zarathustra
climbs through a “corpse-colored ewilight [ Dammerung)” (Z,111:2.1; 198.1),
and a “slow spider” is among the seemingly trivial items listed as rerurning
eternally (200.27). The twilight is also reminiscent of “The Soothsayer,”
where Zarathustra is “transformed” (Z,11:19; 172.23) by the “long twilight”
[Dammerung)) (173.4, 175.11) of a life described by the words of the Sooth-
sayer: “Everything is empty, everything is the same, everything has already
been. . .. Verily, we are already too tired even to die; now we are still awake
and we live on—in sepulchers” (172.4-5, 20-21), As Zarathustra then
dreams about being surrounded by sepulchers, he smells “dust-covered eter-
nities” (173.28). Indeed, his soul itself is “dust-covered” (173.29); he has
not yet brushed the dust from it (278.5-6).

Zarathustra’s first service to his soul, we know, was to temporalize it, to
free it from God; but the soul can be freed from God only if God is dead.
God is dead for Zarathustra, but also for the Soothsayer; because the Sooth-
sayer’s God is dead, for him “everything is empty, everything is the same,
everything has already been.” The cosmological version of eternal return
introduced by Zarathustra in “Of che Vision and the Riddle,” and reasserted
by his animals in “The Convalescent,” likewise teaches that “everything is
the same, everything has already been,” and thus, perhaps, that “everything
is empty.” If God is dead, it may appear, life is not worth living. Yert for
Zarathustra life is—or can be—worth living. That it can be clarifies the
second service he has performed for his soul: he has redeemed it from the
death of God.

Zarathusctra has shown his soul that, despite the death of God, not all
things are “the same.” On the contrary, some things are to be denied, others
affirmed: “O my soul, 1 gave you the right to say no as the storm says no
and yes as the open sky says yes” (278.13—14). Nor has everything “already
been”: “O my soul, ] gave you back your freedom over created and nncreated
things: and who knows as you know the delight of things to come?” (278.17-
19; cf. 279). Nor is it the case that “everything is empty”; there is no
kingdom of heaven, but there is a worthy replacement: “O my soul, | gave
your earthly kingdom all wisdom to drink, all new wines and also all
immemorially old, strong wines of wisdom™ (279.9-11).
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For Zarachustra as for the Soothsayer, God is dead; but only for the
Soothsayer does God’s death continue to be a cause for despair. Zarathustra
speaks not of being “too tired even to die,” but rather of a great longing
the longing first aroused in him by the vision of the laughing shcpherci
(Z,111:2.2; 202.23). The nature of the longing becomes clearer in the second
part of the song where, having recounted what he has done for his soul
Zarafhustra describes his soul’s current condition. The fruit of Zarathustra’;
:soul Is ripe, yet his soul is waiting, longing for the “golden marvel,” the
‘boat _[Nachen] of free will” (280.23; cf. 280.17-18) and for its m’astcr
the “vintner who waits with his diamond vinmner's knife” (280.24-25: cf.,
280.10-11), the “great redeemer . . . the nameless one—for whom énly
songs of the future will find the name” (280.26-27). The wait should not
be: long, however, for the breath of Zarathustra’s soul is “already fragrant”
with these songs (280.28): “already your melancholy rests in the blessedness
of songs of the furure” (280.30-31). The section closes with Zarathustra
fervently urging his soul to sing its songs (280.33-34, 281 1-3).

Zarat!wstra’s soul’s first song is presented in the only section in the book
whose title explicitly alludes to a previous section: “The Other Dancing
So'ng” announces itself in contrast to Pare I’s “The Dancing Song.” Appro-
pnat_ely, the songs themselves contain marked similarities that serve to em-
phasize their differences. Both begin, “Lately 1 gazed into your eyes, O life”
(140.6, 282.3), but whereas in “The Dancing Song” the gaze is a sink’ing into
the ur:fgtl?omable (im’s Unergriindliche) (140.6~7), in “The Other Dancing
Sqng’A 1t is a glimpsing of the vinmer’s boat, of “a golden bark [Kahn]
glittering upon nightly waters, a sinking, drinking, and once again beckoning
golden, tossing bark” (282.6-8). In “The Dancing Song,” Zarathustra
:s‘pealfs bothAto life and to his wisdom, but finds himself, at the end, seeming

again to sink into the unfathomable” (141.18-19). The section closes
wntb the despairing questions discussed above: “Why? What for? By whar?
:X/hlrher? Where? How? Is it not folly still to be alive?” (141.26-27). In
The Other Dancing Song,” Zarathustra’s soul speaks to life, and of his
wisdom, but the section ends on the triumphant note of the song “Ounce
More,” as joy wills “deep, deep eternity.”

For the earlier Zarathustra of “The Dancing Song,” life, to be bearable
must bc fathomable. It must be ergriindlich, it must be such that he can
probe its depths, “fathom”™ it by getting to the bottom of it, its ground
[Grund]. Addressed by Zarathustra as “the unfathomable,” however, life
respond§ with mocking Jaughter; “what you cannot fathom, is unfath,om-
3b]c.” Life then denies that she is unfathomable, insisting that she is, instead

oniy alterable and wild and in all ways a woman [Weib], and not a’virtuous’
one’ (140.]_0—13). At this point, life’s conjunction baffles Zarathustra: if
she ts essenuially alterable, how can she be fathomable? How can one come
to grips with what is constanely changing?

.
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Shortly after “The Dancing Song’s” report of his initial confron_tation w_ith
life, Zarathustra reports another, in which the answer to his questions begins
to take shape. Addressing those who are wisest (as opposed to those famous
for wisdom, to whom he speaks in Z,{[:8), Zarathustra first unmasks whgt
they take to be their “will to truth” as a form of the will to power, the \ylll
to make all things thinkable; “for you doubt with a good mistrust that. bem'g
is already thinkable” (Z,13:12; 146.6-7). The ultimate goal of the wisest Js
technological mastery: they seck to make all beings “yield and bensl” [):zfgen
und biegen] to them. n the terms of The Birth of Tragedy, “the wisest” are
Socratics, who seek, by fathoming being, to heal it.

Zarathustra attempts to convince the wisest that existence cannot be
healed, in their sense; this is one aspect of the “cruch” that, if kept sﬂept,
becomes poisonous. Much of his evidence comes from a discussion with life
herself, wherein life reveals to him her secret: © ‘Behold, | am that which must
always overcome itself ” (148.16-18). In discovering this secret Zarathustra
has, in a sense, “fathomed” life: he has grasped her essential nature, he
aunderstands what she is. But he has not thereby gotten to the bottom of
things in the sense of reaching a stable foundation upon which he can Fhe::
build, a knowledge that would provide him with the means of “heal’mg_
existence. On the contrary, he has discovered that the “essence” of life is
precisely her variability, her inexhaustibility. _

Once he has “fathomed” life as inexhaustible, Zarathustra no longer d_lves
from his boat, risking drowning as he seeks to get to the bottom of chings.
Nor does he join the priests in seeking to escape the sea altogcth_er. He
knows, as they do not, that what appear to be islands on our sea are instead
sleeping monsters (Z,11:4; 117.23-24): “False values and delgswe words:
these are the worst of monsters for mortals,—long does calamity sleep and
wait within them. But finally it comes and awakes and devours and entraps
whatever has buile huts upon it” (Z,11:4; 117.25-118.2). Instead of seeking

cither 1o fathom or to land, Zarathustra accepts that life is, in effect, life ac

sea; hence, his affinity with sailors (see Z,111:2.1). With this acceptance, the
doubt and despair that end “The Dancing Song” are banished, to be teplaced,
in “The Other Dancing Song,” with words of affirmation and joy. _

“The Other Dancing Song” ends affirmatively, but it, too, contains a
strong suggestion of life-denial. Life confronts Zarathustra with an accu-
sation:

“Q Zarathustra, you are not faichful enough 1o me! o

“You do not love me nearly as much as you say; | know that you are thinking
of leaving me soon. . ‘ _

“There is an old, heavy, heavy, booming bell; it booms out at night even up
to your cave: o ‘

“when you hear this bell beat the hour at midnigh, then you think between
one and twelve—
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“you think, O Zarathustra, [ know it, you think of leaving me soon!” {284.27~
285.8)

Zarathustra responds with an admission, but adds a qualification that
Jeaves life in perplexity:

“Yes,” | answered hesitantly, “buc you also know . . .” And I said something
into her ear, in the midst of her tangled, yellow, foolish locks.
“You know that, O Zarathustra? No one knows that.” (285.9-13)

Zarathustra knows; but what does he know? The obvious answer is, he
knows that he will retuen: “I'll leave you soon, bue I'll be back!” But how
could he know that? And even if he thinks he knows it, would he be the only
one? Do not Zarathustra’s animals “know” thar everything returns? Does
not the dwarf “know” it?

What does it mean for Zarathustra to leave, abandon, or forsake life?
What does or might one forsake life for? The obvious answer might be: for
death. This obvious answer seems to be supported by Zarathustra’s animals,
who were led to dictate Zarathustra’s death speech by their fear that Zara-
thustra was ready to die (276.14). But why should Zarathustra want to die,
even if he does know that he will return?

The ficst place one must look in secking answers for these questions is
the third and final part of “The Other Dancing Song”: life has said that
Zarathustra’s thoughts of “leaving her soon” are midnight thoughts,
thoughts he has between the first and twelfth strokes of the clock’s bell. In
that the third part of the song incersperses its lines with the strokes of the
midnighe bell, it tells us explicitly, if poetically, what Zarathustra then thinks.
Those thoughts close with the triumphal affirmation, “All joy wills eternity—
wills deep, deep eternity” (286.14—16).

Life fears thac Zarathustra will soon forsake her; the closing song suggests
that he would forsake life only for “deep, deep eternity.” Zarachustra’s
animals suspect that Zarathustra is ready to die; but is death a deep eternity?
How would Zarathustra’s death be a joyful artainment of eternity rather
than a woeful, or indifferent, passing away into oblivion, even if a temporary
oblivion? In his song, Zarathustra announces, “From a deep dream | have
been awakened” (286.2); certainly, death would be no awakening—accord-
ing to the animals, Zarathustra’s soul is as mortal as his body (276.21-22).
His literal death would be not an emergence into wakefulness, but rather a
sinking into dreamlessness—into nothingness—until the return of the “knot
of causes” in which Zarathustra is enmeshed, until the repetition of the same
stupid drama. Finally, che song tells us that “all joy wills eternity”; woe, on
the other hand, “implores, ‘pass away’ (vergeb)” (286.12).

These considerations suggest that Zarathustra is not contemplating sui-
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cide, that he is not on the verge of forsaking his “life,” in the most literal
sense. What then may he forsake? And what does he know? One thing at
least is clear: what he wants 1s “deep, deep eternity,” which may well be
distinct from the “shallow” eternities of the Christian-moral tradition on
the one hand, and of the dwarf and animals on the other. But what is this
“deep, deep eternity”? The question is answered, if at all, in Part llI’s Anal
section, “The Seven Seals.”

“The Seven Seals,” subtitled “The Yes and Amen song,” consists of seven
numbered sections. Each begins with a series of rhetorical hypotheticals
describing Zarathusera—*“I1é lam .. .,” “Ifever1...,” etc.—and each ends
with a refrain:

how should I not lust for eternity and for the wedding ring of rings—the ring
of cetugn!

Never yet did [ ind the woman by whom I wanted children, unless it be this
woman, whom [ love: for I love you, O eternity! For [ love you, O eternity!

Throughout Zarathustra, even before explicit reference to the doctrine of
eternal return 1s made, the ring serves as a symbo) for that doctrine (see, e.g.,
Z,P:10; 27.11-13); it remains a symbol in “The Seven Seals.” Yet, as we
know, words are seeming bridges between things eternally apart, and the
smallest gaps—those disguised by words—are the hardest to bridge, because
the words conceal the need for bridging. As Heidegger stresses in a related
contexe, “one man’s circle is not another man’s circle” (Nietzsche 1:307; ET,
§3). Similarly, one ring may not be another ring, and some rings may only
happen to be circles. There ate rings that roll; such rings are symbolic of the
eternal rerurn as understood by the dwarf and by Zarathustra’s animals. But
the ring of return praised in “The Seven Seals” is not a ring that rolls; it is

a ring not of repetition, but rather of unification. It is the “wedding ring of

rings,” the hochzeitliche Ring der Ringe, the ring of Hochzeit: of the wedding
ot, literally, of “high [hoch] time [Zeit].”

“High time,” like the ring, is closely associated with the doctrine of return.
Long before Zarathustra confronts the thought of the return, he knows that
itis “high time” for him to do so (see Z,11:18; 167.15-16,171.9-10; Z,111:3;
204.32-34,205.18-20). At his “highest time,” Zarathustra affirms the “ring
of return” as the “wedding ring of rings,” the ring that binds future to past,
joy to pain, and even noble to base. The fourth of the Seven Seals—sitled
“Qf the Ring of Rings” in Nietzsche’s fair copy of the manuscript
(KSA,14:325)—clearly reveals that the function of the “ring of rings” is the
conjoining of opposites:

If ever T drank a full draft from the foaming seasoning and mixing bowl (Wiirz-
und Mischkruge] in which all things are well mixed:
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If ever my hand melded the farthest to the nearest and fire 1o spirit and joy to
pain and the worst to the most goodly:

If 1 myself am a grain of the dissolving [erldsenden] salt that insures that all
things in the mixing bowl are well mixed:—

Ohb how should I not lust for eternity and for the wedding ring of rings . . .
(289.11-21)

The ring of return is a ring of reconciliation, not 2 ring that rolls; and the
reconciltation is not a reconciliation through death, but racher a reconcilia-
tion with lite. The third of the Seven Seals decisively severs Zarathustra’s

“deep, deep eternity” from any state of mindless oblivion or mindless repe-
tition;

If ever a breath of the creative breach has come to me, a breath of that heavenly
need that compels even accidents to dance in stars’ circle dances:

lfever Ilaughed with the taughter of the creative lighming-bolt thar is followed
by thunder, growling bur obedijent:

If ever 1 played dice with gods on the godly table of the earth, so that the earth
quaked and broke and rivers of fire snorced forth:—

For the earth is a table of the gods and trembling with creative new worlds
and che dice throws of the gods:—

Oh how should [ not lust for eternity . .. (288.22-289.3)

[n Nietzsche’s fair copy of the manuscript, this third seal is subtided
_“Dionysus” (14:325); it appears as the counterpart to “Of the Great Long-
ing,” which there bears the subtitle “Ariadne” (14:324). Just as Ariadne on
Naxos longs unknowingly for Dionysus, the Zarathustra of “Of the Great
Longing” yearns for the vintner with his golden knife. As the creative god
of the third seal, Zarathustta—a “harvester” alteady in the Prologue (Z,P:9;
26.15)—takes from his soul the ripe fruits that long for the vintner’s knife;
rather than hold on to fruits from the past, he subjects his soul, himself, to
the pain that is required if further growth is to be possible. The ripened
grapes must be cut from the vine rather than allowed to rot on it; they must
die so that others may live.

The first seal presents Zarathustra as enemy “of all thac is tired and can
neither die nor live” (287.7-8), but also as pregnant with affirmative bolts
of lightning (287.9-11). The second seal presents him as affirmatively surviv-
ing the destruction of old tablets (288.2) and old gods (288.7), the third, as
himself a god among gods. In the fourth, he praises the whole as whole, with
all its conflicting, contradictory parts. In the ffth he sets sail, in the sixth he
dances, in the sevench he flies. Nowhere does he long for his death, and
nowhere does he anticipate his recurn, The eternity he loves is not an etecnity
he seeks, but rather an eternity he has. But what kind of eternity is this?



100 ETERNAL RETURN

Resurrection as Self-Creation

If erernity is neither the negation of my earthly life—not Christian-moral
eternity—nor the infinite repetition of my earchly life—not the eternity of
dwarves, barrel-organs, and buffoons—what then is eteenity? Zarathustra’s
answer, most baldly stated, is that eternity is the omnipresence, the ubiquity
of the moment within my earchly life, which is my only life. At every moment
in my life, | stand at the intersecton of two paths, one leading from the past,
one leading toward the future. The moment is not separable from these
paths, but neither is it swallowed up by them—it is not the instantaneous
Nu of the animals.

The moment is bound to the furure in that every moment is one from
which I must take a single path forward, and in that any moment can be a
moment of decision, a point where I change the direction of my development.
I¢ might appear that, in one sense, many paths into the future are open, in
that [ deem myself free to choose. Yet the fact remains that any specific
choice is also a limiting choice, every selection an exclusion: | have only one
life to live, only one path to follow.

[ can choose, perhaps, either to teach my scheduled class tomorrow, or to
abandon job and family in order to lead a life of dissolution. But even if this
is a fact, it requires intecpretation: what is its significance? Am I to view my
life, as it continues, as the continual diminution of possibilities, or as the
continual expansion of my actuality? I cannot, perhaps, become both brain
surgeon and concert pianist; if [ become one, 1 do so at the exclusion of the
other. But it is not as though [ would first have been both, only to have
become but one,

The moment is bound not only to the future, but also o the past. It is
bound to the past in that I have reached the moment, at any moment, by
following a specific pach. If 1 were now to seek a Zarathustrian cave in order
to commune with thoughts and animals for the next ten years, 1 would
commune as one who had abandoned job and family in order to do so; |
cannot now decide never to have had job and family in the first place. In
addicion, | may well have developed ties of affection, comfort, habit, and/or
neurosis binding me so strongly to my current way of living that radical
changes, at least of cerrain sorts, would prove impossible. For reasons of a
differenc sort, it would be impossible for me now to become a concert pianist.

The point where [ now am, within any moment, is the point from which
I must proceed into the future, and [ cannot now choose to have followed
a different path to take me to the point where | now am. [ cannot, for two
distinct reasons: ficse, and obviously, my past is behind me; I have no chance
1o live through it again, doing things differently. The second reason, less
obvious but equally imporctant, is that the only path through the past that
leads to my present is precisely the path [ have followed: had “I” done
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differently in the past, I would not now be I, as | am; “1” would be someone
else.

This life, with its single and determinace past and ics single but not yet
determined future, is my eternal life, the only life | can ever have. In this my
eternal life, 1 always return, and the structure of the moment always returns,
with its unknowable but singular future, as well as its inescapable past. To
will the eternal return is to will this life, with its ineluctable temporality,
both formal and contentnal. It is to will that, in one sense, my soul be
constantly resurrected, within each new moment, but that requires thart it
constantly die, within each new moment. My soul dies in that it is not simply
determined by its past; [ can attempt to act differently, T can seek to embrace
a differenc “highest hope.” Yet such a death is also a resurcection, for even
if  undergo a transformation, 1 do not create a wholly new soul: [ retain my
past, in all its concreteness.

In one sense, perhaps, my soul is “resurrected” within every moment; but
this is not Zarathustra's sense of resurrection. Only where there are tombs,”
he insists, “are there resurrections” (Z,1I:11; 145.13). Our souls are en-
tombed when we lose our highest hopes, but that presupposes that we have
had highest hopes. Some of us, many of us, have perhaps never found
anything that would both “give our souls agony and sweetness and be the
hunger of our entrails” (42.9-10). Resurrection in Zarathustra’s stricter
sense takes place only when one, having lost such a hope, embraces a new
one.

Zarathustra thinks of “leaving life soon,” in “The Other Dancing Song,”
not because he thinks simply of dying; for him, “leaving life” can be more
complicated chan that. As he convalesces, as he overcomes the despair in-
duced by rabble and Soothsayer, he depatts from his old life in that he takes
a new direction; but the life he leads continues to be his, In willing to live
as he henceforth will five, Zarathustra also wills the return of the life he has
led; that life, he knows, will be with him throughout his eternity, it will be
with him as long as he is at all.

To will the eternal recurn of this sameness is to will oneself, one’s life, in
the deepest and most comprehensive sense, Only when I have affirmed my
life, under these conditions, have I become one who can will, in the deepest
and most comprehensive sense. Hence the admonition, “By all means do
what you will, but first be such that you can will” (Z,I1I:5.3; 216.26-27).
Before 1 become one who can will, [ cannot look back on my past and say
“thus did I'will ic” (Z,11:20; 181.1-18). Neverthetess, on becoming one wh(‘;
can will, I can look back and will this way I have blindly walked (Z,1:3;
37.4-5). I have walked it biindly in that 1 did not will ic—as walked, [ was
not yet able to will—but [ can now will it as having brought the to where |
now am. Following my transformative affirmarion of the eternal rerurn. I

can willy if 1 then succeed in willing—if 1 am strong enough to hold n"ny
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insight firmly in my grasp, rather than allowing it to be obscured by new
gods or hinterworlds, or by weary eyelids, or by a fresh coat of paint—then
I live henceforth in such a way that I will later be able to look back and say,
“thus did I will it,” for I will have been one who wilted.

From the perspective of one who can will, I see in addition that no aspect
of my past is simply fixed and dead, thar my past is not a rock that my will
cannot move (Z,[[:20; 180.10-11). It is not, for it is growing with every
moment, and transfarmed with every moment. The transformative aspect is
what the pale criminal fails to see: “He then saw himself always as the doer
of one deed. Madness I call this: the exception inverted itself, becoming the
essence” (Z,1:6; 46,6-=7). If there is one thing no human being can ever be,
it is “the doer of one deed”: unavoidably, we are doers of many deeds. “If
only he could shake his head, his burden would roll off; but who is to shake
this head?” (46.25-26). No one can shake it for him; he must shake it
himseif.

To shake one’s head, to put the past deed into the past, is to respond as
Zarathustra responds when he recognizes his compassion for the higher men
as his “last sin”: “Well then [Woblan]! That—had its time!” (Z,1V:20;
408.14). “That had its ume”: the pale criminal’s deed had its time, and will
always—“eternally,” for the pale criminal—bave its time, but the signifi-
cance of the deed is not determined by the deed—the fact—itself; rather, its
significance will be determined by the pale criminal’s later acts and reflec-
rions. The deed could, in principle, have become one from which the pale
crimina} had learned, or one whose lesson he had ignored. Only because the
pale criminal views the deed as his one deed does it assume its fatal signifi-
cance for him. At the extreme opposite to the one the pale criminal takes, it
might even be possible for him to forget the deed entirely; even then, how-
ever, he would determine himself as having forgotten it. What he can never
forget—what even the amnesiac can never forget—is that he has a past.
Having 2 past is a feature of any human being’s eternally returning life.

This eternally returning life not only re-creates the past by continually

providing it with a new context, and thus with a reinterpretation; it is also
creative of the future, in that within every moment [ act into a future 1 do
not yet know. 1 throw the dice, as do others, and no one throw can ever be
wholly determinative. The central product of this creative life is my soul; to
the extent to which I find what gives my soul agony and sweetness and is
also the hunger of my entrails, [ will succeed, in creating my soul, in becoming
who [ am (Z,1V:1; 297.17). Because in acting | create my soul, it makes
perfect sense for the friend 1 have wronged to respond, “I forgive you for
what you did 1o me; but that you did it to yourself—how could I forgive
thae” (Z,11:3; 115.17-19). In wronging my friend, [ determine myself, and
the self-determination is something only [ can overcome, not something my
friend can overcome for me. 1 overcome ig, if at all, through the future deeds
that determune its significance.
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In that my self-creation is a continual self-overcoming, this creation is
never ex nihilo, not is it ever once-and-for-all. 1 begin where 1 already
am, within a culture, under historical and linguistic circumstances having
developed habits and acquired opinions, having done and said what [ have
done‘and said. If | abandon family and homeland, I will always—for my
eternity, for as long as I am at all—have abandoned them, I cannot make
myself into someornie who never had either. 1 will have abandoned them even
if 1 larer return to them; I could not then make myself into someone who
never left home. As creator, at any moment, [ am thus far from omnipotent;
this makes my self-creative decisions the more important, in that all “rerurn
eternally”: none is simply once-and-for-all, all contribute continually to
making me who I am.

Thi_s doctrine of eternal return is selective: a doctrine that denies gods
after!wes, and even radically different futures (Marxist or tcchnologicai
ucopias, or Kantian indefinite progress)—a doctrine thar insists that life is
as 1t 1s, now, chat it will never be anything else—is not for everyone. The
doct_rme is selective, but it is self-selective. The basis of its acceptance is, to
putit one way, phenomenological rather than logical: Zarathustra does not
provide arguments, he rather reveals types, leaving it to the individual to
choose which type he or she will attempt to become.

Th'e choice is given to the masses in the marketplace: Zarathustra presents
all with portraits of the overman and of the last man. When the masses fail
to choose the overman, Zarathusera’s only recourse is silence: “I am not the
mouth for these ears” (Z,P.5; 18.26-27). Similarly, Zarathustra does not
sef:k to convince anyone that God is dead; when he discovers that the old
saint doe_s know that God is dead, he declines to give the saint his “gift”"—
E‘he doctrine of the overman, the substitute for the dead God—saying rather,

What ‘could I have to give you? Let me get away quickly, before [ take
something from you” (Z,P:2; 13.34-14.1),

As Zarathustra learns to distinguish those to whom he can give from those
from whom he would take, and from those who cannot take from him, he
becomes increasingly able ro apply the principle, “where one can no longer
!ove, there one should pass by” (Z,111.75 225.13~15). The principle is explic-
1t?y put inro practice eacly in Part [, where Zarathustra admonishes his
dls_aples, “Here are priests, and even if they are my enemies, pass by them
quietly, for me, and with sleeping swords! . . . Evil enemies they are. ... But
my blood is related to theirs, and 1 want to know my blood honored even
in theirs” (Z,11.4; 117.4-5, 8, 10-11).

After embracing the rhought of the eternal return, Zarathustra can pass
by even the rabble; his confrontation wich the thought reveals to him that
what he must affiem s not all life, but rather his life. If the rabble are not

absent from that life, then it is up to him not co allow his well to be poisoned
by them. The disgust (Ekel) that dominates the second half of Part 11 and
almose all of Part 111 is simply absent from Part 1V. where Zarathnsten rrene
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the word Ekel only in clearly retrospective contexts. To be sure, he is not
blithely accepting: having given his soul “the right co say no as the storm
says no” as well as “yes as the open sky says yes” (278.13—14), he continues
to say no—usually, “No! No! Three times no!” (see, perhaps among others,
Z,1V:2; 302.32-33 / Z,1V:11; 351.15 / Z,1V:13.6; 359.19). Zarachustra
never succumbs to seupid, indiscriminate yea-saying, but neither does he
succusnb, again, to disgust.

One who moves beyond disgust in this manner—one who advocates the
eternal return of his or her life, as it is becoming—becomes true to the
earth, and recognizes thar “all life is the wili to power,” that we constantly
overcome ourselves, even if we do so by reaffirming ourselves as we have
been. The advocate of this eternal return is, pechaps, an “overman,” although
Zarathustra does not stuff his new meaning into that pocker—he does
not, [ suspect, precisely in order to avoid seeming to bridge, and thereby
concealing, the gap between the purely futural idealicy he initially projects
and the concretely temporal reality he ultimately affirms. The advocate of
this eternal return lives dangerously, of necessity: to continue to live is to
continue to throw the dice, and to continue to be exposed to Schopenhauer’s
pains and torments. The advocate of this eternal return, unlike dwarf or
animal, affirms the life Zarathustra recognizes as the human life, the only
life that is open to us. _

Interpreted as I have interpreted it, the doctrine of eternal return is neither
bad physics nor bad metaphysics, but rather, it seems to me, accurate anthro-
pology: it illuminates the nature of human existence. This doctrine is anthro-
pological, but it is not moral; it tells me how [ must exist, but not how |
should exist. T may be convinced by Nietzsche that living, for human beings,
is soul-making, but after recognizing that I am the creator of my soul 1 must
still decide what soul I will struggle to create, given the material and talent
available to me, and how that soul will relate to other souls also in the
making. This indicates chat if 1 accept Nierzsche’s gift, [ must go beyond
Nierzsche. This suggestion is in no way anti-Nietzschean; it is perfectly fitting
that Nietzsche’s gift should be not so much an answer as a challenge. The
challenge to me is to create—not ex nihilo, and not once and for all, but
rather on the basis of what it already is, and as it continues to develop—a
soul T will be proud of creating, a soul whose existence I can affirm, Nietz-
sche’s gift teaches me that [ am creating my soul in any case, whether I know
it or not; but it does not teach me, nor does it want to teach me, what kind
of soul 1o create: “ “This is now my way; where is yours?' Thus did I answer
those who asked me for ‘the way.” The way, namely—there is no such thing”
(Z,111:11.2; 245.14-16 / ct. Z,1:22.2; 100.27-29).

| 111
Within the Labyrinth

The Reader is beset by mysterious coincidences. He told me that, for some
time, and for the most disparate reasons, be has had to interrupt his reading
of novels after a few pages.

A“Perhaps they bore you,” [ said, with my usual tendency toward pessi-
mism, "Qn the contrary, 1 am forced to stop reading just when they become
most gripping. 1 can’t wait 1o resume, but when I think | am reopening the
book 1 began, 1 find a completely different book before me . . .”

“Which instead is terribly boring,” | suggest.

“No, even more gripping. But I can’t manage to finish this one, either,
And so on.”

“Your case gives me new hope,” I said to bim. “With me, mare and more
often I bappen to pick up a novel that has just appeared and | find myself
reading the same book I bave read a hundred times.”

Italo Calvino



7

Art Without Artifact

A person’s life consists of a collection of events, the last of which could also
change the meaning of the whale, not because it counts more than the
previous ones but because once they are included in a life, events are
arranged in an order that is not chronalogical but, rather, corresponds to
an inner architecture.

Italo Calvino

I have sketched whar | take to be the outlines of Nietzsche’s affirmative
teachings. The more convincing I have been, the maore compelling will appear
the need for further explorations within Nietzsche’s labyrinth, which is our
labyrinth. From the perspective of my reading of Zarathustra, 1 turn in che
following chapters to the consideration of some puzzles—particularly ethical
and political ones—that emerge from that reading, but that also develop
within other explorations within our labyrinth. References to such explora-
tions have been sprinkled through the notes to my earlier chapters, but [ deem
two recent explorers sufficiently interesting, illuminating, and important to
warrant more direct treatment: “philosopher” Alexander Nehamas and
“poet” Milan Kupdera. Nehamas has recently published an intriguing book
on Nietzsche, and although Kundera has not, he has often encountered
Nietzsche in his own wanderings through life’s labyrinth, wanderings he
continues to recount both eloquently and provocatvely.

Life as Literature

The central thesis of Alexander Nehamas’s admirabie Nietzsche: Life as
Literature elaborates its title: “Nietzsche’s view .. . assimilates the ideal
person to an ideal literary character and the ideal life to an ideal story”
(Nehamas, 166). Nehamas attempts to reveal this asstmilation, which also
provides the basis for his interpretation of eternal return, by identifying two
features of the literary characcer he takes to apply to the human being as
well.

The first feature shared by character and person can be described nega-
tively as a lack of essence, or positively as a holism. Both character and
person lack essence, in that for neither is there a core hidden behind or
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revealed by experiences, words, and deeds. Thus, “literary characters are
exhauosted by the statements that concern them in the narratives in which
they occur: they are in fact nothing more than is said of them, just as they
are also nothing less” (165). The same holds for the human being: “no
person remains beyond the totality of its experiences and actions” (155).
If every detail concerning the character is “essential,” then the character
has no “essence” in that it has no core that could be exposed by the stripping
away of the merely apparent or accidental. But this means, positively, that
“every detail concerning a character has, at least in principle, a point; it is
to that extent essential to that character” (165). For the well-constructed

character,

to change even one action on the part of a character is to cause both that
character and the story to which it belongs to fali apart. In order to maintain
the coherence of the story (and assuming this idea is itself coherent), we would
have to make corresponding changes throughout, and we would thus produce
an entirely different story; if anything were different, indeed everything would
have co be different. (165)

Similarly, for the human being, if any of its “experiences and actions” were
different, “then their subject, which is simply their sum toral, would also
have to be different” (155). )

For the human being, then—as, [ have argued, for the world—dyadic
categories such as substance-accident or essence-appearance are inappropri-
ate, and therefore misleading. If there is no substantial or essential self behind
the words and deeds, thoughts and experiences of a human being, then
there is no basis for classifying any of these words, deeds, thoughts, and
experiences as merely accidental or apparent.

The holism Nehamas attributes to the human being provides the basis for
his interpretation of eternal return. Because none of our words, deeds, or
experiences are merely accidental, because all contribute to making us who

we are,

the opportunity to live again would necessarily involve the exact repetition of
the very same events that constitute my present life. The question therefore is
not whether | would or would not do the same things again; in this matter there
is no room for choice. The question is only whether | would want to do the
same things all over again. This is simply the question whether I am glad to have
done whatever I have done already, and therefore the question whether 1 would
be willing to acknowledge all my doings as my own. (190)

This question leads me to the second feature Nehamas ascribes to character
and person, in addition to holism. The second feature enables us to distin-
guish the characters and persons whose eternal return can be willed from
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those whom all, including themselves, would be happy to have seen the last
of. In life as in literature, Nehamas asserts, what Nietzsche values is stylish
coh_etence, Le., consistency of character resulting not from “weakness, medi-
ocrity, and one-dimensionality,” but rather from “a large number of ;’)ower-
ful and conflicting tendencies that are controlled and harmonized” (7)—in
my earlier terms, from investing the body’s passions with a “highest goal,”
a goal that will both give the soul “agony and sweetness” and be “the hung:er
of the entrails.” The couch potato may be consistent, but his consistency
does not count fOf‘ Nehamas as stylish; he lacks anything Nietzsche would
recognize as a ‘.‘hng'hest_ goal.” Of the literary character, Nehamas writes:
Bec.ausc organization is the most crucial feature of literary characters, the
qu?llty Qf their actions is secondary: the significance and nature of a charac-
ter's acrion is inseparable from its place in that organization” (193),
' Similarly, “a person worthy of admirartion, 2 person who has (or is) 2 self
is one whose thoughts, desires, and actions are not haphazard but are insteaé
connected to one another in the intimate way that indicares in all cases the
presence of style” (7). “Nietzsche came to see petfect self-sufficiency as a
proper test for the perfect life at least parcly because his thinking so often
concerned literary models” (193-94).

Nehan}as presents a powerful and intriguing reading of Nietzsche, one
from which I'have learned much, and from which | accept much. Neverthe-
less, Nehamas‘s zeal in defending his thesis char “life is literature” leads him
occasionally, into problematic formulations. Most important, in my yiew,
is that the potentially transformative aspects of Nietzsche’s, thought arc’
msufﬁcie_ntly emphasized, and indeed occasionally obscured.

This difficulty is implicit in the passage just quoted. What if, having read
and been convinced by Nehamas or Nietzsche, I reflect (to the extent possi-
ble) on my thoughts, desires, and actions, past and present, and discover not
an appealing and intriguing coherence, but rather a stupid and repellent
muddle? Confronted with Nehamas’s version of the thought of eternal re-
turn, I then ask myself only “whether 1 would want to do the same things
all aver again.” My answer, if | have accepted the evaluative perspective
E\Iehamas attnbure.s to Nietzsche, would have to be be “no”—perhaps even,

No! No! Three times not” But where could | go from here? The thought
might well crush me, but how could ir transform me?

Lf [ were a literary character, the thought could not transform me. It could
not, _becausc [ would then be “exhausted” by the statemencs concerning me
within the literary work within which 1 appeared. But [ am not a literary
chgracter. According to Nehamas, “no person remains behind the totality
of Its experiences and actions”; but in what sense are my experiences and
acuons a “totality,” either coherent or muddled? My experiences and actions
form a “torality,” if at all, only after I am dead; but after I am dead, | can
no longer be confronted with the thought of eternal return. As long a; ] can
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ask questions, I remain incomplete; but that means, positively, that 1 have
a future.
Of the future, Nehamas writes:

The unity Nietzsche has in mind can become apparent and truly exist only over
time. Though if it is achieved, it is achieved at some rime, what is achieved at
that time is the unification of one’s past with one’s present. The future is,
therefore, always a danger to It: any new event may prove impossible to unify,
at least without further effort, with the self into which one has developed. (183)

The future, Nehamas tells us, is “always a danger” to those who have
attained the Nietzschean ideal of stylish coherence. But what about those
who have failed? As [ have stressed above, and as Nehamas also notes, “the
significance and nature of a character’s action is inseparable from its place
in {that character’s] organization” (193). My “organization,” unlike the
literary character’s, is incomplete; but for just this reason, the “significance
and nature” of my past words and deeds, thoughts and desires, remain
indeterminate. And chis indeterminacy adds a crucial clause to the question
posed by the thought of eternal return: given that the significance of what
[ have done is conditioned by what | shall henceforth do, [ ask not whether
I would now will to repeat my life exactly as it has been up to now; [ ask
instead, how shall | henceforth act so that § will be able to affirm my being
the person I will have become?

For Nehamas, the thought of eternal return is merely a test for my past;
in che altered form I suggest, it becomes a challenge for my future. This
challenge makes of the future a danger, perhaps, for those who have acted
with style in the past, but this is a danger that would be welcomed rather
than feared by all whom Nietzsche would admire. Perhaps more important,
however, it also makes of the future an opportunity for those who judge
their pasts more harshly, whether because they have been cruel or base, or
because they have been simply weak or inconsistent.

I would not be surprised if Nehamas were to agree that the thought of
erernal return js challenge as well as test, and that it has a transformative
function as well as an evaluative one. Indeed, Nehamas might well respond,
“yes, but I note that as well.” Indeed, he does note what [ have been stressing,
and eloquently:

The events of the past are necessarily located through and within a narrative,
and different narratives can generate quite differenc events. . . . By creating, on
the basis of the past, an acceptable future, we justify and redeem everything that
made this future possible; and that is everything. . .. To accept the present is
then to accept all that has led to it. It is in this sense that one can now say of
what has alceady happened, “Thus 1 willed it.” The significance and nature of
the past, like the significance and nature of everything else according to Nietz-
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schc,‘ lies ip its relationships. In particular, the significance of the past lies in its
r.eiat_lonship to the future, And since the future is yet to come, neither the
significance of the past nor its nature is yet settled. (160-61)

My agreement with this formulation is almost complete, yet even here, it
seems t0 me, transformation is underemphasized. Nehamas describes a pres-
ent willing of the past, but such a willing is not appropriately described by
the phrase, “Thus I willed it”; one in the situation described by Nehamas
would say, more appropriately, “Thus I now will it to have been.” Only one
who has been transformed by the thought of eternal return, thac is by
affirmation of the human condition, has become one who can will, and tiws
potentially, one who will later be able to say, “thus I willed it.” ’

As | have indicated, my reservations about Nehamas’s reading arise less
from the details of that reading than from Nehamas’s attempt to fit those
details under the rubric “life as litetature.” | move toward a more appropriate
rubric by way of one of Nehamas’s literary examples:

Could Anna Karenina, for example, not have fallen in love with Vronsky? Could
she not have left her husband? Could she have loved her son less than she did?
Could she have been ulcimately less conventional than in fact she was? Could
she not have been Oblonsky’s sister? In regard to literary characters, such
questrons are at least very difficult, if not impossible, to answer. It is just this
feature of the literary situation thac underlies and motivares Nietzsche's view of
the ideal person and the ideal life. (165)

Anna Karenina, Nehamas suggests, could not not have left her husband.
Why not? Is it because, to use a Nehamasian formulation ciced above, her
remaining with him woutd be a “new event” that would “prove impos,sib!e
to unify, at least without further effort, with the self” into which she had
developed (185)? Certainly, the suggestion that the course Anna takes mini-
mizes her future efforts is problematic; having Jeft her husband, Anna hardly
leads a life that is carefree. But what if Anna had not left her husband?
Can we exclude the possibility that she might nevertheless have become an
interesting and admirable characrer? I certainly cannot. If we say that Anna
Karenina could not not have left het husband, the reason we give must be
not that her life would then have been incoherent, but racher that she would
not then have become the character we know as Anna Karenina. She would
have become another character, but that character, too, might have attained
Nehamas’s Nietzschean ideal.

Living as Dancing

Like Nehamas, Milan Kundera invokes Anna Karenina as a literary char-
acter exemplifying deep, and therefore often unrecognized, features of che
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human condition. And although Kundera does not explicitly refer, in this
connection, to Nietzsche, his discussion utilizes a secon.d Nietzschean meta-
phor, one that js, in my view, more appropriate to Nietzsche’s atfirmative
position than is Nehamas’s “life as literature”:

Eacly in the novel that Tereza clutched under her arm when she went to visit
Tomas, Anna meets Vronsky in curious circumstances: they are at che railway
station when someone is run over by a train. At the end of the novel, Anna
throws herself under a train, This symmetrical composition—th? same motif
appeats at the beginning and at the end—may seem quite “noYellsnc” to you,
and T am willing to agree, but onty on condition that you refrain from reading
such notions as “fictive,” “fabricated,” and “untrue to life” into the ‘word
“novelistic.” Because human lives are composed in precisely such a fask.u.on.

They are composed like music. Guided by his sense of beauty, an ind.lv@ual
cransforms a fortuitous occurrence {Beethoven’s music, death undcrva'tram) into
a motif, which then assumes a permanent place in the composition of the
individual’s life. Anna could have chosen another way to take her Jife. But the
motif of death and the railway station, unforgettably bound to the bi_rth of_ love,
enticed her in hex hour of despair with its dark beauty. Without realizing it, the
individual composes his life according o the laws of beauty even in nmes of
greatest distress. _ ‘

It is wrong, then, to chide the novel for being fascinated l?y mysterious
coincidences (like the meeting of Anna, Vronsky, the railway station, ffmd_ death
or the meeting of Beethoven, Tomas, Tereza, and the cognac), but it is right to
chide man for being blind co such coincidences in his daily life. For he thereby
deprives his life of a dimension of beauty. (Lightness, 52)

Whereas Nehamas emphasizes the constraints placed on Anna—she had
t0 leave her husband, had to love her son as she did, etc.—Kundera gcknowl-
edges the variety of the paths open to her. Whereas Nehamas gives us a
series of rhetorical questions—“could Anna have done other than she
did>”—Kundera asserts flatly, “Anna could have chosen another way to
take her life.”

Our lives are composed, Kundera tells us, not like literatare but rathver
like music. A literary work is an artifact: it outlives not only the act of its
production, but also the life of its producer. it provides, thereby, a sgmblancp
of immortality. Not surprisingly, I think, the literary work has precisely Fhls
status for Marcel, the fictional narrator of Proust’s Remembmncf_a of Things
Past—a character whose narrative, according to Nehamas, “is the be;t
possible model for the eternal recurrence” (168; see va!so 188). As Marcel
begins, at the end of his narrative of his life, to recognize the form tha_t must
be taken by the narrative he is to write—the narrative the reader is near
completing—Marcel remarks, “the cruel law of art is that people die and
we ourselves die after exhausting every form of suffering, so that over our
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heads may grow the grass not of oblivion bur of eternal life, the vigorous
and luxuriant growth of a true work of art, and so that thither, gaily
and without a thought for those who are sleeping beneath them, furure
generations may come to enjoy their déjeuner sur I'herbe” (Remembrance,
[11:1095). This passage echoes an earlier reflection, from the occasion of the
death of the author Bergotte: “they buried him, but all through the night of
mourning, in the lighted shop-windows, his books, arranged three by three,
kept vigil like angels with outspread wings and seemed, for him who was no
more, the symbol of his resurrection” (Remembrance, (11:186).

Marecel, in writing, seeks a vicarious permanence in the memory of oth-
ers—an eternal life not for himself as artist, bur rather for his “true worl of
art.” Kundera speaks of a different sort of permanence, the permanence of
a “place in the composition of the individual’s life.” Kundera’s permanence
is a permanence in memory, perhaps, but the relevant memory is, in the first
tnstance, that of the individual. The “dimension of beauty” present in the
“mysterious coincidences™ that enter into the compositions of our lives is a
dimension open to us if we avoid “being blind to such coincidences™; we
need not write about them.

According to Nehamas, “Writing . . . always remains both the main model
and the main object of Nietzsche’s thinking™ (32). Yet at the very least
Nietzsche, like Kundera, invokes musical metaphors io addition to literary
ones. At times, he intertwines them: “perhaps the whole of Zarathustra may
be reckoned as music; certainly a rebirth of the art of hearing was among
its preconditions” (EH,IX:1). And it is wholly to the point to note that
Zarathustra, the ideal character Nietzsche bimself creates, never writes, He
never writes, but he speaks, he walks, he laughs, he sings, and he dances.
We learn from the sixth of his Seven Seals that his virtue is “a dancer’s
virtue,” that he often leaps “with both feet in golden-emerald rapeure” and
that his “alpha and omega” is, in part, “that every body shall become a
dancer” (Z,111:16.6; 290.18-26).

Speeches, tike dances, are instances of art without artifact: within the
speech or the dance, creator coincides with creation—both with creative act
and with created product. The dance is created, but ic does not outlive the
act of its creation, save perhaps in memory. One dances in order to dance, and
perhaps in order 10 be seen dancing; similarly, according to the perspective |
have been developing, which [ have presented as Nietzschean, it is possible
for us to live in order to live, and perhaps in order to be seen living. One
writes, on the other hand, in order to be read.

[t is possible to view life as literacure, but it is also possible to view living
as dancing, Viewed as a dance, my life may be clumsy, or it may be graceful;
it may be coherent, or it may be chaotic. It may influence others, and it may
do so by inspiring them or appalling them or boring them. Bat the influence
is, necessarily, reciprocal: those who witness my dance are themselves danc-
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ers, and our shared steps and missteps are among the occurrences, fortuitous
orintentional, that compose our distinct but connected dances (see HH,1:27).

Our dances, if they are beautiful, exhibit an eternal rernrn; they are
circle dances, not because they repeat the same steps, buc rather becanse, in
Kundera’s words, they transform fortuitous ocenrrences into motifs that
then assume permanent places in the compositions of our lives. To be sure,
for occurrences to be transformed they must first be remembered; but as
they are remembered, they are also transformed. .

In an age of film and videotape, some dance, perhaps, in order to _be
recorded; before this age, perhaps, some have danced in order to be paid.
Many have lived, and continue to live, for just these reasons: I may view my
life as a job, as a curse, as a duty, or as a punishment. Like Nehamas, I find
in Nietzsche an insistence that it is also possible for me to view my life as
my work of art; but the artwork that is my life is, it seems to me, more a
dance inseparable from its dancing than a novel for athers to read. And 1
deem itimportant, as 1 take Nietzsche to deem it important, that we recognize
that just as some may dance simply in order to dance, it is possd?le to live
simply in order to live—not in order to produce, to repay, to expiate, or to
earn. If there is a Nietzschean imperative, an appropriate formulation-for it
might be, “you have but one life to dance; dance it beautifully.” »

A beautiful dance, in the terms 1 have elaborated as Nietzschean, is one
that is affirmed by its dancer; to suggest that there are strict criteria all
beautiful dances must meet is to revert to the dogmatic perspective of slave
moralities. Zarathustra’s minotaur, the spirit of gravity, insists, ‘j Good for
all, evil for all” (Z,111:11.2; 243.26-27); in response to my Nietzschean
inperative, he would no doubt proclaim, “beaatiful for all,” and woulq seek
to force all our dances into the vniform strides of a goose-step. What is not
good for all, this minotaur contends, cannot be good for any; what is not
beautiful for all cannot be beautiful for any. The minotanr is silenced—never
slain—by those who insist, “Good for me, evil for me” (243.25-27), and
also, 1 suggest, “beautiful for me.”

Many of us, often, judge ourselves ugly; many of us, often, wish we were
otherwise. “If only [ had been born rich (or poor), female (or male), if only
I had gone to Harvard (or to Southwest Schenectady State), then . . .” Then
what, Nietzsche asks? Then I’d be happy? Then I'd be successful? Then. my
lite would be worth living? So [ might think; Nietzsche wants to convince
me that I would be wrong. 1 would be wrong not because the course my life
has followed has been better, in some absolute sense, than one of the alterna-
tive courses [ might imagine having followed, or having been able to follow_v
if circumstances had been otherwise. | would be wrong, instead, because if
“my” life had followed a different course, it would not be mine. “I” would
not, in chat case, be someone else; I wonld not be at all.

Nietzsche encourages us to focus our attention not on the past, but on the
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future. Not that I should forget my past—on the contrary, he insists, [ am
my past. But my past is, in one Nietzschean formulation, a brute fact that
remains meaningless until it is interpreted. And the way | interpret my past
is by placing it the context of my future.

In encouraging us to view our pasts within the contexts of our futures, to
view our lives as wholes, Nietzsche places a weight on our individual acts
and decisions; in our epoch, the weight may not be a burden. Things were
different in the epoch preceding the death of God; then, the weight of
individual acts and decisions could be crushing, because any one act could,
in principle, doom ics agent to eternal damnation. Following the death of
God, acts and decisions have lost that weight; the danger has arisen that
they take on what Kundera calls an “unbearable lightness.” Why should |
think about what I am to do? Why care about it? One hundred years from
now, Il certainly be dead, the entire planes may well be a nuclear waste
damp. Why should I try to produce or to create, why should [ be decent, or
even polite?

Instead of answering these questions, Nietzsche transforms them. Given
that the life [ am now living is my eternal life—the only one 1 will ever live,
the one I will live as long as 1 live—given that what makes me me are my
words and deeds and experiences, and not some immutable soul, given that
even if what I do may make no difference to the course of the universe for
the next few millennia or even for the next few years, it neverthetess makes
all the difference to me, because it makes me. Given that this is how life is,
I ask not, which way chrough my life am | obliged 1o follow? 1 ask instead,
which way am I to make my own? How am I to make my life beautiful, that
is, a life | can deem worth iving, as 1 continue to live jt?

Beauty and Goodness

Nietzsche exhorts us to live beautifully; on this point, Nehamas and I
agree. A second point of our agreement is in attributing to Nietzsche an
insistence that the assessment of a specific life’s beausy is a matter, primarily,
for the individual living that life. From these teachings a serious problem
emerges: if beauty is the criterion for goodness, and if there are no universal
criteria for beauty, is there anything to prevent the mass murderer and the
child molester on the one hand, or the couch potato on the other, from
viewing their lives as beautiful, and thus as good—even as ideal? This
question leads me to one of Nehamas’s central concerns: “Nietzsche is clearly
much more concerned with the question of how one’s actions are to fic
together into a coherent, self-sustaining, well-motivated whole. than he is
with the quality of those actions themselves” (166); for this reason, “the
uncomfortable feeling persists that someone might achieve Nietzsche’s ideal
life and still be nothing short of repugnant” (167).
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This uncomfortable feeling arises, for Nehamas, from the teaching that
life is licerature. According to Nehamas’s Nietzsche, “one should not take
one’s misdeeds seriously for long, [because] virtue does not depend on what
one does but on whether what one does is an expression of one’s whole self,
of one’s ‘own will.” ” This position makes sense, Nehamas adds, because
“these are exactly the considerations that are relevant to the evaluation of
literary characters” (166).

Literature, many of us would agree, would be much the poorer if it
contained none of whac my children refer to as “bad guys”; evil literary
characters are often intriguing and fascinating characters, and thus, we might
agree, “good” characters; works of literature containing evil, corrupt, and
malicious characters are often good literary works. Evil lives often make
good literature; what then if life is literature?

A version of the same question arises for Proust’s Marcel, who sees the
possibility only of a Platonistic answer. Reflecting on Bergotte’s death, he
writes:

He was dead. Dead forever? Who can say? Certainly, experiments in spicitualism
offer us no more proof than the dogruas of religion that the soul survives death,
All that we can say is that everything is arranged in this life as though we entered
it carrying a burden of obligations contracted in a former life; there is no reason
inherent in the conditions of life on this earth that can make us consider aurselves
obliged to do goad, to be kind and thoughtful, even to be polite, nor for an
atheist artist co consider himself obliged to begin over again a score of times a
piece of work the admiration aroused by which will matter little to his worm-
eaten body, like the patch of yellow wall painted with so much skill and refine-
ment by an artist destined to be forever unknown and barely identified under
the name Vermeer. All these obligations, which have no sanction in our present
life, seem to belong to a differenc world, a2 world based on kindness, scrupulous-
ness, self-sacrifice, a world entirely diffecent from this one and which we leave
in order to be born on this earth, before perhaps ceturning there to live once
again beneath the sway of those unknown laws which we obeyed because we
bore their precepts in our hearts, not knowing whose hand had traced them
there—those laws to which every prafound work of the intellect brings us nearer
and which are invisible only—if then!—to fools. So that the idea that Bergotte
was not permanently dead is by no means improbable. (Remembrance, 111:186)

Why should we “do good,” why should “be kind and thoughtful,” why
should we be even polite? Why should we strive to create, knowing as we
do thac the admiration aroused by our creations will matter little to our
worm-¢aten bodies? In a manner typical of the Platonistic current in the
Western philosophical tradition, Marcel answers: human obligations to be
thoughtful and kind could derive only from a different world, one “entirely
different from this one.”
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Nietzsche rejects the notion that there are human obligations deriving
from a different world; yet he is not one of Marcel’s fools. Nehamas stresses,
and I stress, that Nietzsche does not want to take the position of encouraging
sadists and egotists. Unbridled egotism, he insists, would lead only to “uni-
versal wars of annihilation” (BT:15). His position is made yet more explicit
in a passage quoted above, but worth repeating;

[ deny morality as | deny alchemy, that is, I deny their premises: but [ do not
deny that there have been alchemists who believed in these premises and acted
in accordance with them.—I also deny immorality: #os that countless people
feel theruselves to be immoral, but that there is any true reason so to feel. It goes
yvirhour saying that I do not deny—unless I am a fool—thac many actions called
tmmoral ought to be avoided and resisted, or that many called moral ought to
be done and encouraged—but 1 think the one should be encouraged and the
other avoided for other reasons than bitherto. (D:103)

Nietzsche does not want to deny “that many actions called immoral ought
to be avoided and resisted, and that many called moral ought to be done
and encouraged”; he agrees with Marcel that only fools could think other-
wise. Yet he rejects otherworldly sources of obligation; how then can he
answer Martcel’s questions? What is to be said, or done, to the mass murderer
and the child molester, or to the couch potato?

Nehamas responds to this question on Nietzsche’s behaif, but his response
strikes me as in part inaccurate and in part dangerous, and thus, on the
whole, unacceptable. In responding, Nehamas firs suggests that Nietzsche

severely restricts the audience to whom he addresses his transvaluative
teachings:

E)_cemplifying the very attitude that prompts him to reject unconditional codes,
Nietzsche does not reject them unconditionally. His demand is only that philoso-
phers, and not all people, “take their scand beyond goad and evil and leave the
illusion of moral judgment beneath them.” (224)

Here, Nehamas suggests that only philosophers—who, he seems to assure,
are not “fools” of the sort Marce} and Nietzsche are worried abouc—are to
recognize that moral judgment is illusory. In this central respect, Nehamas’s
Nierzsche seems to remain a Platonist: he tells noble lies to the masses in
?rder to keep them in line, reserving the truth for the intellectually privileged
ew,

No doubt, Nietzsche does restrict the scope of some of his teachings; he
bas Zarathustra announce, for example, “It is a disgrace [Schmach) to pray!
Not for everyone, but for you and me and whoever else has his conscience
.in his head. For you it is a disgrace to pray” (Z,111:8.2; 227.27-29). 1 grant
in addition that Nietzsche points philosophers beyond dogmatic morality;
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he agrees with Marcel that nothing on this earth obliges us to be thoughcful
or kind. Yet even in the passage Nehamas cites (T VII: 1), Nietzsche does
not present his teachings to philosophers alone. And if we distinguish more
generally between esoteric and exoteric strains in Nietzsche's teachings, then
his immoralism, his apparent advocacy of violence and oppression, must
certainly be included among his teachings for the many,

Pace Nehamas, it seems to me that Nietzsche views the retention, by the
many, of the illusion of moral judgment not only as undesirable, but even
as impossible. It is impossible because, he insists, God is dead, and word of
his death is getting around. Christian morality was maintained only by the
fear of hell and the promise of heaven—Christian morality works, on a
broad scale, only for those who live in order to be paid (“great will be your
reward in heaven™); it collapses with the demise of the celestial paymaster.
If God is dead, morality dies with him, although only following a lengthier
decline.

For this reason, [ reject Nehamas’s assertion that “Nietzsche . . . does not
advocare and does not even foresce a radical change in the lives of most
people,” although I accept a version of the sentence that follows it immeds-
ately: “The last thing he is is a social reformer or revolutionary” (225).
Nietzsche is not a “social reformer or revolutionary” in the usual sense in
that he does not provide society with an external impetus for reform or
revolution, and in that he provides no blueprint for a post-Christian social
wotld. He provides society with no external imperus because there is no
need for one; whether we like it or not, society continues to transform
itself—as, history shows us, it has done cataclysmically over the century
since Nietzsche stopped writing, For this reason, Nietzsche does foresee
“radical change in the lives of most people,” albeit not so much radical
change within the life of the single individual as radical change, over the
coming centuries, in the ways the majority of people tive. Such change,
Nietzsche is convinced, is inevitable: he need not cause it, and he cannot
stop it. But he can and does attempt to influence its direction.

Nietzsche’s question, more directly, is not whether the Christian form of
moral dogmatism can be preserved; Nietzsche is convinced that it cannot
be. The question is, what will replace it? A new form of dogmatism? A
European Buddhism, pethaps? The idiocy of the last man? Or, perhaps, a
world within which at least some human beings will continue to strive both
to be kind and thoughtful, and to exhibit the perseverance in the quest for
beauty Proust lauds in Vermeer, but “for other reasons than hitherro”—not
for the sake of moral obligation?

As long as the illusion of moral judgment holds sway, Nietzsche’s question
cannot be my guiding question, for as long as that illusion holds, Zarathus-
tra’s minoraur rules: good for all, evil for all. A post-moral world, one
wherein the minotaur was silenced, would be one in which each of us couid
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dAetem.line his or her own good; that would have to be 2 world within which
diversity would be encouraged rather than inhibited. But that. it might seem
would entail a new form of moral dogmatism, one with tl)le paradoxicai
fo.rm, “the good for all is that there be no ‘good for ail’ ”? How could
Nierzsche defead such a perspective, or such affirmation, as one appropriate
for everyone? How could Nietzsche defend any general position at all?
With this question, 1 turn to what | take to be the dangerous part of
Nehamas’s response to the problem of immoralism. The problem emerges
for Nehamas, through the question, what is a bad life, if life is literaturc?)
Must we not respond, the only bad life is a boring life, a life that doesn’t
make a good story? Are we then to denounce or condemn the couch pocato
but not the mass murderer or the child molester? At times, Nehamas seem;
to point us in this direction. Insisting that Nietzsche’s perspectivism “forbids
any general evaluation [of life], positive or negative,” Nehamas argues:

What Nietzsche eventually comes to ateack directly is not any particular judg-
ment but the very tendency to make general judgments about the value of life
in itself, as if there were such a single thing with a character of its own capable
of being praised or blamed by some uniform standard. . .. Life itsel’f has no
}'a!ge_, but che life of an individual or a group has as great a value as thac
idividual or group can give it. Some lives are mean or horrible, others magnifi-
cent. Life’s value depends on whart one makes of it, and this is a further sense
in which Nietzsche believes ehat value 1s created and not discovered. (135)

_ This conclusion, which follows from the forbidding of any general evalua-

ton of life, is, it seems to me, as dangerous in its implications as any of
Nleczsche’s “words of war,” any of his “thunder and fireworks.” If “life
itself has no value,” and if “some lives are mean and horrible,” then those
who strive to live beautifully need take no account of those whose lives they
deem, on whatcever basis, to be ugly.
‘ “Some lives,” Nehamas tells us, “are mean or horrible.” 1 agree, bur only
if we read N_ehamas as asserting that some lives have been mean or’horrible.
Thls correction s vical, for no life can be simply “mean or horcrible” until it
is over. Th? life that appears, as it develops, to be simply “mean or horrible”
may be a life whose beauty has not yet emerged. As Nietzsche notes in what
he calls “a parable,” “Not every end is a goal. A melody’s end is not its goal;
nevertheless, so long as the melody has not reached its end, it also has no;
reached its goal” (HH,WS:204). ’

Perhaps Nehamas is righ in asserting that Nietzsche’s perspectivism “for-
blfis any general evaluation (of life], positive or negative”; yet,  have argued,
Nietzsche attempts to develop a “general” perspective of life, he attempts to
see life as it really is. The lenses of art are not the only lenses we need:
Nietzsche exhorts us to view art through the lenses of life. One of the things’
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we see through the lenses of life is that no final evaluation of a life can be
made until, ar least, the life is over. To say that a life still underway is simply
“mean and horrible” is not to express a justifiable opinion, it is to judge
ptematurety. '

Nietzsche's parable, which presents life as melody rather than as literature,
provides a basis for rejecung the inhumanity seemingly licensed by the simple
classification of some lives as “mean or horrible”; yet it may intensify the
problem chat led to that classification, for it may also seem to provide further
support for cthe claim thar the life of the child molester or serial murderer
can be a life that is beautiful. Even if we agree that child molestation is
simply ugly, does it follow that a life that has included child molestation
must be ugly? That there can be no objection to the execution of the child
molester?

A different way to put the question is this: can suicide be nobie? Wouid
the life of the pale criminal attain its highest beauty if the pale criminal were
to kil himself? Granting that nothing the pale criminal may do following
his crime will suffice to make his life, as a whole, one to be emulated—one
cannot, I think, will to commit a crime for the sole purpose of then being
able to overcome that crime—we must also recognize that the question that
faces the pale criminal himself is not, “would [ want others to act as I have
acted?” Nor is his question the one posed by Nehamas, i.e., “would 1 want
to do the same things all over again?” His question is, rather, what now?
What is to be the significance of this murder, which [ myself deem repellent,
within my life as it continues to develop? Is this calamity to destroy me, or
rather, perhaps, to be the basis for my transformation? We approximate the
situation the pale criminal is in if we ask ourselves whether we might think
berter of him, perhaps even be inspired by him, if, instead of committing
suicide, he were to seek to help others to learn from his example.

Phrasing the question in terms of suicide indicates that the earlier formula-
tion is too simple. Just as accounts are ueither simply true nor simply false,
lives are neither simply beautiful or noble nor simply ugly or base. Lives are
more or less beautiful, and as Jong as any life continues, it can, in principle,
continue o transform the initial ugliness, if there be such, of its past. This
1s a general truth about human life, and even a “general judgment about the
value of life in ieself,” although not of the sort Nehamas rightly takes
Nietzsche to exclude.

What, then, about child molesters and serial murderers? One mighs con-
clude, from what [ have said, that we should not kill them—that, to speak
more idiomatically and less bluntly, we should abolish capital punishment.
But [ have said nothing that would support the conclusion that we shouid
not, for example, imprison them.

Zarathustra expresses the principle, “Where one can no longer love, there
one should just pass by” (Z,111.7; 225.13-15). This principle may guide us
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reliably in dealing with couch potataes we happen not to love; the child
molester and the serial murderer, however, provide us with pr’oblems of
a different sort. It is not possible, always,—and perhaps not desirable
generally—merely to “pass by” a Hitler, a Stalin, or a Charles Manson
What is to be done with them?

Can we exclude the possibility that the life of a Hitler or a Charles Manson
might satisfy Nietzsche’s criterion for beauty, that is, that a Hider or a
Manson might deem his life beautiful, might will to continue it along the
lines it has followed in the past? I cannot exclude thar possibility. Does it
folloyv that, if we view them from the “Nietzschean” perspective [ have been
describing, we are obliged to allow them to do as they will? It does not. If
thrpugh the lenses of life, I see my life as mine to dance, then | mighc weli
resist those who want to force me to take only the steps they prescribe. 1
might also choose to resist the one who wants to force others to take onlly
the steps he prescribes, whether those steps involve the obeying of his laws
or the satisfying of his desires.

I_might choose to resist those who atternpt to oppress others but, it seems
I'might not. Is this a matter of indifference, as far as Nietzsche is cg)nccrned,
a matter of individual and arbitrary taste? This question emerges as pressing,
from_ my presentation of living as dancing, my suggestion that our lives may
be v1e\3ved as artworks thac are not artifacts. I pursue the guestion in the
following chapter, after approaching it from a different direction.
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Nobility and Nobilities

Circle Dances
Kundera writes:

A weekly news magazine once ran a picture ofarow of uniformed mcn‘shopldt.’hr-
ing guns and sporting hetmets with Plexiglas visoss. They are laoking deF <
direction of a group of young people l::vearmg T-shirts and jeans and holding

nds and dancing in a circle before their eyes. A A
haltdis obviously tEe period immediately preccding a clash with the police, who
are guarding a nuclear power plant, a military training camp, the headquar;(ers
of a political party, or the windows of an embassy. The young pcop!e have taken
advantage of this dead time to make a circle and take two steps in place,l Zne
step forward, lift first one leg and then the other—all o 2 sumple folk melody.

1 think | understand them. They feel that the circle they describe on‘thc g\jound
is a magic circle bonding them into a cing. Their hearts are Overﬂf)w;ng V\{ll'h an
intense feeling of innocence: they are ot unired by a r‘narch, like sotdiers o,r
fascist commandos; they are united by a dance, like children, And they can’t

it to spif their innocence in the cops’ faces. o o
w%l"tha(; ispthe way the photographer saw them too, and he h;ghhghted his view
with eloquent contrasts: on the one side the police in the ffxlse (mposec}, decreed()l
unity of their tanks, on the other side the young peopl_e in the real (sincere an
organic) unity of their circle; on the one side the police in the gloom of their
ambush, on the other the young people in the joy of tl?Elf p!ay.

Circle dancing is magic. [t speaks to us through thg millennia from the defhs
of human memory. Madame Raphael had cut the picture out oAf the magazine
and would stace at it and dream. She too longed to dance in a ring. All her l'lfe
she had tooked for a group of people she could hok‘l hands with and dance with
in a ring. First she looked for them in the Methodist Chuech (her father 1:”‘33 a
religious fanatic), then in the Communist Party, then among the Tlrots yites,
thert in the anti-abortion movement (A child has a right to life!), then in the pro-
abortion movement (A woman has a cight to her body!); she !ooked for them
among the Marxists, the psychoanalysts, and the strpcturallsts; she looked
for them in Lenin, Zen Buddhism, Mao Tse-tung, yogis, the nouvean roman,
Brechtian theater, theater of panic; and finally she hoped she could art IcAast
become one with her students, which meant she always forced them to thmk
and say exactly what she thought and said, j‘\nd together they formed a single
body and a single soul, a single ring and a single dance. (Laughter, 63)
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As Kundera reminds us, Nietzsche’s words, too, are pockets: praise for
child and dance, praise for joy and play become, all too easily, praise for
anything that can be called by those names. The animalian innocence of
Kundera's circle dancers may be “beyond good and evil,” like that of Zara-
thustra’s ass; buc such innocence, in human beings, is idiotic. The playful,
childish circle dance has indeed its “magic qualities,” but these are not the
qualities of Nietzschean dance or Nietzschean play:

Leave a row and you can always go back to it. The row is an open formation.
But once a circle closes, there is no return, It is no accident that the planets move
in a circle and when a stone beeaks loose from one of them it is drawn inexorably
away by centrifugal force. Like a meteorite broken loose from a planet, 1 too
fell from the circle and have been falling ever since. Some people remain in the
circle unti} they die, others smash to pieces ar the end of a long fall. The latter
(my group) always retain a muted nostalgia for the circle dance. After all, we

are every one of us inhabitants of 2 universe where everything wrns in ciecles.
(Laughter, 65-66)

In Kundera’s novel, the most devoted circle dancers break all contact with
the earth, the “eternal ground” on which Zarathustra takes his stand, the
“hard, primordial rock upon the highest, hardest primordial mountain, to
which ali winds come as their weathershed, asking where? and whence? and
whither?” (Z,1V:1; 298.20-23). Kundera’s citcle dancers are beyond rock

and mountain, beyond storm and question; he reports that he has watched
as one

laughed and stamped the ground a little harder and rose a few inches above the
pavement, pulling the others along with her, and before long not one of them
was touching the ground, they were taking two steps in place and one step
forward without touching the ground, yes, they were rising up over Wenceslaus
Square, their ring the very image of a giant wreath taking flight, and 1 ran off
after them down on the ground . . . in the hope of keeping up with that wonderful
wreath of bodies rising above the city, and ] realized with anguish in my beart
that they were flying like birds and I was falling like a stone, that they had wings
and I would never have any. (Laughter, 67-68)

Kundera’s circle dancers, as they rise, are “archangels” (Laughter, 74),
their laughter the laughter of angels. Angelic laughter is reactive, it is a
counterattack against the original laughter of the Devil, the [aughter caused
by “things deprived suddenly of their putative meaning, the place assigned
them in the ostensible order of things” (Laughter, 61). Nietzsche’s laughter
is diabolical in that it follows from his insistence that all meanings are
putative, all orders merely ostensible (on the associated laughter, see
HH,1:213). But this does not mean that Nietzsche’s laughter is simply de-
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structive—Nietzsche’s is not what |, following Ku‘m:.ler_a obliquely, sh_al\ tel;m
idiotic laughter. The radical nihilist might laugh IChOtIC%!“Y, cqncludlng tdat
because meanings are putative and orders osrensnbl.e, meaning and order
should be destroyed; the complete nihilist concludes, m_stead, that meanings
and orders should be examined. From the observation that an order is
alterable it does not follow that it should be altered. 4 . o

Like all diabolical laughter, Nietzsche’s “has a certain malice to it (things
have turned out differently from the way they tried to seem), but a certan
beneficent relief as well (things are looser than they seemed, we,l’mve gre;)ater
latitude in living with them, their gravity does not oppress u§) (Ez'mg ter,
61). The angel’s reaction to diabolical Jaugheer is less complicated:

The first time an angel heard the Devil's laughter, he was borrified. It was in th;
middle of a feast with a lot of peaple around, and one after the other they joine
in the Devil’s laughter, [t was terribly contagious. The angel was all too awal:e
the laughter was aimed against God and the wonder of His \vork§. He kne\:' e
had to act fast, but felt weak and defenseless. And una‘b\e to fabricate anything -
of his own, he simply turned his enemy’s tactics against him. He ope‘nccl his
mouth and ler out a wobbly, breathy sound in the upper reaches of his vo_c]?l
register (. . .) and endowed it with the opposite meaning, \‘({hercas chg De‘él s
Jaughter pointed up the meaninglessness of things, the angel’s shout Fcrnce in
how rarionally organized, well conceived, beautiful, good, and sensible every-

i earth was, A
‘h|¥§§: tl?ey stood, Devil and angel, face to face, 1_110uth§ open, both‘makmg
mote or less the same sound, buc each expressing himself in a unique t(mtl)lrc;—
absolute opposites. And sceing the laughing angel, the Devil lz_lughed all the
harder, all the louder, all the more openly, because the laughing angel was
infinitely langhable. _
mir;lugly\ablegiaughtcr is cataclysmic. And even so, the apge]s have gg\n_ed_someA
thing by it. They have teicked us all with their semantic hoax. Their 1rrclllrat|3n
laughter and its original (the Deyil’s) have the same name. Peaple nowadays do
not even realize thac one and the same external phenomenon embraceshtwo
completely conteadictory internal attitudes. There are two kinds of laughter,
and we lack the words to distinguish them. {Laughter, 61-62)

We lack the words, and we are often the victims of semantic hoa::es——af
when, to take Niewzsche's most famous exanll?\e, we confuie tﬁi (g,;(l)\;(:
that is opposed to “bad” with the “good” thatis opposed 1o “evi { ,f).
Prudence therefore demands that we proceed with care——_w_hl'ch means, for
Kundera as for Nietzsche, proceeding as genealogists, scrunmzmg‘th;: "h;(ero-
glyphic record, so hard to decipher, of the moral past of mfmk)rcli . Kun-
dera’s scrntiny leads him to conclude that only_accordmg to tuhe er.nagofgy
of the angels” is the Devil a “partisan of Evil” and angels “warriors for
Good.” In fact,

NOBILITY AND NOBILITIES 125

Angels are partisans not of Good, but of divine creation. The Devil, on cthe other
hand, denies all rational meaning to God’s world.

World domination, as everyone knows, is divided between demons and angels.
But the good of the world does nor require the lawer to gain precedence over
the former (as 1 thought when I was young); all it needs is a certain equilibrium
of power. If chere is too much uncontested meaning on earth {the reign of the
angels), man collapses under the burder; if the world loses all meaning (che
reign of the demons), life is every bit as impossible. (Laughter, 61)

So concludes Kundera, and so concludes Nietzsche:

Verily, it is a blessing and not a blasphemy when I teach: “over all chings stands
the heaven contingency, the heaven innocence, the heaven chance, the heaven
bravado.”

“Lotd Chance” [Von Obngefihrl—that is the oldest nobility in the world,
one that [ gave back to all things when | redeemed them from servitude to
purpose.

This freedom and heavenly equanimity [ placed like an azure bell over all
things when [ taught that no “eternal will” wills over them and through them.

This bravado and rhis folly [ put in the place of that will when I taught “with
everything one thing is impossible—rationality!”

A little reason, to be sure, a seed of wisdom sprinkled from star to star—this
leaven is mixed in with all things: for the sake of folly wisdom is mixed into all
things.

A lictle wisdom is certainly possible; but this blessed assurance [ found in all

chings: that they would racher dance, on the feet of contingency. (Z,1il:4;
209.12~-30)

As Laurence Lampert has stressed, Zarathustra’s restoration of Lord
Chance provides for the apparently nihilistic conclusion, “everything is per-
mitted,” a deeper significance, “one free of the horror evoked from the good
and the just by the destruction of the ground of their virtue, one far beyond
the exaltation evoked from the free spinit by the death of the rational spider,
a meaning that takes litecally ‘everything is permitted’ by allowing each thing
the freedom to be the thing that it is” (Lampert, 178).

Lampert’s freedom is the freedom denied by the dogmatic slave morality

of the circle dance, with its unearthly aspiration to what Kundera describes
as

an idyll, a garden where nightingales sing, a rezlm of harmony where the world
does not rise up as a stranger against man nor man against other men, where
the world and all its people are molded from a single stock and the fire lighting
up the heavens is the fire burning in the bearts of men, where every man is a
note in a magnificent Bach fugne and anyone who refuses his note is a mere

hlack dot, useless and meaningless, easily caught and squashed between the
fingers like an insect. (Laughier, 8)
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Nietzsche, according to Lampert, rejects catching and squashing; instead,
he advocates “letting being be.” Yet, 1 have argued, Nietzsche does not—
or, at least, need not—advocate letting Mansons and Stalins be. Moreover,
much would support the contention that he seeks on the whole not to allow
but rather to force. Early on, Zarathustra seems to advocate a single goal
for all humanity: “There have been up to now a thousand goals, for there
have been a thousand peoples. Only the yoke for the thousand necks is
missing, what is missing is the One Goal. Humanity still has no goal”
(Z,1:15; 76.15-17). Much later, Zarathustra anticipates the coming of “the
Zarathustra-reich of a thousand years™ (Z,1V:1; 298.15-16), and at the
close of the book, Zarathustra descends from his mountain for the third
time, in order to resume his “work” [Werke] (Z,1V:20; 408.16). What can
this work be other than the forging of the yoke for the thousand necks, the
yoke that will force all humanity into the circle dance of the Zarathustra-
reich? Does not Zarathustra, like Kundera’s Madame Raphael, seek o force
all into “a single body and a single soul, a single ring and a single dance™?

What is Zarathustra’s “yoke for the thousand necks”? This question i$
not ¢asily answered. First, it is 2 yoke mentioned only once, and only in Part
I, when Zarathustra still champions the overman. Even if the yoke were one
of political bondage, Zarathustra’s invocation of it at this point in his
development would not stamp him simply as a despot. But even at this point,
he makes clear that his yoke is not a tool of oppression:

The first creators were peoples; only late do individuals create; verily the individ-
val itself is the most recent creation.
Once peoples hung over themselves tablets of the good. Together, love that
wants o rule and love that wants to obey created for themselves such tablets.
Older than joy in the 1 is joy in che herd: and as long as the good couscience

is called “herd,” only the bad conscience says “1.”

Verily, the devious I, the loveless | who seeks its profit [Nutzen] by using
[Nutzen] the many: that is not the origin of the herd, but its going under.

It has always been lovers and creators who have created good and evil. The
fire of tove glows in the names of all virtues, and the fire of anger.

Many lands Zarathusira has seen and many peoples: no greater power has
Zarathustra found on earth than the works of lovers: “good” and “evil” is their
name. (Z,1:15; 75.28-76.11)

Whatever the “Zarathustra-reich™ may be, it cannot be che resuls simply
of the individual Zarathustra’s desire to exert his will to power by enchaining
or exploiting the rest of humanity; in the terms of this passage, such an act
might be “sly” or “devious,” but it would not be creative, and would not
be the act of a lover. Nevertheless, Zarathustra’s Reich, like the enchainment
of humanity, would be a result of Herrschsucht, the desire 1o rule.
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Weighing the World

drThe desirehto rile is one of the three evils weighed by Zarathusera, in a
(zcﬁ??ioon It elvﬁrst morning following his final rerurn to his mou’ntain
tm,ns. ; n his dream, _Zarathustra weighs the world, but not from a
o <(coen cPt o;_m”etaphysmal perspective; he stands “beyond the world.”
n a foot] l_ll (235.3-4). He remains on the earth, persevering in his
attempt to remain true o the earth.
" Befmmn!g lrtll the Prologue, Zarathustra distinguishes, if often only implic-
Thyé dc_)r only et_wee_n_earth and heaven bur also between earth and world.
“earthlys’t’"alcgo“n is lsllsxt;le 13 the contrast between the English adjectives
nd “worldly,” and in che fact that “earch.” unlike
, , unlike “world,” names
E:;:?do(;" lt)}l]anﬂ a;’:d thde matter of which that planet is composed. One can
n the earth an ; ither wi
and one can grasp earth; one can do neither with the
(h;j::e ?tydmo_logi_cal cgntrast between the two words further clarifies Zara-
oy r;(xis‘l 1?;111cnon. Welt” and “world™ are both roated in wer, “man,”
cus((;lm,o c: d _The :vorldnns made by old men; the world is constituted I:;y
-~ Gr r; ition. «Erde and “earth,” on the other hand, are both rooted
in the E(ee er:zge, to the ground.” They also translate the Greek ge
“'P};ng earth” in the senge of ground or soil. ’
e ;he \;vorl;i_,” for Zarat.hustra, is the flatland; not only his mountain, but
2o Seo:](;twlo s]c[!Vorgebzrge] al:e beyond the world while remaining on the
. Xlds are true to the earth, others are not- i
o : s not; those human beings
thocs)ev:\g' w;)rlids from the earth view chem through the lenses of life, wherefs
those [ens(;s :anleve ?hemsdelves able to view from heaven assume access to
. nough we
ooan g well on one and the same earth, we can be worlds
suSzi}r:Smg ofn hi_s foothill, Zarz_athustra weighs the world not in divine or
ThE:-ou hn;ﬁn as_hllqn, but rather in a “bumanly good way” (236.16,22-23).
“abomgw}f :]velg hing, Zar.zzthustra seeks to determine the value of the world
. “humanijc sodmhl{ch fvﬂ 1 spoken™ (236.10); he finds that the world is,
. makesytﬁoo thing™ (236.9), as is his dream (236.12—13). The balance
g be world a humanly good thing is between angelic and diabolic
Jugh [sc,beuc;;w]een w;s;ilom and folly: the world'is “not riddle enough to
: 1| away human love i
wisdom o shonr o3ere, » ot solution enough to put human
M i ' i
Sider:;etipte)zlf.itcally, Zar:_athustra weighs the three aspects of the world con-
et qee O its m_ost.evzl (23_6.20—22). The evils are neither acts (murder,
acte[, :rai‘ts thr Instituitons (rehg_lon, government), but rather drives or chay-
e trales, afr?]re lfenerally discouraged or suppressed within systems of
ty. the three are sex [Wollust], the desire to rule [Herrschsucht),
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and selfishness [Selbstsucht]. Each, Zarathustra acknowledges, can indeed
be base; but he insists that each can also be noble.

In naming the second evil Herrschsucht, Nietzsche exploits an ambiguity
in a manner that should, by now, be familiar. Herrsch—is, relatively straight-
forwardly, “rule” or “master™; Sucht is more problematic. “Sucht” generally
names an addition or uncontrollable need: alcoholism is Trunksucht, drug
addiction, Rauschgiftsucht. This meaning is based in the word's etymology:
Sucht is from seuka, which is related to the English “sick.” Bu, here as
often elsewhere, etymology does not determine meaning—origin does not
determine significance. The Sucht of Herrschsucht is related popularly to
Suche, suchen, cognate with the English “seek™; hence, the German idiom
Sucht nach etwas means seeking or searching for something, without imply-
ing that the seeking is in any way a sickness.

The ambiguity of Herrschsucht is reminiscent of that of nihilism: the desire
to rule can be symptomaric of health and strength, or of sickness and
weakness. Nietzsche does not make the contrast explicir; rather, in describing
one kind of lust to rule as not “diseased and sickly {Sieches und Siichtiges),”
Nietzsche clearly suggests chat other forms are. For the healthy alternative,
Zarathustra provides the following description:

Herrschsucht:  the earthquake that breaks and bursts open all that is decayed
and hollow; the rolling, growling, punitive destroyer of whitewasbed tombs; the
flashing question mark beside premature answers. . ..

Herrschsucht:  which, however, also ascends luringly to the pure and lonely
and up to self-sufficient heights, glowing like a love that Juringly paints crimson
fulfillments on the earthly heaven.

Herrschsucht:  but who would call ic Sucht when what is high lusts [geliistet]
down [binab) for power! . ..

That the lonely heights should not remain lonely and self-sufficient eternally:
that the mountain come to the valley and the wind of the height to the low-
lands:—

Oh who could find the right name with which to christen the virtue that is
this longing [Sehnsucht)? “The gift-giving virme”—thus did Zarathustra once
name the unnamable. (Z,111:10.2; 237.30-238.22)

The first requirement for healthy ruling is that the ruler be self-sufficient,
that is, that the ruler need not rule, that the ruler act from surfeit rather than
from lack, from love rather than from greed, that raling be a giving rather
than a taking. The healthy ruler’s self-sufficiency first requires, then, the
healthy form of Zarathustra’s third evil, Selbstsucht or seifishness.

Selbstsucht can be a sickness of self disguised as altruism, a sickness that
can leads to self-denial or even to “selflessness,” the attempt to avoid being
a self altogether: “ ‘selfless’—so, with good reason, have all these world-
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weary cowards and cross-marked spiders wished themselves to be” (240.1—
3). But Selbstsucht can also be a vireue rather than a vice: ic is noble and
healthy when it is a seeking to be a self, a seeking to make oneself a self. The
noble individual avoids self-denial, to be sure, but in order to be self-seeking
or self-affirming, not in order to be self-serving.

And how does one seek onesell? Zarathustra pursues this question in
the immcdi'ate_ly following section, whose title, “The Spitic of Gravity,”
announces its importance:

One must learn to love oneself—thus I teach—with a2 wholesome and healthy
love,_ so that one can bear 1o be with oneself and need not roam. Such roaming
bgpnzes itself “love of the neighbor™: with this phrase the best lies and hypocri-
sies have been perpetrated so far, and especially by such as were a grave burden
for all che world.

And verily, that is no command {Gebot] for today and tomorrow, to learn to
lov'e oneself, No, this is of all arts che subtlest (feinste] and most cunning, the
ultimate and most patient. For whatever is his own is well concealed fron; the
owner; and of all treasures, it is our own that we dig up last: thus the spirit of
gravity orders it. (Z,111:11.2; 242,15-26)

. The spirit of gr_aviry imposes its order, we know, through the teaching,
Good fpr al!, evil for all” (243.27). One silences the spirit of gravity by
announcing, instead, “That is my good and evil”; those who make this
announcement have succeeded in discovering themselves (243.25-26), in
becom_mg ones who can will. But this announcement marks a culmination
(even if, necessarily, a provisional one); if it marks the final step along the
way toward becoming one who can will, roward embarking on the way that
is one’s own way, then the first step is to deny that there is a way that is the
way for all.
~Having taken the first step, how does one proceed? Zarathustra’s sugges-
tions are general: one must observe—“Many lands Zarathustra has seen and
many peoples” (Z,1:15; 74.2, 76.9)—and one must experiment;

[n many ways and manners came [ to my truth; not on one ladder did I climb
to the heng_ht where my eye roams over my distance.

And I did not want to ask about ways,—that was always against my caste! |
preferred to ask and to try the ways myself.

A trying and asking was all my going:—and verily, one must also leamn to
answert such questions! But thac—is my taste:

—not good, not bad, but my taste, of which 1 am no longer ashamed, and
which { no longer conceal. (Z,111:11.2; 245.3-13)

Zar.:»\thustra’s way, [ have argued, is not a way of-exploitation; my argu-
ment is based both on his words and on his deeds. But—and here 1 move
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toward the question with which the previous chapter closes—Zaratbustra’s
way is therefore, necessarily, his way alone, it is not a way for all; if it were,
it seems, it would be despotic, and Zarathustra rejects despotism. But to say
that despotism is wrong for Zarathustra is not to say that it is wrong for
others. Might not despotism be the way that was Hider’s way, or Pol Pot’s?
Might Hitler’s have been a life Hitler could affirm? And if it was, is there
any basis for Nietzschean objection to it?

Nietzsche may believe, as Plato and Aristotle seem to belicve, that the way
of the despot is not a way that can be taken thoughtfully or honestly, that
no one who views “through cthe lenses of life,” rather than other, arbitrary
lenses, would choose the life of the tyrant. The problem may seem more
pressing for Nietzsche, given his perspectivism, than for Plato or for Aristotle,
but I am not convinced that it is. Aristotle and Plato agree that the philosophi-
cal life is the best life for those capable of leading it, and also that philosophi-
cal lives will be the happiest of lives. Even if these arguments are accepied,
they do not entail the conclusion that every individual human being will
atcain his or ber highest happiness by attempting to live the life of contern-
plation.

1 deem it probable, for example, that the way of the basketball player is
a better way for Michael Jordan than would be the way of the philosopher—
not only that he thinks it is better for him, but that it ceally is better for him,
in the Nietzschean sense: if he throws his dice on the basketball court, the
odds are better that he will live a life he will continue to be able to affirm.
Similarly, Mother Theresa’s way—the way that is hers—may take her
through hospitals rather than into libraries or onto mountaintops. Even if
we were to grant to Aristotle and Plato that Mother Theresa or Michael
Jordan will not be as happy as the happy philosopher—a suggestion many
might deem dubious—it does not follow that Michael should hang up his
sneakers, or Mother Theresa abandon her wards, in order to enroll in PhD
programs.

Let us be as charitable to Nietzsche as to Aristotle: let us grant that those
who are most noble, admirable, and self-affirming will not attempt to exploit
others. | bave argued, in addition, that the Nietzschean recognizes no moral
obligation to allow those who do attempt to oppress others to proceed

withourt obstruction. But even if this is granted, even if Nietzschean “moral-
ity” leaves open the possibilicy of the choice to aid others, Nietzschean taste
may seem to close it off.

Nietzschean taste may seem to exclude attempts to aid others, given
Zarathusera’s castigation of love of neighbor, which disguises “lies and
hypocrisies,” and is nothing more than “a bad love for oneself” (Z,1:16;
77.3-4). So it may seem, yet there are other other passages clearly denying
such an exclusion: as an alternative to love of neighbor, love of those who
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are near, Zarathustra advocates not egotism or isolation, but rather love of

those who are far away (77.11), and love of the friend (78.18-21). As he
later admonishes:

Ah, if only you understood my word: “by all means do what you will—bur first
be such that you can willr”

“By all means love your neighbor as yourself—but first be for me such that
you love yourself~—" (Z,111:5.3; 216.26-29)

Perhaps, then, Zarathustra advocates at least concern for others; but we
must ask again, is this anything more than an arbitrary preferenc)e? Does
healthy love of self entail love of others? Might a healthy love for self be
accompanied by hatred, or indifference, for others? For Plato and for Aris-
tode,_ arguably, it could: according to the Republic, philosophers will rule
only if‘compe!lcd to do so, and according to the Nichomachean Etbics. the
life of 1solat.ed contemplation is superior to the life of political activir):,

i havg arrived at a question that may seem extraordinarily peculiar. Plato
and Acistotle, pillars of Western philosophy, are often taken as pillars of
Western morality as well, and that morality, Nietzsche insists, is based in
some sort of love of neighbor, Nietzsche presents himself as the great oppo-
nent of traditional morality, yet [ have gotten, somehow, to the question
whether he might not provide us with better reasons for respecting other
human beings.

Tl_lt; question seems peculiar; nevertheless, [ pursue it. [t might be that
traditional “love of neighbor” is a concern that precludes, rather than pre-
supposes, respect for the other’s otherness—just as, according to Nietzsche
trad!t!onal morality has concealed from us the demands of goodness and,
traditional science, those of truth. If I am convinced that my way is th(; way
for a.ll human beings, whether or not any specific human being recognizes
Fhar it is his or her “true” way, then “love” for the other may entail convert-
ing the other. If | am convinced chat al] non-Christians, or non-Muslims, or
non-whatevers are doomed to rot in hell for eternity, or even merely to iive
unfulfilled for che duration, then am I not obliged, if I love others, to attempt
to alter them? And does that not entail attempting to convince tf;em by any
means possible, that the ways they have taken to be their own aré wrong

ways? Am I not obliged so ro proceed, if [ both love others and know the
one way thac is the way for all? (see HH,1:102, 630-34).

On the other hand, if [ deny, with Nietzsche, chat there is one way for all
then, at the very least, concern for others will not lead me to force a way
upon them, Bur that is consistent with indifference, and with exploitation
Here 1 collide again with the question that closes the preceding chapter: dc;
L have reasons, if [ am a Niet2schean, for respecting or encouraging the V\;ays
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of others, and thus for opposing those who would seek to close ways off?
7 arathustra insists that I do, although his reasons are notsimple. 1 approach
them somewhat obliquely, through a passage [take to be of great importance.

Dangers to History

My compassion for all that is pasc is that [ see: it has been given away
[preisgegeben),—

Given away to the favor, the spirit, the madness of every generation that
comes and reintexprets {wmdeutet] everything that has been as its own bridge!

A great master of violence {Gewalt-Herr; despot] could come, a shrewd
monster [gewitzter Unbold], who with his favor and disfavor could compel and
constrain all that is past until it became the bridge leading to him, his prophecy
and herald and cock-crow.

But this is the other danger and my other compassion: whaever is of the mob
remembers back only as far as his grandfather—with his grandfather time stops.

Thus is all that is past given away: for it could some day come 10 pass that,
the mob would be master and all time be drowned in shallow waters.

Therefore, oh my brothers, a new nobility is needed, one for which the mob
and all mastery through violence [Gewalt-Herrischen) is the opponent, one that
writes the word “noble” anew, on new tablets.

For many nobles are needed and maay kinds of nobility, for there to be
nobility. Or, as 1 once spoke in a parable: “Precisely this is godliness, that chere
are gods, but no God!” (Z,1l1:12.11, entire)

We know, from The Birth of Tragedy and from The Genealogy of Morals,
that Nietzsche is deeply concerned with recollecting and intecpreting the
past: he advocates a transvaluation that would take us not back to the
inhumanity of the blond beasts, but rather beyond the necessity of inhuman-
ity. His transvaluative step presupposes a proper recollection of, and thus a
proper respect for, the past.

In the passage | have just quoted, Zarathustra claborates on the impor-
tance of the past: he identifies two specific dangers. Here as often elsewhere,
Kundera provides valuable commentary: “the struggle of man against
power,” he writes, “is the struggle of memory against forgecting” (Laugbhter,
3). He insists, therefore, that “the only reason people want to be masters of
the future is to change the past. They are fighting for access to the laboratories
where photographs are retouched and biographies and histories rewritten”
(Laughter, 22). The despot retouches and rewrites in order, In Nietzsche’s
words, to “compel and constrain all that is past until it becomes the bridge
leading to him”; the despot who can convince his subjects that his rule is
preordained, that there is no alternative, will have succeeded in making his
way the one way for all.

The despot is one danger to the past, according to Nietzsche, the mab
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another; yet, as Kundera stresses, the two are most dangerous when they
work_ toget_her. In relating che two, Kundera intertwines musical with polid-
cal history in a story so intriguing that I cannot bear to condense it any rore

than [ have, and so well told that only a fool would paraphrase rather than
quote:

This is what my fatcher told me when | was five: a key signatuce is a king’s court
in miniature. It is ruled by a king (che first step) and his two right-hand men
(steps five and four). They have four other dignitaries at their command, each
of whom has his own special celation ta the king and his righe-hand mer;. The
court‘houses five additional tones as well, which are known as chromatic. They
havp umportant parts to play in other keys, bur here they are simply guests.

Since each of the twelve notes has its own job, title, and function, any piece
we hear is more than mere sound: it unfolds a certain action before us. Sometimes
the events are terribly involved (as in Mahler or—even more—Barték or Stravin-
sky_): princes from other courts intervene, and before long there is no telling
which court a tone belangs to and no assurance it isn’t working undercover as
a double or triple agent. But even then the most naive of listeners can figare out
more or less what is going on. The most complex music is still a language.

That is what my father told me. Whart follows is all my own. One day a great
man determined that after a thousand years the language of music had worn
|t§elf out and could do no more than rehash the same message. Abolishing the
hierarchy of tones by revolutionary decree, he made them all equal and subjected
them to a strict discipline: none was allowed to occur more often chan any other
in a piece, and therefore none could lay claim to its former feudal privileges. All
courts were permanently abolished, and in their place arose a single empire
founded on equality and called the twelve-tone system, ,

Perhaps the sonorities were more interesting than they had been, but audiences
accustomed to following the courtly intrigues of the keys for a millennium failed
to make anything of them. In any case, the empire of the twelve-tone system
soon disappeared. After Schanberg came Varése, and he abolished notes (the
tones of the human voice and musical instruments) along with keys, replacing
them with an extremely subrtle play of sounds which, though fascinating, marks
the beginning of the histary of something other than music, something based on
other principles aud another language.

if it is true chat the history of music has come to an end, what is left of music?
Silence?

Not in _thc least. There is more and more of it, many times more than in its
most glqnous days. It pours out of outdoor speakers, out of miserable sound
systems in aparements and restaurants, out of the transistor radios people carcy
around the streets.

Schdnberg is dead, Ellington is dead, but the guitar is eternal. Stereotyped
harmonics, hackneyed melodies, and a beat that gets stronger as it gets duller—
that is what’s left of music, the eternity of music. Everyone can come together
on the basis of those simple combinations of notes. They are life itself proclaiming
its jubilant “Here 1 am!” No sense of communion is more resonant, more
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unanimous, than the simple sense of communion with life. It can bring Arab
and Jew together, Czech and Russian. Bodies pulsing to a common beat, drunk
with the consciousness that they exist. No work of Beethoven’s has ever elicited
greater collective passion than the constant repetitive thrab of the guitar. . ..

The history of music is mortal, but the idiocy of the guitar is eternal. Music
in our time has returned to its primordial state, the state after the last issue has
been raised and the last theme contemplated—a state that follows history.

When Karel Gott, the Czech pop singer, went abroadin 1972, [Czech president
Gustav| Husak (the president of forgetting (158)] got scared. He sat right down
and wrote him a personal letter (it was August 1972 and Gott was in Frankfurt).
The following is a verbatim quote from it. i have invented nothing.

Dear Karel,
We are not angry with you. Please come back. We will do

everything you ask. We will help you if you help us . ..

Think it over. Without batting an eyelid Husak let doctors, scholars, astrono-
mers, athletes, directors, cameramen, workers, engineers, architects, historians,
journalists, writers, and painters go into emigration, but he could not stand the
thought of Karel Gott leaving the country. Because Karel Gott represents music
minus memory, the music in which the bones of Beethoven and Ellington, the
dust of Palestrina and Schonberg, lie buried.

The president of forgetting and the idiot of music deserve one another. They
are working for the same cause, “We will help youn if you help us.” You can’t
have one without the other, (Laughter, 179-181)

The president of forgetting and the idiot of music, the master of violence
and the mob, “are working for the same cause”: they work to make “every-
one come together” through “a simple sense of communion with life”: we
are alike in that we all are alive, no one need be different, no one may be
different. Our differences are obliterated when, and only when, our memo-
ries are erased. Such oblivion may seem joyful, and may be accompanied by
laughter. This laughter can be Kundera’s angelic laughter, which serves the
despot because such laughter requires that everything make sense, and the
despoc’s rewriting of history makes sense of everything: everything leads to
him. But the laugheer of oblivion may also be idiotic laughter, the laughter
that erupts from those who conclude that nothing makes sense, so that it
makes absolutely no difference what any of us do: “Life’s a beach; let’s
party—somebody get a guitar.” Angelic laughter is a symptom of religious
nibilism, idiotic laughter, of radical nihilism; both work for the despot’s
cause,

Nierzsche, like Kundera, advocates neither angelic nor idiotic laughter,
neither religious nor radical nibilism. Nietzsche laughs when he sees that
things do not make the sease he had thought they made, but he does not
conclude that they make no sense at all. We continue to make sense of
them—better, we continue to make senses of them. But if we are so o
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continue, we must first avoid forgesting. We must preserve historical facts
not b{:cause preserving facts leads us closer to the one truth that ties all thé
facts into the one true interpretation, bue rather because preserving facts is
our safest defense against the domination of a single interpretation. Second,
we must preserve ways of living—different ways—in part for the same
reason but also, and perhaps more important, because preserving ways leads
us clpser to a different sort of truth, the truth that there are many ways of
loqk:ng at things, the truth, perhaps, that we approach the only kiad of
objectivity we should desire by becoming aware of the variety of those ways.
And there is a third reason for preserving ways, perhaps most important of
all: “many nobles are needed and many kinds of nobility, for there to be
nobility.

From the perspective of slave moralities, all human beings are base. From
the Christian perspective, generally, all human beings are so vastly infecior
to God thar differences among human beings become insignificant in compar-
ison (Z,1V:13.1; 356.15-20; also, HH,1:133). Nietzsche’s transvaluation
aims at a noble morality, a morality within which nobility is possible. But
for there to be nobility at all; Zarathustra insists, there must be many kinds
of nobility—a wealth of attempts to excel, to affirm, to live lives we can be
proud of having lived. The one kind of putative nobility there cannot be—
the one kind all other nobilities, of all kinds, must oppose—is that of the
despot, which is that of the dogmatist—the kind of nobility thar insists that
it is the only kind, the kind of nobility that ensfaves.

.thn God dies, his morality dies with him, albeit more slowly. When
kings and courts die, their deaths may doom to decline 2 music that mirrots
thex; intrigues, but also their privileges. As this morality and this music
dc_dme, it may appear that they can be replaced only by egalitarian unifor-
mity or by anarchic chaos—and even these two may tend, progressively, to
converge. Yet it is not as though the only musical alternative to Bach and
Beethoven is the idiocy of the guitar. While not all rock musicians exhibit
ins:ghF, daring, or innovation, the same may be said both of composers of
“classical” music—Kundera says it of Tchaikovsky and Rachmaninoff—
and of its performers. And Kundera recognizes, as his conjunction of Elling-
ton with Beethoven reveals, that Europeans tired of listening only to each
o.(her can come again to life when they begin to converse with those who
view and hear things differendly.

_ Thc_work to which Zarathustra returns at the close of Part 1V is naot the
imposition of his yoke onto the thousand necks, the imposition of his way
on al!: The way that would be a way for all, he insists, is a way of the past—
as'of its kings, its court, and perhaps its muosic. We should not forget these
thlpgs, he tells us, but neither should we worship them, nor should we regret
their passing. His task is not to revive them in a new form, to construct a
new world, but rather to contribute to the health of earth and humanity by
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cultivating nobility, which requires encouraging n(_)bilities, ar_ld by allowing
the development of worlds, which requires opposing despotism.

Not only a Stalin, but also a Charles Manson 1s a despot: both attempt to
use others, to exploit, to oppress. Neither may be merely passed by, but
Nietzsche’s teaching is not that we should pass them by. On the contrary,
Nietzsche gives us reasons other than the traditional moral ones for qpposnr}!g
their exploitation and oppression. To be sure, he dpe.s not show us, in de_tan ,
either how oppression is to be identified or how it is to be oppo.sed.-; given
its transformations over time, such demonstrations would be of limited aid
to us in any case. Forrunately, many others continue to work ou these
demonstrations, exposing increasingly complicated forms of_bmjea}lcra_tlc
and economic oppression, and increasingly subtle forms of discrimination
and prejudice. Nietzsche contributes li’ttlc to work of this sort, but he sup-
ports it by giving us reasons for deeming it important.

9

Life Without Kitsch?

You are an important person, a rare individual, a unigue creature. There
has never been anyone just like you and never will be. You have talents and
abilities no one else has. In some ways, you are superior to any other living
person. The power to do anything you can imagine is within you when you
discover your real self by practicing a few simple laws of success.

First law of success: Take inventory of your assets. Don’t be modest or
critical; be open and objective. Get a pencil and paper; write down every
good thing about yourself you can think of.

Second law of success: Write a description of the person you would like
to be. Describe your personal best: your home, your automobile, your
desired occupation and income. Be honest. Now, go even deeper. Describe
the inner person yoi'd like 10 be. Let your mind run wild. Assume you can
become anything you desire; the fact is, you will become the person you
bonestly describe—you can’t avoid it.

“Adventures in Success”; Will Powers

The Nietzsche I present in this book is less exciting, perhaps, than che
more notorious Nietzsche who champions blond beasts and master races,
As [ read him, Nietzsche champions neither, but neither does he develop a
powerful political alcernative. On the contrary, my Nietzsche has little to
say that is of political importance. [ have argued that he presents us with
reasons for respecting others and encouraging diversity, but he does not, in
my judgment, illuminate our political action.

The most provocative reachings 1 find in Nietzsche ace not political, but
rather ethical; Nietzsche does not atternpt to tell us how to save the world,
but rather how to save onrselves—how to save ourselves from living lives
that we will come to view with regret rather than with pride. And be teaches
that we can do that without becoming supermen who blithely crush their
supposed inferiors beneath their feet.

To the extent that my reconstruction of Nietzsche’s teachings is convinc-
ing, | muffle, perhaps nearly silence, Nietzsche's thunder and fiteworks. But
what, then, do my Nietzsche’s teachings boit down to? A bland combination
of individualism and colerance, easily digestible intellectually only because
it provides so little food for thought, so little to challenge current preconcep-
tions? Perhaps so; but if Nietzsche boils down to mental junk food, that is
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not because he offers us no intellectual nutrients, but rather because we will
have boiled them away. Whatever is provocative or challenging in any
philosophical teachings will be lost if the teachings are reduced ro two words,
be those words “individualism™ and “tolerance,” or any others. If one wants
two words for my Nietzsche, these are better than “racist” and “fascist”;
but they are also virtually worthless because, as words wich histories, they
are indefinable. And if we attempted ta specify what they would signify with
respect to Nietzsche, we would be forced to retrieve all that we boiled away
to come up with them in the first place. Like any god worthy of his or her
divinity, Nietzsche’s god is in his details.

In this book, [ have attended closely to some of Nietzsche’s details. In so
doing, [ hope at least to have undermined the suggestion that Nietzsche has
no more inspiring vision than that of having humanity follow him, in lock-
step, across the bridge leading to the overman. Whatever his flaws may be,
my Nietzsche does not succumb to what Kundera calls the kitsch of the
Grand March:

The fantasy of the Grand March . . . is the political kitsch joining leftists of all
times and tendencies. The Grand March is the splendid march on the road to
brotherhood, equality, justice, happiness; it goes on and on, obstacles notwith-
standing, for obstacles there must be if the march (s to be the Grand March.

The dictatorship of the proletariat or democracy? Rejection of the consumer
society or demands for increased productivity? The guillotine or an end to the
death penalty? It is all beside the point. What makes a lefust a lefiist is not this
or that theosy but his ability to integrate any theory into the kitsch called the
Grand March. (Lightness, 257)

The teaching of the overman is a form of Grand March kitsch, but Nietz-
sche himself undermines that teaching shortly after introducing it. More
generally, the Grand March in all its versions presents us with lives that
appear worth living only because they contribute to the attainment of a
human existence that would follow the healing of what The Birth of Tragedy
calls “the wound of existence”; Nietzsche unmasks all such presentations as
life-denying, as variants of the Socratic delusion.

Nietzsche undermines the kitsch of the Grand March, buc that is not to
say that he avoids kitsch altogether. It might appear, on the contrary, that
my artempt to present Nietzsche as a foe of rotalitarians and dreamers has
led me to portray, perhaps even to reveal him as an advocate of the “me-
generation” kitsch derided in the song | quote in this chapter’s epigraph.
Without question, some of the song’s phrases could trace plausible lineages
from Nietzsche, as could, yet more clearly, the name taken by its singer. This
is not surprising: Nietzsche’s writings have, by now, been disseminating for
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one hgndred years. Nietzschean phrasings begin to sound banal: even Siten-
ian wgsdom has become a bumper-sticker cliché: “Life is a bitch and then
you die.” NieAtzsc.he, it may seem, isn't telling us anything we didr;’t already
know—even if it may be that we know it only because he started telling us
one hundred years ago. Perhaps, however, we don’t always know what we
think we know: chuckling or groaning over bumper-sticker slogans is differ-
ent from thinking about them, and from living on their terms. When the
cl;ups are down, as when they are up, we tend to turn not to thought, but to
kitsch. 1

Kitsch, according to one of Kundera’s definitions, is “a second kind of
beauty,” opposed to the Flaubertian beauty that “unveils a realm of reality
that has not yet been revealed.” The second beauty, kitsch-beauty, is not a
beauty of revelation, but rather a “beauty outside knowledge”: ,

One describes what has already been described a thousand times over in a light
and love’ly manner. The beaury of “a thousand times already told” is what ]
deem “kitsch.” And this form of description is one which the true artist should
deeply abhor. And, of course, “kitsch-beauty™ is the sort of beauty which has
begun to invade our modern world. (Elgrabty, 6)

To late twenticfh—century readers who know Nietzsche only through ex-
cerpts, summaries, or cursory readings, he may seem to exemplify the
beauty of ‘a thousand times already told,” » even if his manner does not
tend to k_;c “light and lovely;” his blunt and combative manner may itself be
appropriate for the kitsch of “free, very free spirits.” Nevertheless, | hope
that I have demonstrated that Nietzsche’s works themselves, like A;Iadame
Bovary, can cgntinue to surprise through their power of unveiling. Those 1
have. not convinced have ears, perhaps, for which T am not the mouth.
Nictzsche’s “voice of beanty” is not the voice of “a thousand times already
told,” not, at least, to my ears. But even if Njetzsche, or my Nietzsche, is as
free from this form of kitsch as from that of the Geand March, even th‘en he
may not escape kitsch altogether. Kitsch, Kundera tells us, “ims its source
in the categorical agreement with being” (Lightness, 256). He elaborates:

The dispute berween those who believe thar the world was created by God and
those who think it came into being of its own accord deals with phenomena that
go beyond our reason and experience. Much more real is the line separating
those who doubt being as it is granted to man {no matter how ot by whom)
from fhosc who accept it without reservation.

Bchmd.all the European faichs, religious and political, we find the first chapter
of_GenBS|_s, which tells us that the world was created properly, thac human
exastence Is good, and that we are therefore entitled to multiply. L,c( us call this
basic faith a categorical agreesment with being.
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The fact that undil recently the word “shit” appeared in print as s--- has
nothing to do with moral considerations. You can't claim that shit is immoral,
after all! The objection to shit is a metaphysical one. The daily defecation:
session is daily proof of the unacceptability of Creation. Eithet/or: either shir is
acceptable (in which case don’tlock yourseif in the bathroom!) or we are created
in an unacceptable manner.

It follows, chen, that the aesthetic ideal of the categorical agreement with
being is a world in which shit is denied and everyone acts as though it did not
exist. This aesthetic ideal is called kitsch.

“Kitsch” is a German word born in the middle of the sentimental nineteenth
century, and from German it enteced all Western languages. Repeated use,
however, has obliterated its ariginal metaphysical meaning: kitsch is the absolute
denial of shit, in both the literal and the figurative senses of the word; kitsch
excludes everything from its purview which is essentially unacceptable in human
existence. (Lightness, 247—438)

Kundera’s genealogy, applied to Nietzsche, suggests two related questions:
what is the nature of Nietzsche’s “agreement with being”? And what about
shit?

Shit

In a passage [ have already cited more than once, Nietzsche accuses
Christianicy, grounded as it is in ressentiment against life, of “making of
sexuality something impure,” thereby “throwing shit on the origin, on the
presupposition of our life” (T1,X:4). In The Genealogy, he expands his
accusation:

On his way to becoming an “angel” {to employ no uglier wocd) man has evolved
thac queasy stomach and coated tongue through which not only the joy and
innocence of the animal but life itself has become repugnant to him—so that he
sometimes holds his nose in his own presence and, with Pope lonocent the
Third, disapprovingly catalogues his own repellent aspects (“impure begetting,
disgusting means of nutrition in his mother’s womb, baseness of the matrer out of
which man evolves, hideous stench, secretion of saliva, urine, and shit {Koth]”).
(GM,I1.7)

Within the Christian-moral tradition, life itself appears as soiled by the
shit that is a part of it. Disgust with this soiling is connected with the
despising of the body and with denigration of the earth; on earth, soil
remains, no matter how much asphalt we may spread.

Early on in Zarathustra, Nieezsche speaks explicitly to the despisecs of the
body and the denigrators of the earth. Much later, he relates earth and body
to shit:
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“To the pure everything is pure [Dem Reinen ist Alles rein)”—thus speak the

pepple. But I say to you: to swine all things become swinish {den Schweinen
wird Alles Schwein))

That ii why the swooners and head-hangers, whose hearts hang down as well,
preach: “the world itself is a beshitted monster (kothiges Ungeheuer].”
For these are all of unclean spirit, particularly those who have neither rest nor

peace [nicht Rube, noch Rast] except when they view the world from behind
(von binten]—ithe hinterworldly!
‘ To these I say to their faces, even if it does not sound endearing: the world is
like the human being in chac it has a behind,—this much is true!

Ther'e is in the world much shit: this much is true! But that does not make the
world itself a beshitted monster! There is wisdom in the face that much in che

world smells ill [ibel]: disgust icself creaces wings and forces that divine fresh
waters [quellenahnende Krifte).

Even in the best chere is something disgusting; and the best is srill soething
that must be overcome!—

Oh my brothers, there is much wisdom in the f i ici
s act that th
the world! (Z,11}:12.14, entire) © fhat there s much shicin

That there is shit in the world—in all worlds, on our earth—does not
make che wo_rld, the earth itself a beshicted monster; we see what we look
for, or what is visible from the perspectives we take. In conversing with the
revolutionary fire-dog, whose true concern is with power rather than with
human betterment (Z,11:18; 170.1-12), Zarathustra acknowledges that al-
though‘ the earch has its “skin diseases”—including both the fire-dog and
humanity (168.15-17)—the “belly of things™ (170.5) is not, as the volcanoes
on the fire-dog’s island lead it to believe, full of “ashes ané smoke and hot
mud” (170.19) that cause a “gurgling and spitting and griping of the bowels”
(170.22-23) and that must, from time to time, be excreted or regurgitated
(rilo matter how. damaging the eraption. On the contrary, as another ﬁre:
o?gaél”rzc’;lou.;;)jazg.of a different sors—knows, “the heart of the earth is

Although A“there is much shit in the world,” there is wisdom in its presence
Its presence is, perhaps, among the featuses that make the world a “humanI};
good thing.” Although there is much shit in the world, Nietzsche insists,

“the heart of the earth is of gold.” Does he thereby acknowledge a categorical
agreement with being?

Agreements With Being

Zgr_z:thustra(‘afﬂrms being. Immediately before describing his restoration
to divinity of “Lord Chance,” he announces:

I h(:;ve become one who blesses and one who affirms: this is why I wrestled long
and was a wrestler, so that once my hand would be freed for blessing.
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And this is my blessing: to stand over every thing wharsoever as its own sky
or heaven, as its rounded roof, its azure bell and eternal security: and blessed is

he who thus blesses! )
For all things are baptized in the well of eternity and beyond good and evil.

(Z,111:4; 209.3-10)

Nietzsche, too, affirms being. His “experimental philosophy” presses on
to “the reverse” of “a will to the No,” on to “a Dionysian affirmation of
the world as it is, without subtraction, exception, or selection” {N:16[32]/
WP:1041). His amor fati requires “that one want nothing otherwise, not
forward, not backward, not in ali eternity. Not merely to bear what is
necessary, still less to conceal it . .. but rather 1o love it” (EH,11:10).

Nieczsche’s affirmarion is, certainly, an acceptance. But an agreement?
A caregorical agreemene? No, Zarathustra would insist, three times no!
Zarathustra may “say yes as the open sky says yes,” but he also says “no as
the storm says no”; he says no, we have seen, to despotism, to dogmatism,
and to mediocrity. And he knows that there is much shit in the world.

Categorical agreements with being, Kundera tell us, trace their origins to
Genesis, with its myth of creation. In The Birth of Tragedy, Nietzsche
insists that although we may find this myth “behind ali the European faiths,
religious and political,” as Kundera has it, we do not find it behind the tragic
disposition of the Greeks. There, we find the myth of Prometheus. According
to the Promethean myth, human beings were created in the image not of an
omnipotent god, but rather of a rebellious titan. Human beings initially find
themselves, within this myth, not in a garden where all is provided, but
rather in a desert where they must struggle to survive. The original sacrilege—
the theft of fire, not of fruit—is then an act both necessary and courageous:

The presupposition of the Prometheus myth is to be found in the extravagant
value which a naive humanity attached to fire as the true palladium of every
ascending culture. Buc that man shouid freely dispose of fire without receiving
it as a present from heaven, either as a lightning bolt ot as the warming rays of
the sun, struck these primitive men as sacrilege, as a robbery of divine nature.
Thus the very first philosophical problem immediately produces a painful and
irresolvable contradiction berween man and god and moves it before the gate
of every culture, like a huge boulder. The best and highest possession mankind
can acquire is obrained by sacrilege and must be paid for with consequences
that involve the whole flood of sufferings and sorrows with which the offended
divinities have to afflict the nobly aspiring race of men. This is a harsh idea
which, by the dignity it confers on sacrilege, contrasts strangely with the Semitic
myth of che fall in which curiosity, mendacious deception, susceptibility to
seduction, lust—in short, a series of pre-eminently feminine affects—were con-
sidered the origin of evil. What distinguishes the Aryan notion is the sublime
view of active sin as the characteristically Promethean viccue. With chat, the
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ethical bas_is for pessimistic tragedy has been found: the justification of human
evil, meaning both human guilt and the human suffering it entails. (BT:9)

With “their need to invent [anzudichten] dignity for sacrilege, to incorporate
[einzuverleiben) dignity within it,” the Greeks “invented tragedy—an art
and a joy that remain in their deepest essence alien to the Jews, despite all
their poetic endowment and inclination [Neigung] toward the sublime”
(J$:135).

The Promethean myth is a powerful alternative to the Jehovan, yet, 1 have
argued, Nietzsche ultimately attempts to move beyond myth altogether. At
the same time, however, he also comes to affirm being in a way that a
Prompthean could not. In so doing, does he abandon the Promethean per-
spective along with its myth, in favor, perhaps, of some form of the Edenic?
Does his earth become the “garden” described by Zarathustra’s animals? If
it does, and if this garden is to replace Eden within a mythic basis for
affirmation, chen it must, according to Kundera, tell us three things: “that
the world was created properly, that human existence is good, and that we
are therefore entitled to multiply.”

Nietzsche’s earth does not become such a garden. Firse, Nictzsche insists
not that human existence is good, bur rather that it can be good. This is
perhz_xps to say that there is nothing unacceptable in human existence; it is
cettainly to say that there is nothing essentially unacceptable therein. Kund-
era describes kicsch, expressing its “true function,” as “a folding screen
set up to curtain off death” (Lightness, 253). 1f mortality is essentially
unacceptable then, Nietzsche agrees, life is essentially unacceptable; this
is the judgment of the spirit of revenge. Nieezsche’s alternative, based in
the will to power, asserts thar if life can be acceptable, so too must
mortality be acceptable. “Let us speak of this, you who are wise, even if
it be bad. Silence is worse; all cruths kept silent become poisonous”
(Z,11:12; 149.22-24).

If lite were essentially unacceptable, we should refuse it; yet it is possible,
paradoxically, to make life appear worth living precisely by deeming it
unacceptable. Zarathustra sees this strategy at work in some of the most
vociferous of life’s deniers:

The srpall man, especially the poet,—how zealously does he accuse Jife in words!
Hear lt,vbut overhear with me the joy that is in all accusation!
-+ Wich all who call themselves “sinners” and “cross-bearers” and “peni-
tents,” overhear with me the lust thart is in thejr complaint i
plaining and accusing.
(Z,111:13.2; 273.25-34) ® ’

To all who thus accuse life in words, Zarathustra issues a challenge:
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There stands the bark [Nachen),—from there it goes over, perhaps, into the
great nothing.—But who will board this “perhaps”?

No one of you will board the bark of death! How so, then, do you wanr to
be tired of the world! (Z,111:12.17; 259.2-5)

If life were essentially unacceptable, then the only reason to continue to live
would be cowardice (see 259.25-26). But Nietzsche denies, and I deny, that
life is essentially unacceptable.

As a Nietzschean of my sect (of which 1 may be and may remain the only
member), | judge that human existenée can be good. Despite so judging,
however, | do not accept the first presupposition Kundera finds behind the
Biblical myth of creation: 1 do not view the world as having been created
properly. 1 do not therefore view it as created improperly. On the contrary,
1 do not view it as created at all. Instead, [ accept and applaud Zarathustra’s
restoration of Lord Chance.

The move beyond viewing the world as created or uncreated is the move
beyond what T have been terming metaphysics—this, it seems to me, is the
move that Kundera, for all his agreement with Nietzsche and his amplifica-
tion of him, does not fully make. From the metaphysical perspective, and
only from that perspective, the presence of shit on earth ts an argument
against the earth. Kundera writes, “Amid the general idiocy of the war, the
death of Stalin’s son”—who “laid down his life for shit”—“stands out as
the sole metaphysical death” (Lightness, 245). A non-metaphysical world
would not be a world without shic, but it might be 2 world in which there
would no longer be any reason to lay down ane’s life for shic.

[f God is dead, then we need not agree with him, categorically or otherwise;
if we are aware of his death, we cannot agree with him. What remains after
God’s death is being, and with being there can be no agreement: being,

unlike God, is not an eternal will working in and through all things (see

Z,1il:4; 209.19-20). Like human society, life itself is an experiment, not 2
contract or agreement (see Z,111:12.25; 265.22). Being is not something 1
agree or disagree with, it is rather something [ accept or reject. [n deciding
whether to accept or reject being, 1 do not ask, “is being good”; [ ask instead,
“is it good enough”? Hic Rhodos, hic saltus, here is the rose, with its thorns,
here we must dance, if we are to dance at all.

Child and Work

The Nietzschean makes no agreement with being, but rather, at least,
accepts being; the Nietzschean judges not that life is good, but rather, at
least, that it is good enough. But mere acceptance falls short of affirmation,
and deeming life “good enough” is different from loving it. Marginal accep-
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tance of life may give me reasons other than cowardice for continuing to
live, but it cannot, I think, entitle me to muleiply.

[f [ have children, they may well sutfer, and nothing I can do will preclude
the possibility of their suffering so terribly as to wish never to have been
borln. If I am nonetheless entitled to multiply, nothing can provide the
entitlement save my own judgmenc: if, viewing the human condition as
thgughrfully and honestly as I can, knowing that | am exposed to countless
pains and sufferings even when [ am not beset by them, knowing that
whatever I may do 1 will someday, perhaps today, die—if 1 then thank my
parents fqr having muleiplied, regardless of their entitlement for so doing
then 1 entitle myself to multiply; perhaps, depending on my perspective i
even obligate myself to do so. “From the ground up,” according to Zaratha.:s-
tra—out of the earth, through trunk and branches—“one loves only one's
child and one’s work” (Z,111:3; 204.4),

_To be admirable, to Nietzsche or to me, one need only love one’s child
(biological or, as for Zarathustra himself, otherwise) and one’s work—from
the ground up. Even some despots may be admired, bur that is not to say
that they should be emulated, or chat they should not be opposed. In addition
the work one loves, if one is to be admirable, need not be as ambitious as)
that of most who are termed despots; to be admirable, one need neicher
foundA nor destroy empires, and one need have no other work than one’s
own life. lc is enough to do what neither Kant nor Schopenhauer seems to
have been able to do. It is enough if one can, thoughtfully and honestly
accept life on life’s own terms: ’

Nothing offends the philosopher’s taste more than human beings, insofar as
they wish. If he views humans only in theie doing, even if he sce; this most
courageous, most cunning, most enduring animal lost in labyrinchine distress
[No‘thlagen]—how worthy of admiration [bewunderungswiirdig) man appears
to him! He still likes man. But the philosopher despises the wishing human—also
the h_umzn who is “wished for” {wiinschbaren}—and altogether all wishables, all
the ideals of humans. if a philosopher could be a nihilist, he would be :)ne
becagse he could find nothing behind all the ideals of humans. Or not even the
nothing,—but rather only what is worthy of nothing [nichtswiirdig), only the
absurd, the sick, the weak, the tired, all sorts of dregs from the emptied (ausge-
tr'unkenen] goblet of fife. Humans, who are so worthy of respect [verebrungswiir-
dig) as reality—how is it that they deserve no respect when they wish? Must
they do penance for being so capable [#sichtig) in reality? Must they balance
thenj doing, the strain on head and will in all doing, by strecching their limbs in
the imaginary and the absurd? The history of their wishables has been, unil
now, the partie honteuse of human: one must be careful nor to read it fé)r toq
long. What justifies humanity is its realicy—rthat will justify it eternally. How
m_uch greater is the worth of the real human being, compared with any merely
wished for, dreamed up, stinking, fabricated human being? Wich any ideal
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human being? And only the ideal human being offends the taste of the philoso-
pher. (T1,1X:32)

Only the ideal, only the dreamed up, only the fabricated human being—
only kitsch disgusts the philosopher. Yet kitsch, like shit, wili always be with
us: “none among us is superman enough to escape kitsch completely. No
matter how we scorn it, kitsch is an integral part of the human condition”
(Lightness, 256). The rabble, the small man, returns eteraally, both within
and without; even if the superhuman can be severed from the inhuman, its
link with the ali-too-human may remain. But even if kitsch is inescapable, it
remains both possible and important to unmask forms of kitsch—including
the vacious forms of totalitarian kitsch, which develop “whenever a single
political movement corners power” (Lightness, 251), but also the insipid
kitsch of sicuation comedies and the pretentious kitsch of Major Motion
Pictures. The unmasking is important because “as soon as kitsch is recog-
nized for the lie it is, it moves into the context of non-kitsch, thus losing its
authoritarian power and becoming as touching as any other human weak-
ness” (Lightness, 256).

Life without kitsch? Not on Nietzsche's earth—nor life without shic. But
life, or lives, that can be loved—lives including, but not limited to the
philosophical life.

Socrates, the prototypical philosopher, insists, “The unexamined life is
not worth living”; he seems thereby to condemn as worthless the lives of
the vast majority of human beings. Nietzsche, the exceptional philosopher,
grants that to examine life may be noble, but insists in addition that “many
kinds of nobility are needed, for there to be nobility.” What justifies human-
ity, Nierzsche tells us, is its ceality—not its self-examination. Neither the
philosopher nor anyone else, then, is in the position to tell others how they
must live their lives, The philosopher is in the position to tatk to others about
what is noble and what is desirable, but so are non-philosophers, both to
the philosopher and to each other—the need for such talk remains, because
to acknowledge that there can be many kinds of nobility, to advocate that
there be many kinds, is not to say that all lives are noble. Because we are
not provided with maps, moral or otherwise, through our labyrinth, we get
along best within the labyrinth by sharing information about it.

In denying that we have maps that would show us the way through our
labyrinth—in denying that there is a way through the labyrinth—I have, in
this book, joined Nietzsche in rejecting both hinterworlds and moral abso-
lutes. Most of my potential readers—educated, late twentieth-century West-
erners—will, [ suspect, already have relinquished dreams of hinterworlds;
many, however, may continue to feel the attraction of moral absolutes. To
reject such absolutes, many believe, is to invite disaster; if enough share the
rejection, many believe, disaster is assured. I think not. I present this book,
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my work, in part for the sake of my children, to whom it is dedicated—my
children, whom 1, with questionable entitlement, have shared in creating
for whose very existence 1 am thus responsible. The responsibility can be,
heavy. It may become the heaviest of burdens. My sharing in bringing my
children into existence was 2 throw of the dice, a step in my dance—like
many of mine, a pas de deux—but-one that allows them, o0, the chance w0
throw their dice and to dance their dances. For their sakes, in part, | attempt
to dimin?sh, if infinitesimally, the likelihood of disaster, cenai;\ly vot to
Increase it. | argue here for my version of Nietzsche’s teachings because, |
bel{eve, the odds for my children’s dice throws, and not for theirs alone w,ill
be improved if we develop, on our earth, a less dogmatic, less relativ,istic,

more Nietzschean world.
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(ET) by David Krell, Nietzsche, 4 vols., New York: Harper anZi Row, 1984((, IV:5
11, 50) and Holzwege (Frankfurt a, M.: Klostermann, 5¢h ed. 1972), p. 28f. -

Page 16, Deleuze’s nihilisms. Gilles Deleuze, Nietzsche a 1
16, . N nd Philosophy, trans. Hugh
Tomlinson (New York: Columbia University Press, 1983), p. 148? ’ ’

Pagﬁ;;& Rosen’s nihilisms. “Theory and Interpretation,” Hermeneutics as Politics
p- . ,

Page 16, paucity of treatments of Nietzsche’s use of “nihilism.” Qne might expect
Fareful teeatment sn Ofelia Schutte’s Beyond Nihilism, but Schutte does not proside
it. Schutte’s confidence that she knows what Nietzsche means by “nihilism” is stron

f:nou_gh co allow her to assert, as early as p. 2, “In Thus Spoke Zarathustra Nictzsx:h§
identified nibilism as an emptiness that devours increasing amaounts of life and yet
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fails to be satisfied with living.” This assertion is not indefensible, yet in Zarathustra,
the term “nihilism™ does not even appear.

Schutte’s confidence is far from unique; in theic introduction to Nietzsche’s New
Seas, Tracy Strong and Michael Allen Gillespic announce summarily, “For Nietzsche,
the meaning of nihilism is summed up in the diccum ‘God is dead’ ” (p. 5). Similarly,
although Robert Solomon criticizes others for using the term loosely, he himselt
makes no artempt to trace Nietzsche's uses of it (“A More Severe Morality: Nietz-
sche’s Affirmative Ethics,” in Yiemiahu Yovel, ed., Nietzsche as Affirmative Thinker,
Dordrecht: Martinus Nijhoft, 1986, pp. 69-89).

One commentator who has not ignored the complexity of Nietzsche’s references
1o nihilism is Richard Schache, who, in “Nietzsche and Nihilism” (in Nietzsche. A
Collection of Critical Essays, ed. Robert C. Solomon, Garden City, NY: Anchor
Books, 1973, pp. 58—72) assembles mast of the central passages from The Will 10
Power and the published works in ordes to respond, effecuvely, to Archur Danto’s
charge that Nietzsche himself is 2 nihilisc (see Schacht’s references to Danto’s Nietz-
sche as Philosopher on pp. 58-59).

Page 16, Nachlass notes distorted in WP. Most important among them:

2[131), much of which is omitted from WP; what is included in WP is divided
among 69, 391, 856, and 1054.

5[71), divided in WP among 4,5, 114, and §5.

7(8}, contained incompletely in 113 and 8.

9{35), contained, in jumbled fashion, in 23, 2, 22, and 13.

9[107), divided among 37, 35, and 26.

Page 16, levels of nihilism. For further details concerning the subsidiary distincrions,
see my “Nietzschean Nihilism: A Typology” (International Studies in Philosophy,
XIX/2 (1987]), esp. pp- 35-37, 43.

Nierzsche's “ficst™ nihilism, emphasized by Mark Warren, does not fit comfortably
into my any of my three levels. This “fiest nihilism” is held by those who view life
as too hard to be worth living. 1 treat this view in the following chapter, in my

discussion of the “wisdom of Silenus.” Warren, it seems fo me, OVerstates its impor- .

tance as a form of nihilism in three ways. First, he tcanslates erste, “fiest,” as
“original,” and then leans on the stronger sense of bis term: “original nihilism is
‘original’ in the sense that European nihilism could only have developed because of
its prior occurrence” (p. 18). Second, whereas Wacren presents this fiest nibilism as
a result of political oppression, Nietzsche often treas it as oncological rather than as
political: Silenus reveals his wisdam not to a slave, but rather to a king. Third,
Warren’s Nietzsche presents a single account of origins; this steikes me as a dogma-
tism Nierzsche strives to avoid (sce Chapter Four, below).

| appreciate Warren’s emphasts of N:5{71] / WP:114 as evidence of Nietzsche’s
recognition of the importance of technological development. Because science has
made life less “uncertain, contingent, senseless,” we do not now need a hypothesis
as powerful as God in order to overcome nihilism,

Page 16, the project of clacifying Nietzsche's “nihilism.” in his references to nihilism
in works he published or prepared for publicacion, Nietzsche himself is much more
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careful than in his notes: in the former works, “nihilism” is always pejorative, and
usually refers to what I call “religious nihilism.” 1t seems to me not overly far;ciful
co suspect that Nietzsche would have brought more order into the terminological
chaos had be ever prepared The Will to Power for publication. [n any case, 1 do not
i:(e)(r;:y attempe at ordering as in any way antithetical to the spirit of N;ctzschc’s

I have attempted to rake into consideration all passages in Nieszsche’s works and
no[eb‘ooks where he uses the term “nihilism” or variations thereof (I have not
examined the lettecs). | lacked the aid of a2 computerized index, so my list is probably

incomplete, but I deem it unlikely thac [ have missed any of Nietzsche’s extended
treatments,

Pa.gc 16, N:11(29] / WP:12. The importance of this section for comprehension of
Nietzschean nihilism is stressed by Heidegger (Nietzsche 1i, pp. 55—101, ET 1V, pp
24-67). In The Will to Poswer, itis given the title “Downfall of Cosmological Values,”
b.ut Nlctzschc‘s own title is “Critique of Nshilism.” {n an index made later Nietzscljle
lists it under the title “Causes of Nihilism! Concluding Summary!” (IZ[)ll).

Page 17, “rgligious nihilism.” My use of this is, | stress, an adaptation; Nietzsche
calls Buddhism a “nihilistic religion,” but in my framewock it may be be,ttcr classed
a fic\);m ofhradicalfnihilism; see N:9(35] / WP:23, quoted on p. 20, above.
ierzsche’s references to nihilistic religton and religions include TILIX:21;
EH,IV:2; N:VIL:34[204]; 2[100) / WP:905; 9[33] / WPg.-"z3; 11[373} / v%xéé
111371) / WP:153; 11[372]; 11[373] / WP:220; 14[10]; 14[13] / WP:152; 14(114);
14[135]/ WP:461, 14[137] / WP:401; 14(174]/ WP:703. On the differences becween

Christianity and Buddhism, as the primary “nihilissi igions,”
ooy and. primary “nihilistic religions,” see A:20 and

Page 20, conviction. See A:54, and N:11{48].

Pzge 20, pa§siv_e nihilism. The context in which Nietzsche mentions the nihilism of
a xaphorfx,_ x_nd:ffcrepce, {N:14[94] / WP:435) reveals that ic is another form of
passive nihilism; bucin 14[102)/ WP:45, Nietzsche suggests that there is in adiaphora

an ambiguity similar to the one he finds in radical nihilism: adi i
: adiaph
of weakness or of strength, phora may be s sign

Page 20, destruction and creation. To be sure, Nietzsche regularly teaches that

creation alwa){s involves destruction; but that is not to say that destruction necessarily
involves creation.

Pagc 21, “one cannot judge the whole.” Nietzsche presupposes that the purpose
unity, or cruth required by religious and radical nihilists would have to be outsidc,
our world of becoming, that is, that there could be no “whole” containing both th

source of value and the world endowed with value. ’ :
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Page 21, “coruplete” nihilism. For other Nietzschean uses of this term—some of
which are in conflict with my adaptation of the term—see N:10{42]/ WP:28,10[43]/
WP:21, 11(149], and 11[229].

Additional indications that Nietzsche seeks to move beyond nihilism are provided
by the several references, in WP plans ignored by Gast and Forster-Nietzsche, to “the
self-overcoming of nihilism™: N:9(1271, 9[164], 13[4]. In other plans, Nietzsche lists
“Nihilism and its counter-image [Gegenbild]: those who return (die Wiederkiinfti-
gen)” (14[169]) and “Nihilism and its opposite [Gegenstiick]: the disciples of the
‘return’ > (16[51)); these titles are, however, ambiguous, in that both Gegenbild and
Gegenstiick can signify either a likeness or an opposition.

Page 22, return to pre-nihilistic position. This similarity between the pre-nthilistic
and the post-nihilistic may underlie Heidegger’s introduction of “classical nihilism”
as synonymous with Nietzsche’s “complece nihilism” (Holzwege, p. 207). Nietzsche
suggests such a connection in, for example, N:16[32]/ WP:1041: “Isoughtin history
the beginnings of this construction of reverse ideals (the concepts ‘pagan,’ ‘classical,’
‘noble’ newly discovered and expounded).” But two additional points must be noted;
(1) it is crucial that the ancient concepts be “newly discovered and expounded”; to
adapt a Heideggerian phrase, the no-longer-nihilistic is not the same as the not-yer-
nihilistic. (2) The context suggests that Nietzsche’s seeking of the ancient ideals is a
reaction—perhaps an extreme overreaction (see 5{71] / WP:55)—to the Christian
negation of such ideals. If that is so, then the return to the ancient ideals remains on

the level of radical nihilism. See my comments on 9[35]/ WP:13, pp. 1618, above.

Page 24, “becoming as a whole.” [ use “whole” here in the sense of “totality,” leaving
aside the question whether the totality in question is a true whole, or merely an all.

Page 24, the need for justification. My argument suggests that as of 1872, when
Nietzsche publishes the ficst edition of The Birth of Tragedy, he remains a radical
nihilist: he insists there that “only as an aesthetic phenomenon is the world justified,”

but that presupposes thar the question of justification is a legitimate one. Looking

back at The Birth of Tragedy in Spring 1888, however, he writes: “Art counts here
as the sole superior counter-force against all will to the denial of life: as the anti-
Christian, anti-Buddhist, anti-nihilistic par excellence” (14(17]). 1 cansider The Birth
of Tragedy's ambiguities in the following chapter.

Notes to Chapter 3

Page 26, Socrates. Throughout this book, my concern wich Socrates is limited to
Nietzsche’s Socrates, just as the Platonism and Christianity 1 treat are those described
by Nietzsche. That T do not view the Socrates of Plato’s dialogues as subscribing to
Nierzsche’s “Socratic delusion,” that 1 do not consider Plato to be a “Platonist,” and
that [ am aware that many who have deemed themselves Christians reject central
tenets of Nietzsche’s “Christian-moral tradition,” are not sufficiently relevant to this
study to warranc development here. [ stress in addition that Nietzsche’s relation to
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Socrates is (ar more nuanced than The Bir f Ty \ pter
1 th o agedy and thus this cha
; 4 t M
suggests. For detalls, see Nehamas, Pp- 24-34, and the references therein,

Pape 27. dicoaciti ) o .
B lI7, disposition, Ggsmrzung. This is one of several terms Nietzsche uses as
generally synonymous with “perspective”; Oprik (“lenses™), introduced above, is
. PR ~ ?
another. I discuss Nietzsche’s perspectivism in Chapter Four.

Page 27, sustaining the tragic disposition. In Richard Wagner in Bayreuth, Nietzsche
insists that tbe most able guarantor of the tragic disposition is Richard W;gncr This
is fully consistent with The Birth of Tragedy, although not with the “Atten;pr at
a Se.lf-Crmcnsm." Given the cenrrality of my concern with Zarathustra I attend
patticularly to a revision from Ecce Homo stressed by Lampert (p. 344 nll 16): “In
alt the psychologically decisive places [in Richard Wagner in Bayreuth) th’e talk is.only
of me—one may, without any reservation, insert my name or the word ‘Zarachusica’
vyherever the text has the word ‘Wagner’ ” (EH,IV:4). Of course, this may tell us
lirtle about what Nietzsche intended as he wrote Richard Wagner,in Bayreuth; but

it does |ndlcafe that long after he had given up on Wagner, Nietzsche continued to
value the project he had once attributed to him.

Page A27‘, pessimism. Nietzsche lacer decides that “pessimism” is inappropriate as a
fiesgrapnon for the Greeks; see TI,X:4, quoted below, p. 162. As I have zlcead
indicated, Nietzsche rejects the pesstmism / optimism dichotomy (HH,1:28 uotez
above, p. 12, and the “pessimism” characteristic of radical nihilism. S

?agc 27, Indian pessimism. In terms introduced in the previous chapter: Buddhism
is the_most famous form of passive nihilism. 1 amn not competent to assess the accurac
of Nietzsche’s portrayal of Buddhism. 1 note, however, that despite The Birth oyf
Tragedy’s apparent denigration of Indian thought, Nietzsche is not among those
“who would praise Greek “philosophy” to the detriment of Indian “religion” or
mysticism.” In The Genealogy of Morals, for example, he identifies India and

England as “the antithetical poles of phil i
‘ philosophical endowmens” (GM,111:7): h
not intend thereby to praise the English. ( )ihe does

?;§229,3S;l;nia§1) “E/{isclijom. In Anarchy, State, and Utopia (New York: Basic Books
, P- » N8), Robert Nozick cites an “old Yiddish joke” Ni .
i, an “old Yiddish joke” Nierzsche would have

:Life is so terrible, it would be better never to have been born.”
Yes, but how many are so lucky? Not one in a thousand.”
Nl:tzls_chc defines jokes as epigrams on the deachs of feelings (HH,1:202). A¢ rimes
ne i ,
w Agc ings may obfrudhwhen‘ for example, one realizes that abortion statistics
provide a more precise answer to the question posed in Nozick’s joke’s.

Page 30, morality as defense against goodness. In The Genealogy of Morals, Nietzsche
develops this suggestion in detail, arguing that the “slave rebellion in m,oraliry” s
led by those who are unable to attain goodness qua excellence or nobility, and wh

therefore redefine goodness as meekness or humility, 4 e
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Page 33, Dionysus vs. the metaphysical. Indeed, immediately following the passage
quoted above, he repeats the message “in the language of that Dionysian monster
who bears the name of Zarathustra.”

Page 37, Dionysian individuation. My distinction between the Silenian and the
Dionysian provides a basis for rejecting the objections raised against Nietzsche’s
“Dionysian perspective” by Ofelia Schutte {Beyond Nihilism). Associating individu-
ality exclusively with the Apollinian (17-18), Schutte identifies “che principal Diony-
sian truth, insofar as it affects the individual,” as “tbe agony of individuation”;
“Drionysian redemption promises,” therefore, “ ‘the shattering of the individual and
his fusion wich primal being’ ” (p. 13; the Nietzsche passage is from BT:8). This
“truth,” dependent upon Schopenhauerian metaphysics, is whac [ have classed as
“Silenian.”

Even readers who remain skeptical with respect to my suggested distinction need
not accept Schutte’s contention that Nierzsche makes a lasting “decision not to give
importance to the individual as such,” a decision that “will be combined with the
notion that all decadent life needs to be destroyed to make room for strong life” (16~ .
17). I grant that Schutte finds passages to support these contentions; but § insist, and
will argue, chat a careful reading of Zarathustra undermines them.

Notes to Chapter 4

Page 39, Borges. Jorge Luis Borges, Labyrinths (New York: New Directions, 1964),
p. 65.

Page 39, Calvino’s Jion. ltalo Calvino, tZero (New York: Harcourt Brace Javano-
vich, 1976), p. 97.

Page 41, the danger of overlooking history. See Chapter Eight, below.

Page 42, the impossibilicy of returning to earlier historical configurations, See
TLIX:43, titled “Whispered in the Ears of the Conservatives.”

Page 47, belief in God not obligatory. To deny that a perspective is obligatory is not
to deny that it is possible, or that it is desirable. On the contrary, Nietzsche insists
that 1o perspective is obligatory; the question that results is, what kind of perspective
shall T attempe to develop? The religious perspective remains open to the perspectivist,
at least, | think, in principle. That Zarathustra doubts this openness, as of Zarathus-
tra’s Prologue, is suggested by his refusal to speak to the saint of the death of God.

Page 47, religio-moral perspective no longer binding. That Nietzsche does not here
assert that this perspective is false, but rather thatic is “no longer binding on us,” is
cousistent with, and indeed supports, the interpretation [ suggest for the births of
God. We are freed from the bondage of chis perspective, but alse deprived of its
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Page 48, selectivity as interpreration. My discussion of the impartance of selectivi
and of Nietzsche’s perspectivism, is deeply indebted to Alexander Nehamas’s Niezz
sc_be: Life as Literature; see especially his Chapter Two, “Untruth as a Condition of
Life.” Another sympathetic but critical treatment of Nietzsche's perspectivism is John
Wilcox, Truth and AVaIue in Nietzsche (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press
1974). For an examination of Nietzsche’s treatment of interpretation in his unpubj
lished notes, and a relating of that interpretarion to recent hermeneutics, see Johann

Figl, | . > . . X
119g,812).nterpremtxon als philosapbisches Prinzip (Berlin and New York: de Gruyrer,

Page 48, citing and weeding, This last question indicates the sense in which deeds
as \)t{ell as “facts,” are interpretations; to write a book rather than weed the arden’
entails tbe interpreration of che former act as somehow preferable eo the lattger To
appropriate a post-Nietzschean formulation: there is nothing outside the text. '

Page 49, Nietzschean exegesis. | do not presenc my exegesis of Nietzsche’s exegetical
cxamp}c as the result of the application of Nietzsche’s own exegetical art. Nietzsche’s
exegesis of 17 words from Zarathustra takes some 70 pages, say 15,000 words. If
this ratio were maintained, the exegesis of the exegesis would run so’me 30 milli.on
words, perhaps 14,000 pages. The length wonld be decreased, of course, if one could
1solate all the aphorisms contained in the Thied Essay, and interpret)them alone
Even t!len, the tradirional disclaimer, which 1 hereby invoke, would obrain: such an‘
exegesis would exceed the scope of the present study. ‘ .

« . . ‘ )
?agiSZ, ‘ dec.pened vision.” The German is Vertieften Blick; Kaufmann’s “penerra-
tion arl')ltranly strengthens the sexual overcones of che “explosion” Nietzsche refers
to lacer in the sentence.

_P:lge 53? “priestly” asceticism. Nietzsche’s location of the origin of priestly asceticism
in reaction need not be read as dogmatic or emptrical. It need nor be the case chat
all who have been called priests and have been ascetic have been ruled by che will to
revenge—any more than thac alt who have been deered philosophers have avoided
that fgrm of will. The pain, instead, is that asceticism can be rooted in reaction; in
referring to asceticism of this sort, Nietzsche uses the term “priescly.” ’

gagzelf, the morality of the lowest common denominator. The analogy is Nehamas’s

Pagle 55, women as yvork-slaves and prisoners, Readers appalled by various appar-
ently misogynistic Nierzschean references to women should note this one as well, See
also my note to page 142, on page 173, below.

Page 55, love of neighbor. For a more positive evaluation, see Chapter Eight, below.
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Notes to Chapter 5

Page 62, Calvino’s Diomira. Italo Calvino, Invisible Cities (San Diego: Harcourt
Brace Jovanovich, 1974), p. 7.

Page 64, Calvino’s misprinted book. Iralo Calvino, If On A Win.ter's Night A
Traveler, trans. William Weaver (New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanavich, 1981), pp.
25-27.

i i ( i t inat Giinter
Page 64, identity and cosmological repetition. For a detailed examination, se¢ G
Abgel, Nietzsche. Die Dynamik der Willen zur Macht und die ewige Wiederkehr
{Berlin and New York: de Gruyter, 1984), pp. 217-46.

Page 67, Schopenhauer on eternal return. Arthur Schopenhauer, D{'e Welt als Wille

und Vorstellung (2 vols., 8ch ed. Leipzig: F. A. Brockhaus, 1891), section 58. Schopen-

hauer’s view of life is shared by “good old Kant” (GM,I1:6): - )
The value of tife for us, if it is estimated by that which we enjoy, is easy 0 decide, It
sinks below zera; for who would be willing o enter upon life anew under che same
conditions? Who would do so even according to a new, self-chosen plan (yet u;
conformity with the course of nature), i€ it were merely directed to enjoyment?
{Critique of Judgment, #83n)

If the justification of divine goodness consists] in showing that in the destinies o
mc!n evi]sldo not outweigh the pleasant enjoyment of life, since everybody, no matier
how badly off he is, prefers life to death, . . . one can leave an answer to ¢his sophistcy
to the good sense of each man who has lived long enough‘and reflected on the valpe
of life; you have only to ask him whether he would be willing to play the game of hl(c
once more, not under the same conditions, but undec any FOﬂdI[lOnS of our earchly
world and not those of some fairyland. (Kant, “On the Failure of All Philosophical
Attempts at Theadicy,” X1:110)

Samuel Johnson’s judgment was significantly more negative. Boswell reports: He
used frequentcly to observe, that there was more to be endured than enjoyed, in the
general condision of human life. For his parg, he said, he never passed that wee.k in
his life which he would wish to repeat, were an angel to make the pAtoposal ta hlm.
James Boswell, The Life of Johnson, edited and abridged by Christopher Hibbert
(Middlesex: Penguin Books, 1979), p. 153; cf. p. 183. Be the offer from angel or
from demon, Johnson's choice is clear.

Page 70, che “true” world. 1 take this example from Stephen Ho_ulgate’siHegAe!,
Nietzsche, and the Criticism of Metaphysics (Cambridge: Cambridge University
1986), p. 80.
Pr;is,,‘& Smd)y opf Nietzsche (Cambridge: Cambridge Univer;iry_ Press, _19]9), pp- 1 60—
61, J. P. Stern characterizes this movement of reappropriation of initially rejected
terms as Nierzsche’s dialectic. [ diverge from Stern in arguing th_at many qf the
movements have more than the three moments of description, rejection, and reintet-
pretation. In Zarathustra, the overman is something like a reinterpreration of God—
“All gods are dead—we now will that the overman live” (Z,1:22.3; 102.13—14)—(‘—
but proves to be an insufficient one: “we [poets] set our motley puppets on the clouds
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and then call them gods and overmen. And are they not light enough for these
insubstantial seats?—all these gods and overmen” (Z,11:17; 164.31-34). Similarly,
the first reinterpretation of eternity, the literal, physicalist doctrine of the remurn,
must itself be surpassed. For these reasons, | deny that Zarathustra continues to be
the “prophet of the overman” throughout the book (Stern, p. 159), and that the
doctrine of return articulated in “Of the Vision and the Riddle” is “the high moment
of Nietzsche-Zarathusira’s vision” (Stern, p. 163).

Page 71, multivocity of “eternal return.” Assuming that there is textual evidence for
the equivocity of “eternal rerurn™ within the Nietzschean corpus, the question re-
mains whether that equivocity is intentional. This is a question that cannot, in
principle, be answered; it is, therefore, of no importance.

Notes to Chapter 6

Page 72, Garcia Mérquez. Gabriel Garcia Mdarquez, Love in the Time of Cholera,
trans. Edith Grossman (Middlesex: Penguin Baoks, 1988), p. 165.

Page 72, “soul,” for Nietzsche’s commentators. See, for example, the Historisches
Worterbuch der Philosophie, where Nietzsche is presented in the article on the body
(“Leib, Korper™) as teversing the rraditional body-soul celation (Vol. §, Col. 183),
but is not mentioned in the article on that relation itself {“Leib-Seele Verhilinis,”
Vol. 5, Cols. 185-206). Similarly, Thomas Altizer argues that “Zarathustra calls for
the resurrection of the body” (“Eternal Recurrence and che Kingdom of God,” in
David Allison, ed., The New Nietzsche, New York: Dell, 1977, p. 232).

Page 72, the variety of Zarathustra’s audiences. See Z,IV:1; 296.18~19. On the
fitting of speech to audience, see also HH,1:374.

Page 73, Zarathustra addresses his heart. See (pethaps among others): Z.P:1, 14.4—
$; Z,P:5, 18.25-26, 20.28; Z,P:7, 22.29-30; Z,P:9, 25.19=-20; Z,11:1, 105.12-13.

Page 73, “O my soul.” The failurce of commentators to note the importance of the
soul in “Of the Great Longing™ and the following sections is a chief cause of the
hetmeneutical interment of Zarathustra’s soul. To take one example: although we
are told at the end of the immediately preceding section, “The Convalescent,” that
Zarathustra converses silently with his soul, Gustav Naumann, author of the first
and most extensive German-language commentary on Zarathustra, reports that he
converses with “himsel(” (sich selbst) (Zarathustra-Commentar, 4 vols., Verlag H.
Haffel: Leipzig, 1899, lil: p. 173). Worse yet, Naumann presents the central question
in “Of the Great Longing” as “who is now to give thanks: is he to thank life, ot is
life to thank him?™ (H: p. 173, cf. p. 180), It is only in the following section, “The
Other Dancing Song,” that life enters the conversation; in “Of the Great Longing,”
the word “life” (Leben) does not even appear. The question there is whether it is
Zarathustra or his soul that owes thanks (Z,111:14; 281.1-3).
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In “The Philosopher at Sea,” Karsten Harries notes rhaF “Of the': Grcat Longmg”l
is “Zarathustra’s hyms to his soul,” but he takes the earlier description of the ljou
as “something in the body” as definitive, and does not take the.ﬁnal songs t? be those
of Zarathusera’s soul {p. 40). But these are not points on which Harries focuses.

Page 73, ateention to detail, One commentator ccrtaivnly not insensitive r{o details lT
Laurence Lampert, whose Nietzsche's Teaching—wh;ch appeared only after severa
versions of this chapter had been completed—is a major contrlbut|9n that llluniun‘ates
virtually every section in Zarathustra. For all but the most dedlcatsd of scholars,
however, I fear that Lampert provides too many _det;n\s; morerf the :tbl;)rev:atmfi
and “omitting” Nietzsche describes as required in interpretation would Al_ave :whe
Lampert’s study less valuable as a reference work, bur would have facilitated the
emergence of a more persuasive reading of the text as a wh‘ole. . [

Lampert, unlike most others, notes many of Zarathustra’s references to la(s sou
(although not, for example, those in the Prologue or in .Z,.ll:l), but hehma es no
attemnpt to interrelate them. He also inserts the soul wher§ ic is absent, although vers‘
rarely; for example (perhaps the only example), he describes the exchange reporte
in “The Stillest Hour” as a conversation between Zarathustra and his soul (p. 335,
n106, to p. 153); that secrion contains no mention of Zarathustra’s soul,

Page 76, the hinterworldly. The German is Himenf)e!tler. Kaufmann anr.l Ho]l.mgdzﬂe
use “afterworld,” but that would be more appropriate for Nachweh, which Nierzsc le
does noc use in Zarathustra. The adjective hinter is spatial rather than tempora(i
meaning “behind” rather chan “after.” Hinterwel! can mean tl:ne country, as opposg
to the city—compare the English “hinterlands"—(but that 1s not, I.suspe.ct, why
Nietzsche uses it. Instead, 1 take the term to point to th_e _connecnon_N_letzsc e
sees between Christianity and Platonism. Wherea§ the Chl"IStlé'in gmphasm is on an
afterlife, a life to follow life on earth, the Platonistic underpinning is a world perma-
nently present, somehow “behind” the world of appearance.

Page 76, the body’s will to create. This creative will is the will to power; to create

beyond onesell is to overcome oneself, and the will to self-overcoming is the will to
power; see Z, 11:12, esp. 147.34 and 148.16-18, discussed above, pp. 84-385.

Page 77, Zarachustra’s “brother.” The form of address “brother” should nokt I?e
taken to indicate that Zarathustra here addresses the person to whom he speaks in
“Of the Despisers of the Body”; Zarathustra generally addresses his companions as
“brothers.”

Page 79, the health of the pale criminal’s body. The pale c.riminai’s body is healt.hzl',
again, in that it wills to creace beyond itself; this is the will that.cann'ot b? denied.
If not allowed to express irself externally, as in the_ pale chmlhnaI,‘ it will do slo
intecnally. Nietzsche examines the mechanisms of such internalization in The Geneal-
ogy, particularly in the Second Essay.
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Page 79, body-soul harmony. The importance of agreement between soul and body
is reiterated in “Of Child and Marriage™: “You should build beyond yourself. But
first you must yourself be built, foursquare (rechtwinklig) in body and soul” (90.14—
15). In Human, All Too Human, Nietzsche identifies disharmony as essential o
the “moral” teachings he opposes: “Within morality, man treats himself not as
individuum, but as dividuum” HH,1:57); “In every asceric moraliry man worships
one part of himself as God and is thereby compelled to diabolize the other parts”
(HH,1:137).

Concerning the adjective “foursquare,” cited here and above {from 38.10): Coll
and Montinari cite Aristotle, Rbetorics L1114, 1411,b26-27: “to say that a good
man [ton agathon andral is ‘four-square’ (tetragonon] is certainly a metaphor; both
the good man and the square are pecfect [ampho gar teleia).” Cope and Sandys
(The Rhetoric of Aristotle, 3 vols., Cambridge: Cambridge Unijversity Press, 1877)
comment: “Tetragonos comes from Simonides—or rather from the Pythagoreans,
who by a square number or figure symbolized {or, as Aristotle tells us, Met. A,
actually identified ic with) completeness, and perfect equality in the shape of justice.
It was their type of pecfection.” Included among their references are particularly
interesting passages from the Nichomachean Ethics. Aristotle writes, “The happy
man, . . is ‘good in very truth’ and ‘four-square without reproach’ [tefragonos aneu
logou)” (1100,b21); ar 1100b33, he describes this man as megalopsychos, great-
souled (I1: p. 125-26).

Nietzsche’s relation to Aristotle is fascinating, and requires the thorough treatroent
that will be possible only following the publication of all the relevant Nietzschean
texts. Broadly speaking, I view Nierzsche's opposition to the Western philosophical
tradition as focused on the Placonistic stceam within that tradition; I ind much rhat
would place Nietzsche within the stream flowing from Aristotle through Hegel.

Page 80, importance of the soul. | rake my argument here to be sufficient to establish
that Zarathustra does not reduce the soul to the body. Additional evidence, if it is
needed, is provided by the description in “Of Old and New Tablets,” 19 (261.12~
24) of one kind of soul; that description is preseated in Ecce Homo as “the concept
of Dionysus himsel” (EH,JX:6).

Page 80, sensual pleasure. On the whole, Zarathusera shates The Genealogy's evalua-
tion of asceticism. He does give a more positive accounc of sensual pleasure (Wollust)
in “Of the Theee Evils” (Z,I11: 10.2; 237.4-23), but there too he indicates the baseness
of the life devoted merely to such pleasure; “I want to have fences around my
thoughts and also around my wards, so that swine and fanatics {Schwirmer) do not
break into my garden”® (237.21-23). Similarly, in “Of Chastity” he derogates men
of the cicy, who “know nothing better on earth than to lie with a woman. Slime is
at the ground of their souls” (Z,1:13; 69.6-9). As “Of Child and Marriage™ makes
clear, the baseness of the “men of the city” is revealed not by their “lying with
women,” buc racher by their knowing noching better.

Page 82, the writing rabble, Kundera provides commentary:

The proliferation of mass graphomania among politicians, cab drivers, women on the
delivery cable, mistresses, murderers, criminais, prostitutes, police chiefs, doctors, and
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patients proves to me that every individual without exception bears a potential writer
within himself and that all mankind has evecy right to rush outinto che streets with
* aary of “We are all writers!”

The teason is that everyone has crouble accepting che fact he will disappear unheard
of and unnoticed in an indifferent universe, and cveryone wants to make himself inte
a universe of words before it’s 100 late.

Once the writer in every individual comes o life {and that time is no far off), we
ate in for an age of universal deafness and lack of understanding. (Kundera, Laughter,
106)

On writing and immortality, see Chaptee Seven, above.

Page 83, love of the overman. 1 find only one reference to love of the overman: “what
would be my love for the overman and for all chac is to come if 1 advised and spoke
otherwise?” (Z,111:12.24; 264.23-25). In that this love is for “all that is to come,”
ic is not exclusive in the way that Zarachustra’s earlier affirmation of the overman
seems 1o be.

Page 83, the “murder” of Zarathustra’s youth. In “The Tomb Song,” Zarathustra
does not identify life itself as the murderer of his youthful dreams; instead, he speaks
of nameless “enemies.” But the following section, “Of Self-Overcaming,” reveals
that passage is a feature of life itself, not che result of acts of enmity.

Page 85, “everything deserves to exist.” Two passages from Twilight of the Idols are
sufficiently relevant to be quoted ac length:

it is only in the Dionysian mysteries, in the psychology of the Dionysian state, thac the
basic fact of the Hellenic instinct finds expression—its “will to life,” What was it thac
the Hellene guaranceed himself by means of these mysteries? Eternal life, the eternal
return of life; the furure promised and hallowed in the past; the triumphant Yes 1o
life beyond all death and change; true life as the over-all continuation of life through
pracreation, through the mysteries of sexualicy. For the Greeks the sexual symbol was
therefore the venerable symbal par excellence, the real profundity in the whole of
andient piety. Every single element in che act of procreation, of pregaancy, and of
birch aroused the highest and most solemn feelings. In the doctrine of the mystenes,
pain is pronounced hioly: the pangs of the woman giving birth hallow all pain; all
becoming and growing—all that guaraatees a future—involves pain, That there may
be the eternal joy of creating, that the will 1o life may ecernally affirm isself; the agony
of the woman gjiviag bircth must also be there eternally.
All this is meant by the word Dionysus. (T1,X:4)

The psychology of the orgiastic as an ovesflowing feeling of life and strength, where
even pain still has the effect of a stimulus, gave me the key to the concept of tragic
feeling, which had been misunderstood both by Aristotle and, quite especially, by our
madern pessimists. Tragedy is so far rom proving anything about the pessimism of
the Hellenes, in Schopenfauer’s sense, thac it may, on the contracy, be considered its
decisive repudiasion and counter-instance. Saying Yes to life even in its strangest and
hardest problems, the will to life rejoicing aver its own inexhaustibility even in the
very sacrifice of its highest types—hat is what [ called Dionysian, that is what 1
guessed to be the bridge to che psychology of the tragic poet. Not in order 1o be
I'becated from terror and pity, nof in order co purge oneself of 2 dangerous affect by
its vehement discharge—Aristocle understood it that way—bur in order to be oneself
the eternal joy of becoming, beyond all terror and pity—that joy which included even
joy in destroying.

... Herewith { again stand on the soil out of which my intention, my ability grows—
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E,_;}\;l.ass)t disciple of the philosopher Dionysus—I, the teacher of the eternal recurrence.
1mxpediately following this passage, Nietzsche quotes Zarathustra 11:12.29 in its
entirety, thereby concluding the book.

Page 85, Zarathustra’s minotaur. Whereas the size and strength of the Creran Mino-
taur allows him——like the blond beast of The Genealogy—-to conquer through deeds
the small, weak spirit of gravity, like the ascetic priest, can fight only with words‘
the leaden thoughts he drips info the cars of those who attempt to climb, Like the;
priest, the spiric of gravicy must be clever.

Page 87, the dwarf and the moment. Heidegger effectively stresses that placement
within the moment is what the dwarf cannor bear: Zararthustra ulimately questions
the dyvarf “from out of the moment. Such questioning, however, requires that the
questioner be placed within the ‘moment’ itself, i.e., within time and temporalicy”
(Nietzsche, Ptullingen: Neske, 1961, I: p. 297; ET 1I: p. 44). There can be decisive
moments only for the one “who does not remain a spectator, buc rather who himself
is the moment, who acts into the future, thereby not dropping the past but rather
caking it up and afficming it. . . . To see the moment means to stand within it. The

dwacf, however, remains outside, s b tde” (Ni
R , , squats by the wayside” (Nietzsche, 1: p. 311-312;
ET, Il: pp. 56-57). ( P H

Page 88, ctgmal wak_efulneSS. In that the thought is 10 “stay awake eternally,” it is
not something that is to be overcome; it cannot be the “aver-dragon” that the
overman would have to slay (Z,11:21; 185.19-20).

Page 8§, Rosenapfel. My thanks to Dan Kaufman for identifying the “rose-apple”
as a quince. Kaufman also reports having read that the quince has been taken to be
che fruit from Eden’s tree of knowledge.

Page 88, the animals respond to Zarathustra. Heidegger fails to note that the animals
respond to Zarachustra’s movement rather than themselves inttiasing the acaon

(Nietzfcbe [: p. 305; ET, 1§: p. 51); this detail serves to distance Zarathusica from
his animals.

Page 8?, Tome. The German term, like the cognate “tones,” is more closely related
to music than is Laute, sounds, buc [ take Nietzsche to use “words and tones” here
to emphasize that the words he describes are spoken rather than to distinguish
between words on the one hand and musical tones on the other. The animals have
after all, uttered only wards—they have not hummed or grunted—and, COnSiSfcntl):

in Zarathusira (at least until the end of Book 1i], and perhaps thereafter), “songs™
have words. ’

Plage 89, the other soul as hinterworld. This is yet another consequence of the fact
that _because there are 100 many facts, we must conscruct interpretations. Proust
provides commentary:
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It is one of the powers of jealousy to reveal to us the extent to which the realicy of
external facts and the sestimens of the soul are things unknown that tend thcmse\ﬁes
1o endless suppositions. We imagine that we know exactly what chings are and what
people think, for the simple reason that we do not care about them. Buc as soon as
we have a desire to know, as the jealous man has, then at once there is a vertiginous
kaleidoscope in which we can no longer distinguish anything. (Proust, Remembrance,
(:529; translation alteced)

Page 89, perspectives. The Soothsayer’s perspective, ]ikf: the Chrisﬁgn perspective, is
“false” only insofar as it purports to be the only possible perspective. Zarathustra
neither can nor need disprove that it is a perspective that can be taken; he need only
deny that it must be taken.

Page 90, the instant. The animals never speak of the moment [Augenblick], but only
of the instant (Nu] {273.3, 276.16). The terms can be synonymous, bu: th‘c sensory
content of Augenblick makes it the more suggestive: “in an Aggethck . mxg}\t often
be translated as “in the blink of an eye,” but the German Blick is a gln_'npsm”g, not
a closing. For this reason, some translatorts have chosen “moment of vision.

Page 91, Heidegger. Nietzsche, 1: p. 308; ET, ll: p. 34, Aldermap, a chan'}plqn of the
animals, quotes (with ellipses) the two first speeches of the animals, skipping over
7 arathustra’s reference to their jabbering and his remarks on language. He also er}ds
the second speech with “The middleis everywhere” (p. 101), omitting the conFIudmg
sentence, “The path of etemity is crooked”—the very sentence that, as He!degger
points out, connects the animals’ view to that of the dwarf. Alderman“then ignores
the form of address—“buffoons and barrel-organs”—reporting ooly, “Zarathustra
responds to this voice of his animals by telling them in surprise that they knew all
along what was required of him” (p. 101).

Page 91, lyres and hurdy-gurdies. The German musical terms Nictzsctte uses in “Th:
Convalescent” are suggestive in ways that English cannot reflect. T,hc hurdy-gurdy
song is, more literally, a “lyre song” {Leier-Lied); if Z?r?thustra $ refcr_enc«ls ‘tci the
“lyre song” is pejorative, we have reason fo be suspicious of th.c anlm§ ;2 ?a‘;cr
suggestion that all Zarathustra needs is a “new Iy're" [eine neue Lexe{*] (275.22, )

Consuleation of the entries for Leier, Drebleier, and Drehorgel in the thrtg
Deutsches Worterbuch (Berlin: Bertelsmann Lexikon-Verlag, 1968, 1977) yie_lds
much more that is of interest. Leier can mean “lyre,” butit is also short for Drejhlener,
“crank-lyre,” an instrument similar to the "barrel—migan,”'thc Drehorg.e!, itself i
kind of “lyre case” [Leierkasten]. The Drebleier ‘Ts a_strmgcd instrument with a cran
(requiring circular mation) that moves a pic_k (in ]lqcar motion) across the strings.
The association of Leier with the Drehleier is sufficiently strong to make E’he Leier
itself “an image [Sinnbild] of that which is constgnt.ly (stindig) repeated. chcas
the German idiom, es ist (immer) die alte Leser, “it is (always) the same old lyre,
means, “it is always the same; I’ve often heard that befose.” The eternal retury for
which the Leier provides an image and the Leier-Lie'd a song s the eternal re;urn
envisaged by the dwarf and the Soothsayer; thas dactrine is precisely what Zarathus-
tra seeks 10 overcome.

——
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Zarathustra does use Leier in a positive sense in “The Night-Wanderer’s Song”
(Z,IV:19.65 399.20), but because he is there speaking to the “higher men™ rather
thaq to himself, 1 do not take the later passage to outweigh the etymological evidence.
That evidence is furcher suppotted by the passage from Schopenhauer, quoced in
Chapter Five (page 67), in which the meaningless, dockwork repetition of human
life is described as a Leferstiick.

Page 92, Heidegger and the animals. Although Heidegger is made suspicious of the
animals’ first speech by their retention of the terminology of the dwarf, he fails to
note that in their second, they echo the radical nihilism of The Joyful Science’s demon.
The animals announce, in their version of Zarathustra’s death speech, “You teach
that chere is a great year of becoming, a monster of a great year: it must, like an
hourglass, tuen itself over again and again, so that it runs on and runs out from the
beginning” (Z,111:13.2; 276.6-9), Compare the demon: “The eternal hourglass of
existence ts turned over again and again—and you with it, dust grain of dustt”
(/S:341). The hourglass image is used in similarly nihilistic fashion by Schopenhauer
(World as-Will and Representation, 1: p. 58).

Page 92, the animals’ ignorance of the human. After his decision, at the beginning
of Part IH, to confront the thought of the return, Zarathustra takes a roundabout
route back to his mountain; he may be motivated by his apprehension of the confron-
tation, but in any case he re-encounters, as he returns, all that has most disgusted
him. We are told explicitly in “Of the Virtue That Makes Small” that Zacrathustra
wants to Jearn whether man has grown larger or smallec (Z,11}:5; 211.7-10), some-
thing about which his animals would not even wonder.

It is also relevant to note that in Part 1V, we learn thae the animals cannot cope
even wich the higher men {Z,IV:11; 346.21-347.2), who, despite their shortcomings,
are indeed higher than many encountered earlier by Zarathustra.

Page 93, Zarathustra’s lack of response to the animals. In his summary, Heidegger
omits the passage indicating precisely that Zarathustra did not hear what his animals
had said about his going-under; instead, he writes, “When Zarathustra heard these
words of his animals’ ‘he lay sall’ » (Nietzsche, 1: p. 315; ET, I}z p. 59).

Page 93, Zarachustra eludes his animals. Even this does not shake Atderman’s faith
in the animals; he comments, “After a brief, bantering exchange, Zarathuscra leaves
for greater solitude on the mountain top” (p. 116), later adding, “the fiest section [of
Part [V] shows the animals parodying Zarathustra by quoring him o himself (in cheir

pre-theocetical innocence, they have always known what Zarathustra so arduously
learns)” (p. 116).

Page 93, “pre-theoretical innocence.” Such innocence would be the innocence of Part
IV’s ass, who “says oaly yes and never no” (Z,IV:17.2; 389.13) (Nietzsche’s ass
brays “I-A,” a German “hee-haw” homophonic with an extended “ja,” “yes™). The
ass's kingdom is “beyond good and evil” because it is his innocence “not to know
what innocence is” (389.18-20). That the “higher men” are capable of resurrecting
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God in the ludicrous form of the ass suggests to Zarathustra that they ace still capable
of resurrecting themselves; but he does not acknowledge asininity as a desirable final
goal.

Page 93, the reliability of the animals. 1 am certainly noc the first to discount the
tesumony of Zarachustra’s animats. Paul Valadier, in “Dionysus Versus the Cruci-
fied” (in The New Nietzsche), also does so {p. 254), but is nor led to consider a
radical reinterpretarion of eternity (see p. 260, n26). Gilles Deleuze also rejects the
authority of the animals (Nietzsche and Philosophy, trans. Hugh Tomlinson, New
York: Columbia University Press, 1983, p. 72), but continues to interpret the etecnal
recurn as a cosmological doctrine; according to Deleuze, the animals err chiefly in
making the return comprehensive rather than selective (see pp. 48, 68-69, 86, 103).
Nehamas notes that Zarathustra never acknowledges the animals’ speech (Nietzsche,
p- 147), but does not discuss Zarathustra’s conversation with his soul.

Page 33, end of Part 1. ¥ take Zarathustra’s development to be complete by the end
of Part 1. Nietzsche did not originalty plan for a fourth part, and in the fourth
part he later wrote Zarathustra undergoes no unanticipated transformations (the
anticipated one is described in Z,1V:20; 406.24). Lampert provides a detailed discus-
sion, with which I am in substantial agreement, of the status of Part [V (pp. 287-91).
In Nietzsche’s Zarathustra (Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 1987), Kathleen
Higgins valiantly attempts to establish the importance of Part [V by relating it to The
Golden Ass, but 1 have not been persuaded by her treatment.

Page 94, twilight. As Thomas Burke has pointed out to me, my use of “twilight” for
both Zwielicht and Dammerung strengthens the case for my interpretation somewhat
artificially; [ have bridged a gap that should not, perhaps, be simply ignored. Dém-
merung, like “twilight,” refers to times of transition between night and day. Zwielicht
is more complicated: the zwie is from ziwei, “two,” and the licht cognate with “light.”
So, Zwielicht is a mixing of light from multiple soucces. This is not inappropriate as
a reference to times of twilight, if one thinks (for example) of candles being lit as the
sun rises or sets. But Nierzsche may have had something efse in mind; “for every
soul, every other soul is a hinterworld.”

Page 95, Kahn, Nachen. | rake the “bark”™ [Kahn] of Z,11:15 to be the “boat”
[Nachen] of Z,111:14.

Page 95, “Once More.” The title is provided in the penultimate section of Part [V,
where the song is sung to the “higher men” who have sought Zarathustra out oo his
mountain, and is accompanied by a commentary fot their benefic.

Page 95, life’s fathomabilicy. As we have seen, The Birth of Tragedy presents the
belief that existence is ergriindlich, that we can get to the bottom of things, as an
essential feature of the Socratic delusion.
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Pagg ?6, Iif«? as woman. Wich only one exception chat [ have found, Zarathustra
femlnlzgs “life,” using the feminine pronoun (sie, she) even though the noun, das
Leben, is neuter. The only section in which Zarathustra use the grammati,cally
expected pronoun e, it, is “Of Self-Overcoming.” | am intrigued by this detail, but
I'do not know what to make of ic. ’

Page 99, dice throws. Deleuze makes much of the “dice throw,” but insists, without
textual support, that there is but one throw of the dice (Nietzsche and Ph;losopby
pp. 257;7). 1 suggese, on the contrary, thac to live is continually to throw the dice?
In ad.dmon to the arguments provided below, consider Nietzsche’s admonition to
the higher men, which 1 deem clearly to refute Deleuze’s nterpreration:

Timid, ashamed, awkward, like a tiger whose leap has failed [missrieth): thus, you

higher men, have [ often seen you slink asid i i
soroth you shink aside, you higher men. A throw had failed

But, you dice-players, what does thar matter! You hav
s ! e not learned to play and to
m(})\ck as one must play and mock! Do we nat sit on a great table far play ans m);ckery?
you;glirf grl:a[ thfm'%sdhalve fell_'xled for you, does that make you—failures? And if you
_ es have failed, has humanity chereby failed II? And i i
failed: well chen! come on! (Z,IV:13.14; enzi};e) e nd i homanity has

Page 99, Dionysus as redeemer. Nietzsche’s Dionysus offers not the celease from life
on earth, but rather reconciliation with ir. Or, as redeemer Dionysus informs Ariadne
in the poem “Ariadne’s Complaint,” “I am your labyrinth™ (Dionysian Dithyrambs;
KS:‘& 6:401.25). This poem is quoted nearly in entirety by the Magician in Zaratbus:
tra’s Part [V (Z,1V:5), but Dionysus’s response to the complaint is not included.

Sage '99, growth an(.i pain. Similarly, at the beginning of the book Zarathustra is
escribed as descending from his mouncain in order to free himself of the wisdom of

which he is overfull (P:1, 11.16-21). On the pain involved i :
uored b oy pamn involved in growth, see T7,X:4,

'Page_ 102, the pale criminal’s view of his deed. Given the ease with which perspecriv-
ism is Foqfused with relativism, it may be worth stressing, again, that although the
_pale criminal’s identification of himself as “the doer of one dced:’ is “true for him”
in that he accepts it, in fact it is false. Its falsity is visible through the lenses of life.
If the pale criminal were to judge, “my doom is sealed, because this one deed will
send me to eternal perdition,” he might be right—who could prove him wrong? But
!1e might also be wrong. He would certainly be wrong if he were also to judge, “this
is the only way to view my deed, as one that damns me forever.” That jud)grnent

would be false. Recognition of its talsity would lead to the appropriate question
how am [ to attempt to view the deed? ,

Page 102, responsibility for forgerting. Nietzsche argues in The Genealogy's Second
Essay that we are responsible even for our forgetting: granted that it is nor in my
power to rcr_nerpber everything [ say, do, or suffer, it nevertheless is in my power, in
the great majority of cases, to remember whatever | deem sufficiencly important. I’\/Iy
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allowing myself to forget something is a consequence of my deeming it not worth
remembering,

M 1< -
Page 103, passing by. This principle is presented to the “fool” knpwn as “Zarathus
tra’s ape,” a caticature who castigates the masses in Zarathustrian terms but who
remains in the city because he can do no more than condemn.

Page 104, accurate anthropology. We all “return eternally,” in the sense i have
developed; not all of us, however, explicitly recognize that we do so, and not all of
us who recognize that we do so can will to do so.

Page 104, no one way. In terms Foucault has introduced, Niersche’s tr_ansmiuation
involves a reversion from the emphasis on codes of behavior—specific laws gnd
rules——characteristic of Christian morality to an emphasis on “f_orms of subjectiva-
tion” or “practices of the seif,” comparabie to that found in ciassllcal Greece (see The
Use of Pleasure, vol. 2 of The History of Sexuality, New York: Vintage Books, 1986,
p. 29).

Notes to Chapter 7

Page 105, Calvino’s same and different books. Italo Calvino, If on a Winter's Night
a Traveler, p. 197.

Page 107, Calvino on life’s architectural order. ltalo Calvino, Mr. Palomar (New
York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1985), p. 124.

Page 107, my treatments of Nehamas and Kundera. As should go without saying b};
this point—as should be clear from the length of the accounts to follow as wel
as from the general principles articulated above—my treatments of Nebhamas and
Kundera are exhaustive neicher as summaries nor as critiques; | view them as supple-
ments o the works they consider, cerrainly not as substitutes.

iIn the remainder of this book, | continue to cite Zarathusira, but | actend less
closely to specific contexts, particularly in terms of Zarathustra’s dcv::]opmcnt.
Instead, ! rely on the context provided by my account of' Zarath‘ustra s deepest
teachings. Passages from anywhere in the book that are consistent Wl(’h those tez_lch-
ings, and that expand or clarify them, I take to l?e aspects of ngtzsche s afﬁrmanqn;
passages contradictory to them T take as preliminary, or as audience-specific. Again,
t acknowledge that this is not the only way to proceed. The most thac [ or anyone
else can do, in explaining a manner of reading, is to provide my reasons for doing
what I do.

Page 108, dyadic oppositions. The description of .Nietzsd?e’s !Josition ir} terms of
avoidance of dyadic or binary oppositions points in the dlrcqlon 'of an lmglor(an(
investigation [ hope ta pursue elsewhere. A basic poststructuralist objection to “meta-
physical thinking,” and thus to what is often taken to be all of Western philosophy,
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is that this thinking relies on binary oppositions. Nietzsche is beyond such reliance
and, therefore, a “poststructuralist.” But $o too is Hegel (see my Absolute Knowl-
edge). The relation between Hegelian and Nietzschean thought requires much more
carelul tceatment than it has received to date, although Stephen Houlgate’s Hegel,
Nietzsche, and the Criticism of Metaphysics introduces a number of issues importan¢
within this relation. For a brief presentation of my reservations about Houlgate, see
my review in The Owl of Minerva Vol. 21 (Fall 1989), pp. 91-96; Houlgate has
responded in The Owl Vol. 21 (Spring 1990), pp. 227-30.

Page 112, Proust and eternal return. To clarify Nehamas’s use of Proust, I cite the
paragraph from which the quotation above is drawn:

The life of Proust’s narrator need not have been, and never was, Nietzsche’s own
specific ideal. But the framework supplied by this perfect novel which relates what,
despite and even through ics impetfections, becames and is seen ro be a perfect life,

and which keeps rurning endlessly back upon ieself, is the besc possible model for the
eternal recurrence. (168)

Page 113, music vs. literature. HH,1:626, “Withoue Melody,” describes a scrikingty
non-“litecary” way of living as worthy of emularion. See also 611.

Page 114, living in order to be paid.

You wane (o be paid as well, you who are virtuous! Do you wanc veward for virtue
and heaven for earth and eternicy for your today?

And dre you now angry with me because 1 teach that there is no reward-giver and
no paymaster? . . .

You love your virtue as the mocher her child; but when was it heard of a mother
wandng ro be paid for her fove? . . .

Ah, my friends! That your self be in the action, as the mother is in the child: lec that
be your maxim of vicruel (Z,1I:5; 120.11-15, 121.3—4, 123.9-11)

Page 116, literary lives. “Good” lives also often make for poor lizecature. Of course,
as Nehamas is aware, “literary” characters are not always evaluated in terms of the
extent to which their acts express “one will.” An alcernative some would take to be

Niewzschean (wrongly, as 1 am confident Nehamas would agree) is embraced by
Xavier, creation of Kundera's poet jaromil:

He was repelled by the pectiness that reduced life to mere existence and thac curned
men into half-men. He wanted to lay his life on a balance, the other side of which was
weighted with death. He wanted to make his every action, every day, yes, evecy hour
and minute worthy of being measured against the ultimate, which is death. That was
why he wanted to lead the file, to walk the cghtrope over the abyss, his head illumined
by a halo of bultets, to grow in everyone’s eyes until he has become as immense as
death ieself ... (Kundera, Life is Elsewhere, p. 82)

In Human, All Too Human, Nietzsche warns against another “literary” pitfall:

Man as bad poet.—Just as bad poets, in the second parts of their verses, seek thoughts
that will rhyme, human beings tend in che second halves of their lives, having become
more anxious [dngstlicher|, to seek the acts, positions, and relations that will fit wich
those of cheir earlier lives, so thac everything seems harmonious: buc their lives are no
longer culed by strong thoughts and determined anew again and again; in the place
of such thoughrs encers the intention of finding new rhymes. (HH,1:610)
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Page 119, melody and goal. Nehamas quotes this parable, p. 198; yet it supports the
“art without artifact” interpretation more than the “life as literature” alternative.

Page 120, suicide. My question concerns suicide in the nacrow sense, excluding both
(1) the sart of self-sacrifice involved in, for example, a soldier’s throwing himself on
a live hand grenade in order to save the lives of his companions, and (2) the choice
of “death with dignity” made by the sick or aged. On the latter, see HH,1:80, 88,
7.1:21, and TI,IX,36, “Morality for Physicians.”

Notes to Chapter 8

Page 125, what Kundera thought when he was young. Kant is a striking example of
one who thinks, as Kundera thought when be was young, that “the good of the
world” requires the precedence of angels over devils, and thus that reason and
purpose banish Nietzsche’s playful Lord Chance”:

{S)ince the philosopher cannot assume in che grear human drama that maakind has
a rational purpose (Zweck] of its own [i.e., one we pursue consciously], bis ouly point
of departure is to try co discover whether there is some natural purpose in this senseless
course of human affairs, from which it may be possible to produce a lstory of
creatures who proceed without a plan of their own bue in conformity with some
definite plan of nature’s. (Kant, “idea for a Universal History with Casmopolitan
Intenc,” Introduction)

In the teleological theory of nature, an organ that is not intended to be used [das nicht
gebraucht werden soll], an organization [Arordnung) that does nor achieve irs end, is
a2 coutradicgion. If we stray from that fundamental principle [Grundsatze], we no
{onger have a lawful but an aimlessly playing (endlos spielende) nature, and unconsol-
ing chance [trostlose Ungefihr] takes the place of reason’s guiding thread. (“Idea,”
Firsc Thesis)

(If we were to conclude that our natural capacities are not destined ta develop Mully,]
all practical principles would have to be given up laufheben], and nawre, whase
wisdom serves as a fundamental principle in judging all other arcangements, would
in the sole case of man have to be suspected of childish play. (“ldea,” Second Thesis)

Page 125, “Lord Chance.” An untranslatable pun: the phrase von ohngefibr means
“by chance,” and that is how Kaufmann renders it. But, as Hollingdale points out,
Nietzsche personifies chance as “the oldest nobility,” nominalizing obngefdhr by
means of capitalization. The von then becomes ambiguous: preceding a proper name,
it indicates naobility.

Page 125, Lampert's “good and just” and “free spirit.” In my earlier terms, Lampert’s
“good and just” are-passive nihilists, his “free spirits,” active nihilists.
N-(d fzim Y /Ii o f

Page 126, Nutzen. Anotiwr untranslatable pun: the “I” Nietzsche here describes
seeks its Nutzen in the Nutzen of the many. In both cases, Nufzen can mean “profit”
{Kaufmann) or “advantage” (Hollingdale). The “1” who finds its own profitin what
profics the many could appear to be “the otigin of the herd,” but this “1,” according
to Nietzsche, is sly ot devious rather than altruistic; it is in fact the beginning of the
end for the herd. The turning point from origin to decline is the second Nutzen,
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which can be read as a nominalization of the verb meaning “to use.” In my translation

~ . B B . B ?
[ e_mphasnze the second sense, which identifies the relationship as one of exploitation;
Nietzsche wants both senses, 1 think, but I see no way to put both into English save
through a footnote.

Page 127, foc.)thill. My thanks ta Campbell Connell for bringing the foothill reference
to my attention.

Page 128, Swcht. Nietzsche makes a similac play in the term gotssichtig, 2,1:3; 37.28.
Here as clsewl}ere, the source of my information on Geeman etymalogy is the Wahrig
Deutsches Wirterbuch; for English supptementation, 1 consult the Oxford English

Dtc_txonar}{. Throughout, my etymologies are intended to be accurate rather than
Heideggerian.

Page _128, premature answers. Nehamas writes, “Socrates believes that not enough
gucsno_ns h’avc been asked, while Nierzsche is afraid that too many answers have
een given” (p. i : i
> rhg en (p 26). Botb Nietzsche and Socrates, however, aim the most persistent
eir questions at beliefs that ace taken to be cruths, that is, that are no longer
recognized as provisional answers to questions; both, it seems to me, believe both

that not enough questions have been asked, and that too many answers have been
given.

Page 128, earthl){ heaven. Erdenbimmel; as | have noted, Himimel names sky as well
as hcaycp, but Nietzsche's Erdenhimmel—which, I judge, may well be his cainage—
is ceminisent of Himmel auf Erde, heaven on earth.

Page 130, PhD programs. This assumes furcher that there is an important connection

berwec:n philosophy or conteruplation and PhD programs—another dubious as-
sumprion.

Page 1;&1, feasons. Again, the question is not whether one can produce reasons that
are loglcally' compelling. Even if that could be done, they would be influendial only
on the relatively few who are compelled by logic.

Page 134, classical music. Concerning music, Kundera adds: “Bur even in the tower
where the wisdom of music teigns supreme we sometimes feel nostalgic for rhat
monotonous, heartless shriek of a beat which comes 1o us from outside and in which
alk men are brothers. Keeping exclusive company with Beethoven is dangerous in the
way all privileged positions are dangerous” (Laughter, p. 181).

Page 135, reasons for remembecing. A fourth ceason, fully consistent with the chree
I present as Nietzschean, is implicit in the following passage from Foucault:
| prefer the very specific transformations that have proved 1o be possible in the last
twenty years in a certain number of areas that concern our ways of being and thinking,
relations to authority, relations between the sexes, the way in which we perceive)
insanity or illness; 1 prefer even these pardal transformations thac have been made in
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the correlacion of historical analysis and the practical attitude, to the programs for a
new man that the worst political syscems have repeated throughout che twentiech
century. {Foucauly, “What s Enlightenment,” p. 47)
On memaory and forgetting, see also {talo Calvino, “Dinosaurs.” In Cosmicomics,
crans. William Weaver (New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1968), pp. 97-112).

Page 135, Rachmaninoff. See Kundera, The Art of the Novel (New York: Harper
and Row, 1988), p. 135.

Page 136, forms of oppression. Mark Warren argues convincingly that Nietzsche
recognizes only a narrow range of forms of oppression, missing, most importantly,
the ways power is exerted through matkets and bureaucracies; see Chapter Seven of
Nietzsche and Political Thought, esp. pp. 243—46.

Notes to Chapter 9

Page 137, Will Powers. Lynn Goldsmith and Sting, “Adventures in Success,” Adrena-
lynn Music (BM1) / Reggatta Music / lliegal Songs Inc. (BMI), Island Records, Inc.,
1983.

Page 138, Nierzsche and the Grand Macch. In arguing similarly, Lampert quotes
Richard Wagner in Bayreuth, following Nietzsche’s lacer suggestion that “Zarathus-
tra” or “Nietzsche” replace “Wagner” (see above, p. 155): “May sane reason preserve
us from the belief that mankind will at any future time attain to a final ideal order
of things, and that happiness will then shine down upon it with unwavering ray like
the sun of the tropics: with such a belief Nietzsche / Zarathusira has nothing 1o do,
he is no utopian” (WB:11; quoted Lampert, p. 218).

Page 140, Pope lnnocent. Colli and Montinari were unable to locate a source that
would have confirmed these as Innocent’s words; see KSA,14:379.

Page 141, viewing the world from behind. Nietzsche’s scatology is developed in his
description of the hinterworldly as the After-Weisen (Z,111:10.2; 239.31), literally
“the anally wise,” and their wisdom as After-Weisheit, anal wisdom (239.28). Kauf-
mann and Hollingdale, transtating in the days of s— — — render After-Weisheit “sham-
wisdom.” Kaufmann uses “sham-wise” fot After-Weisen, whereas Hollingdale omits
the paragraph in which this term occurs, inadvertendy, 1 assume.

Page 141, wisdom thar there is shit in the world. This conclusion holds even from
Zarathustra's final perspective, where value is no longer placed on disgust.

Page 141, skin diseases. Zarathustra’s identification of humanicy as one of the earth’s
skin diseases may seem life-denying, yet just as the revolutionary fire-dog has as its
counterpart another fire-dog, rather than an “over-fire-dog,” there may be another
humanity, which likewise is not a disease.
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nge 141, wrescler. The German words for “wrestler” and “wrestle” are Ringer,
ringen; another meaning in the pocket “ring,”

Page 142, the “feminine affects” dominant in the Semitic myth. “Feminine,” too, is
a pocket into which many meanings have been put. Many avowed fcmini;ts are,as
critical of traditional “femininity” as is Nietzsche.

As has recently been stressed by ochers, the status of woman within Nietzsche’s
work, and especially within Zarathustra, is complex and fascinarting. Traces of this
theme have recurred throughout my earlier chapters, from “suppose truth is a
woman,” theough women as forced to become “work-slaves and ptisonets,” to
Zarathustra’s favored women, life and wisdom (his “stillest hour™ is another). l’hope
ta develop this topic more fully elsewhere. Here, I note only—in addition to what }
have noted above—thar although Zarathustra’s followers scem to be exclusively
male, vhis deepest teachings are addressed, equally, to women. Two particularly
revealing passages are contained in successive subsections of “Of Old and New
Tablets.” In the Aest, Zarathustra announces, “Thus do 1 want man and woman: the
one able to wage war, the other able to bear children, but both able to dance with
head and with Jegs” (Z,111:12.23; 264.2-3). Women, like men, should dance with
head and with legs, with body and with soul. Men should be warriors, but Zarathustra
often insists that men must bear children as well (e-g., Z,11:2; 111.4-9). Might it not
be that women should also be warriors?

_In the subsection immediately following, Zarathusera considers the ethics of mar-
e1age and adulrery:

Your_ wed]ockl (Ebeschliessen); see to it that it not be a bad locking [Schliessen). If you
lock it too quickly, there follows wedlock-breaking [Ebebrechen).

Ben‘gr wedlock-breaking chan wedlock-picking [Ehe-bicgen), wedlock-tricking
[Ebe-lugen']. Thus said 2 woman to me: “Indeed 1 broke my marrtiage [Ebe], but only
afcer marriage had broken me.” (Z, 11:12.24; 264.8-13) '

.ln this passage, Nietzsche combines the prefix Ebe (marciage, matrimony, wedlock)
with four suffixes, each a verb in its own righe. The first two of the, resulting
compounds are ordinary-language terms, the third and fourth, Nietzschean coinages.
Ngtma]ly, no doubt, 2 German-speaker confronted with the tecm Ehebrechen would
think of adultery without thinking directly of the “breaking”—any more than speak-
ers of English, hearing the term “wedlock,” normally think directly of the “locking,”
or Germans, the Schiiessen in Ebeschliessen. But with the very first sentence, Nietzsche
_forces us to think of the locking, the schliessen, by using it both with and without
its prefix. Similarly, he forces the German reader explicitly to think the Bruch in
Ebebruch, by using it separately, ewice (“1 broke the marriage after it broke me”).

So: does Ebebruch, here, mean adultery? Or does it mean, more literally, breaking
or destlroying the marriage, getring out of it entirely (abandonment, divorce, etc.)?
To decide, we must note that it is opposed to, more literally, “marriage-warping”
{wedlock-picking) and “marriage-lying” (wedlock-tricking). Could not both of those
Fefer to adultery? Not necessarily, perhaps: if a good marriage “releases the woman
in woman” (along with, perhaps, the man in man), then a marriage thac entraps
enslaves, or otherwise “breaks” a woman would be a twisting or warping; it migh;

als_o,‘l suppose, be a lying, a deceprion. But adultery also mighe well qualify as
twisting or lying.
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At the very leagt, it should be noted that Zarathustra is criticizing certain kinds of
marnage, not the women who break those masriages. Also noteworthy is that
whereas “breaking,” destroying, is a characteristic of the warrior, and wraditionally
masculine, both lying and twisting are often, from androcentric perspectives, taken
1o be characteristically feminine. Lying and warping are also the options, 1 suspect,
most often open to women living in cultures where, to adapt Zarathustra’s formula-
tion, the men are not sufficiently masculine that they may allow the women to be
feminine. And just as being sufficiently masculine invoives the feminine trait of giving
bicth, albeit in a metaphorical sense, the passage we are now discussing suggests that
the “masculine” trait of breaking may be required of women who are to become
waomen, at least under certain conditions.

I stress again that more is to be said concerning Nietzsche and woman; recent
treatments inciude Maryann Bertram, “ ‘God's Second Blunder—Secpent, Woman,
and the Gestalt in Nietzsche’s Thoughe,” Southern Journal of Philosophy, Vol. 19
(1981), pp. 259-77; Jacques Derrida, Spurs, Nietzsche’s Styles {Chicago: University
of Chicago Press, 1979); Sarah Kofman, “Baubé: Theological Perversion and Fetish-
ism,” in Gillespie and Strong, eds., Nietzsche’s New Seas, pp. 175-202 and Michael
Platt, “Woman, Nietzsche, and Nature,” Maieutics, Vol. 2 (1981), pp. 27-42.

Page 143, Nietzsche’s move beyond myth. My contention is supporced by the fact
that, according to the indices both of Colli-Montinari and of Schlechrta, Joyful Science
is the last book in which Nietzsche even mentions Prometheus. Colli and Montinarj
identify a note from April-fune 1885 (N:VII:34[112]; see KSA 11:457-58) as
Nietzsche’s final reference to Prometheus.

Page 143, poets. Zarathustra, too, is a poet, as is Nietzsche {see Z,11:17). Poet
Kundera’s treatment of lyric poets in Life is Elsewhere casts light on Zarathustra’s
judgment.

Page 143, accusation and complaint. The joy that can accompany complaint and
accusation is another ferm of kitsch. Like laughter, tears are ambiguons. Like Kund-
era, Nietzsche warps us against certain kinds of tears. In “Of the Great Longing,”
Zarathustra asks his soul, “Is all weeping not a complaining? And all complaining
not an accusing?” (Z,i11:14; 280.3~8). Tears of complaint and of accusation against
life suggest a categorical disagreement with being: things are not as they should be,
God has noc done right by us. How sad it is that we die; how noble this makes
our continuing to live! Kundera writes: “Kitsch causes two tears to flow in quick
succession, The first tear says: How nice to see children running on the grass!” How
sad it is that we all shall die! “The second tear says: How nice te be moved, together
with all mankind, by children sunning on the grass?” Or by mortality, or by human
endurance in the face of mortality! “It is the second tear that makes kitsch kitsch”
{Lightness, p. 251).

What makes Nietzsche's romantic poets’ tears of complaint and accusation kitsch
is the joy that accompanies them. But Nietzsche recognizes, within Zarathustra, that
not all first tears are fallowed by second ones, and that nor all weeping is a complain-

-f:”Ms
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Ing or an accusing. The saint who lives in the foochills of Zarathustra’s mountain
weeps, but in praise and in joy, perhaps in appreciation—but not in setf-congrartula-
tion (Z,P:Z; 13.29-31). In the section following “Of the Grear Longing,” “The Other
Dancing Song,” Zarathustra and life weep together (285.15-16), and there is nothing
to suggest thar kitsch-tears are involved. At the end of the book, when Zarathustra
receives the sign indicating co him that his “children are near,” he weeps again
(Z,1V:20; 406.32-407.2), in joy and in relief.

_ On Zarathustra’s earth, it remaios possible to weep over the past without complain-
ing and.without accusing. That we age and die is sad, perhaps, but it is no basis for
complaint er accusation: with whom would the complaint be lodged? Against whom
would ic accusation be made? Certainly, there may be bases for complaint or
accusation in how some of us die, or in how some of us are forced to live; these are
also bases for “saying no as the storm says no,” for resistance botch in wc;rd and in
deed. Bu_t these would be complaints, accusations, and resistances against oppression
or exploitation, or againse stupidity; they would not be against life or being.

Page 144, Hif thodos, bic saltus. On Rhades and roses, jumping and dancing, see
the Incroduction to Hegel’s Philosophy of Right.

Page 143, wishing. 1 use “wish” for the cognate wiinschen; Kaufmann uses “desire,”
wl'nch is, [ believe, deeply misleading. Nierzsche regularly insists chat desice is som;-
thmg lfhat buran beings can never avoid; the priestly ascetic ideal is the result of the
exp}ncn attempt to avoid desiring, but Nietzsche unmasks it as itself anocher form of
dcsqe. Wishing is something else; it here suggests, in German as in English, a longing
for life under conditions altogether different from the ones we know. ‘

Page 146, unmasking kicsch. In a more fashionable idiom, “unmasking forms of

kiesch, parncula_rly toralitarian kitsch, mighe be described as deconstructing, particu-
larly deconstructing totalizing discourses
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priestly, 53, 55, 90, 157, 175; in
Zarathustra, 161-62

Ascetic ideals (section), 49-55

Ass. See Afficmation, asinine

Audience, Nietzsche’s ideal, 12-13, 151

Audiences, Zarathusera's, 72-73, 159, 160

Augenblick (cerminological note), 164. See
Moment

Bach, Johann Sebastian, 125, 134

Barrel-organs, 16465

Bartok, Béla, 133

Beast, blond. See Blond beast

Beaury: and Goodness (section), 115-21;
and kitsch, 139

Beethaven, Ludwig van, 113, 134135, 172

Being: Agreements wich (section), 141-44;
cacegorical agreement with, 139

Bertram, Macyann, 174

Birth pain, as hallowing, 49, 162-63

Blond beast, 42, 46, 54, 57, 132, 137

Body: and soul, 72-73, 75-80, 109, 159,
161; and will, 160

Borges, Jorge Luis, 39, 156

Boswell, James, (58

Bridges, words as, 43, 89-90, 98, 104

Broch, Hermann, 8-9

Buddhism, 10, 153, 155

Burden, heaviess, 65, 66—67

Burke, Thomas, 166

Calvino, lealo: Cosmicomics, 172; Diomira,
61, 158; If on a Winter’s Night a
Traveler, 63—64, 105, 158, 168; Invisible
Cities, 61, 158; on life’s architecrure,
107, 168; on “lion,” 39, 156; on
memory and forgetting, 172; misprinted
baok, 63-64, 158; Mr. Palomar, 107,



182

168; on new books, 105, 168; tZero, 39,
156

Camus, Albert, 24

Capital punishment, 120

Caregorical agreement with being, 139

Categories, radional, 17-18

Challenge, eremal return as, 68—69

Chance, Lord, 125, 141, (44, 170

Chastity, woman and, 161

Child and Work (section), 14447

Christianicy, 5, 20, 22, 23, 33, 160

Christian-moral tradition: 12, 39, 70, 75,
78, 89, 93-94, 98, 100, 140, 153, 154;
as salutary, 42

Christians, Nietzsche'’s, 15455

Circle Dances (section), 122-26

Circle dancing, 94, 99, 114, 122-23

Classical nihilism. See Nihilism, classical

Companions, Zarathustra’s, 81

Complain, tears of, 174-75

Completng Nihilism (section), 23—25

Complete nihilism. See Nihilism, complete

Connell, Campbell, 171

Consolation: metaphysical, 32-33, 35, 38;
Silenian {section), 32—35

Conviction, as problematic, 18, 153

Cosmic repetition, eternal return as, 31, 66,
69-70, 86-87, 90-93

Couch poratoes, 109, 115, 118, 119, 121.
See Rabble

Counterideal, Zarathustra as, 59

Counterideals {(section), 55-59

Creation: destruction and, 153; myths,
142-44; and pain, 164

Criminal, pale. See Pale criminal

Culture, Tragic (section), 37-38

Dances, Ciccle (secdion), 122-26

Dancing: circle, 94, 99, 114, 122-23; living
as, 111-1i$ (section), 145; speaking as,
89; thinking as, 10; with head and legs,
173

Dangers 1o History (section), 132-34

Danto, Arthur, 150-52

Davidson, Donald, 9

Death: of God, 46—47, 56; of morality, 56;
of music, 134

Death speech, “Zarathuscra’s,” 91-92

Decency, and morality, 58

Deconsiruction, 31, 175

Deleuze, Gilles, 16, 151, 166-67

INDEX

Demons: Kundera on, 125; laughter of,
12324, 134

Derrida, Jacques, 150, 174

Despotism, Nietzsche's opposition to, 132—
36

Desrruction and creaction, 153

Dice, 99, 102, 130, 147, 167

Dionysian: afirmation, §9, 35-37 (section);
art, 35-36; individuation, 36-37, 156;
monster, 156; mysteries, 162; perspective,
11

Dionysus: 13, 19, 28, 31, 33-34, 38, 39,
95, 99; as philosopher, 163; as redeemer,
167

Diseases, earth’s skin, 141, 173

Disgust (Ekel): Christian-moral, 140;
philosopher’s, 145—46; Zarathustra’s,
81-2, 85, 88, 91, 104, 141, 165, 173

Diversity, value of, 53-54, 57-58, 118-19,
131-32

Divine voyeurism, 34-35, 36-37, 45

Divorce, 173-74

Dostoevsky, Feodor: The Brothers
Karamazov, 24; Crime and Punishment,
74

Dummect, Michael, 9

Dwarf. See Spirit of Graviry

Dwartves, Buffoons, and Barrel-Organs
(section), 85~-93

Dyadic oppositions, 108, 169

Dynamite, Nietzsche as, §

Earth: skin diseases of, 141, 173; and
world, 127, 147

Ebheschliessen (terminologjcal note), 173-74

Eidetics, Nietzsche’s abjections to, 41, 43—
45 -

Ekel. See Disgust

Elgrably, Jordan, 8-9, 139, 149

Ellington, Duke, 133, 134-35§

English philosophy, 51, 155

Enatlement to procreare, 139, 145

Erdenhimmel (rerminological note), 171

Ecernal return: as challenge, 68-69; as
cosmic repetition, 31, 66, 69-70, 86—87,
90-93; as cternally evident, 163;
Kundera on, 64—66; multivocity of, 159;
as myth, 65—66; for Nehamas, 107—-111;
as perspective, 66—-67; and principle of
identity of indiscecnibles, 158;
Schopenhauer on, 1595 as self-creation,

INDEX

100-04, 168; spirit of gravity on, 91-92;
as transformative, 67, 109-10, 120: as
Zarachustra’s most abysmal thoughs, 88

Euthanasia, 170

“Everything is permitted,” 24-25, 56, 65~
66, 115, 12021, 125-26, 134

Exegesis, Nierzschean, 49, 157

Existence, wound of, 30

Forscer-Nietzsche, Elizabeth, 151, 154

Facrs and interpretations, 11, 13, 47—49
(sectian), 77-79, 89-90, 157, 16763

Faiths, European, 139

Failen nobles, 80

Fascists, 6, 138

Fathomability, problem of life’s, 30, 38,
95-96, 167

Faust, 33

Feeling, (ragic, 162

Feuerbach, Ludwig, 50

Figl, Johannes, 157

Fink, Eugen, 46

Fire-dogs, 89, 141, 173

Fish hooks, 8, 150

Flaubert, Gustav, Madasme Bovary, 8, 139

Fally: 48, 83, speaking as, 89-90; relation
to wisdom and reason, 125, 127

Fools, 25, 116, 117

Forgetting: president of, 133-34; memory
and, 132; responsibilicy for, 168

Foucaule, Michel, 43, 150, 158, 172

Foursquare {terminological noce), 161

Free spirits, 56~57, 139, 171

Freud, Sigmund, 52

Future, privileging of, 30

Garcia Mdrquez, Gabciel, 72, 159

Garden: weeding, as intecpretation, 48,
156; world as, 89, 91

Gast, Pecer, 151, 154

Genealogy, Self-Knowledge, Hermeneutics
and (section), 3943

Genesis, 139

Genocide, 37

Gillespie, Michael Allen, 150, 151, 152

God: belief in, as optianal, 46—47, 103,
156-57; Birth of (section) 45-47; births
of, 157; Christian, 4546, 56; as dead,
43,57, 66, 81, 84, 94-95, 115, 135,
152, 157; dead, and morality, 118; death
of, 46~47; and gods, 132; as unnecessary
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hypothesis, 125 your humble author as,
68

Gods: and god, 132; Greek, 31-32;
Olympian, 31-32

Goethe, Johann Wolfgang von, 50

Goldsmith, Lynn, 172

Goodness, Beaucy and (section), 115-21

“Gaad for all, evil for all,” 114, 118-19,
129

Goodness, and morality, 155-56

Gotr, Karel, 134

Grand March, 138

Graphomania, 162

Greece, 37, 143

Greek: art, 27; gods, 31-32; mysteries,
162; pessimism, 27-28, 155; tragedy, 27;
tragic disposition, 142-43; will to life,
162

Growth, and pain, 167

Hafiz, 50

Harries, Karsten, 151, 166

Head and legs, dancing wich, 173

Heaviest burden, 65, 66-67

Hegel, Georg Wilhelm Friedrich, 12, 23,
161, 169, 175

Hegelianism, 33

Heidegger, Martin, 13, 16, 91, 92, 151,
153, 154, 163, 164, 165

Hermeneutics: Nietzsche’s, 39-55; Self-
Knowledge, Genealogy and (section), 39—
43

Hic Rbodos, hic saltus, 144,175

Higgins, Kathleen, 166

High Hopes, Wild Dogs and (section), 75—
80

Highest Hope, Zarathustra’s (section), 80—
85

Hinterweltler (rerminological note), 160

Hinterworldly: 76, 160; view world from
behind, 141

Hinterworld, other soul as, 164

History: Dangers to (section), 132-36;
importance of, 156, 172; makes concepts
indefinable, 44; and Zarathustra, 42-43;
Zarachustra’s early disgust with, 81-82;

Hitler, Adolf, 65, 89, 121, 130

Hollingdale, R, J., 151

Holocaust, 6

Homeric man, 32

Horton, Willie, 45
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Houlgate, Stephen, 158, 169

Hourglass, 67, 165

Human: last, 22, 81, 118; nobility, 27;
temporality, 79, 82-85, 87, 100-104,
109-119

Hurdy-gurdy songs, 67, 91, 164-65

Husak, Gustav, 134

[deal: audience, Nietzsche’s, 12-13, 151;
noble, 54-55

[deals, Ascetic (section), 49-55

Identicy of indiscernibles, 158

Idiot of music, 134

Ignorance, Sacratic, 30

IlIness of modernity, 10-11, 18, 27, 37,
118, 150

Iusion, redemption through, 34

Immoralism, Nietzsche’s, 25, 117-19

Imprisonment, 120

India, 27-28, 37, 51,

Indian pessimism, 155

Individuation, Dionysian, 36-37, 156

Inhuman: the, 57, 58, 120, 132; vs. super-
human, 55, 58, 127, 146

Innocent, Pope, 140, 172

[nnocence, Zarathustra’s animals’, 166

Instant (Nu), 164

Instinct, vs. knowledge, 30

Intellectualism, and sexuality, 52

Interpretation: Risk of (section), 12-14;
sinfulness as, 47; weeding as, 48. See
Facts and intecprerations

Into the Labyrinth (section), 72-75

Jehovan myth, 142-43

Jesus, 56, 65,

Jews, 143

Johnson, Samuel, 158

Jordan, Michael, 130
Justificadon, 33, 14546, 154

Kane, Immanuel, 11, 56, 103, 145, 158,
170

Karamazov, [van, 24

Karenina, Anna, 111-13

Kaufman, Dan, 163

Kaufmann, Walter, 5, 150, 151, 157

Kitsch: 137—47; and beaury, 139; Kundera
on, 139-40, 174-75; unmasking, 175

Knowledge: as panacea, 30; vs. instinct, 30

Kofman, Sarah, 174

INDEX

Krell, David, 151

Kundera, Milan: on angels and demons,
125, 170; on Anna Karenina, 111=13; on
circle dances, 122-23, 125; on eternal
return, 64-66; on the Grand March, 138;
on graphomania, 162; history of music,
133-34; on latsch, 139-40; knowledge
of the novel, 8-9; on laughter, 123-24;
on life as music, 114; on the life of the
lyric poct, 169, 174; on memory and
forgetting, 132; and Nietzsche, 107; my
treatment of, 168; two rtears of kitsch,
174-75

Labor pain, as hallowing, 49, 162-63

Labyrinch: Into the {section), 72-75;
Nietzsche’s, 14, 1465 A Path Within
{section) 9-12

Lampert, Laurence, 125, 126, 149-30, 153,
160, 166, 171, 172

Laughter: and affirmation, 33; angelic and
diabolical, 123, 134; as holy, 7; idiotic,
124, 134; Nietzschean, 134; shepherd’s,
38

Leibniz, Gottfried Wilhelm von, 64

Lenses: of art, 26, 38, 119; of life, 26, 38,
40-43, 119-20, 127, 130, 167-68

Lies, noble, 117

Life: accusing, 143—44; as aesthetic
phenomenon, 33-35; architecture of,
107; Calvino on, 107; compaosed like
music, 112-13; examination of, 39-40,
146; fathomabilicy of, 30, 38, 95-96, .
167 lenses or perspective of, 26, 38, 40—
43, 119-20, 127, 130, 167—68; as
Literature (section), 107-11;
Schopenhauer on, 28, 36, 67, 145, 158,
165; value of, 119-21, 144-47; wisests’
evaluation of, 67; as work of art, 34, §7,
107-21, 170; Zarathustra’s love of, 83,
95-97

Life, as wotnan, 173

“Lion,” Calvino on, 39, 156

Literary lives, evaluating, 169-70

Literature: Life as (section), 107—11; and
music, 169

Lives, evaluacting licerary, 169-70

Living: as dancing 11115 (section), 147; in
order to be paid, 114, 169

Locke, John, 39

INDEX

Logic: Nietzsches, 12, 23, 4S; and nihilism,
19-21; athilist’s, 39; power of, 171

Lord Chance, 125, 141, 144, 170

Love: of neighbor, 55, 129-31, 158; of self,
129~131; Zarathustra’s, 82-83, 9§—100

Luther, Martin, 52

Lyres, 164-65

Lyric poet, life of, 174

Magic, of circle dancing, 122-23

Mahler, Gustav, 133

Man: as bad poet, 170; Homeric, 32;
“ideal,” 145-46; last, 22, 81, 118;
theoretical, 29-30

Manson, Charles, 121, 126, 136

March, Grand, 138

Marriage, 173—74

Maceyr, vision of, 31

Marx, Karl, 103

Master race, 137

Mediocrity, 55§

Memory and forgerting, 132

Metaphysical consolation, 32-33, 35, 38

Metaphysics, Schopenhauer’s, 26, 34, 35,
156

Minotaur, spirit of gravity as, 85, 114, 129,
163

Moderation, 12

Modernity, lllness of. See lliness of
Modernicy

Moment (Augenblick), 86-87, 100, 163,
164

Monsters, sleeping, 96

Morality: absoluce, 146; like alchemy, 25,
117; act and, 29~30, 37-39; ascetic, 161;
Christian, 5, 118, 135; death of God and,
1135 and decency, 58; as defense, 29-30,
155~56; and goodness, 155~56; noble,
42, 53-55, 128, 13$; science and, 29-30,
37-39; slave, 42, 53-55, 125, 135, 155~
56,157,130, 143

Mortality, 32, 145; necessicy of affirming,
35

Mother Theresa, 130

Miiller-Lauter, Wolfgang, 13, 15051

Multivocity of eternal retuen, 159

Music: Kundera’s history of, 133—34, 171
72; idioc of, 134; Jife composed like, 112,
113, 119, 125; and literature, 169; and
Schopenhauer, 51

Musicians, Nietzsche’s inspiradon of, 3
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Mysteries: Dionysian, 162; Eleusinian, 34;
Greek, 162

Myth: eternal return as, 65-66; jehovan,
142—43; Promechean, 142-43; question
of need for, 37-38, 14344, 174; tragic,
28,32

Napolean, 5455

Naumann, Guscav, 159-60

Nausea. See Disgust

Nazis, 6

Negation, indeterminate, 76

Negarivity, the most absolutely guaranteed
undeniable, 64, 67

Nehamas, Alexander, 10721, 157, 166,
168, 169, 171

Neighbor, love of, 55, 129-31, 158

Nihilism: active, 19-20, 153; classifying
Nietzsche's, 153; classical, 154; complete
11, 14, 21, 39, 124, 154; Completing
(section), 23-25; firs, 153; genuine, 19;
history of term, £51; in WP, 151; levels
of, 152-53; passive, 19-20, 153;
philosopher’s, 145; radical, 14, 17-18,
19, 28, 80, 124, 128, 134, 153, 155,
165, 171; religious, 11, 14, 17, 76, 134,
153, 171; Transformacions of (section),
16~23; varieties of, 15—17; and che
whole, 153

Nobility: human, 27; Greek, 54

Noble: ideal, problem of, 54-55; lies, 117

Nobles, fallen, 80

Nozick, Robert, 155

N (terminological note), 164

Nurzen (terminological note), 17t

Objectivism, 11

Objectivity, perspectival, 38, 39, 47-38,
57-58, 135

Olympian gods, 31-32

One, primordial, 34-35, 36

Oppositions, dyadic, 108, 169

Optimism: as discredited concept, 12, 155;
Sacratic or theoretical, 30; as weakness,
32. Se¢ Pegsimism

Orgiastic, psycholagy of, 162

Overman, 11, 46, 55, 76, 81-83, 104, 126,
137-38, 146, 159, 162, 173

Pain: and creation, 162; and growth, 167;
hallowed by birch, 49, 162-63; as
incerpeeracion, 49
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Pale criminal, 77-79, 102, 120, 161, 167
Palestrina, Giovanni, 134
Passing by, as Nietzschean principle, 103,
120-21, 168
Past: interpreting, 102; Socratic rejection of,
30; Zarashustra’s, 83, 162
Pecmicted, everything is. See “Everyching is
permitted”
Perspectival objecuvity, 38, 39, 4738, 57-
58,135
Perspective: Apollinian, 11; Dioaysian, 11;
eternal return as, 66-67; of life, 26, 38,
40—43, 119-20, 127, 130, 167-68;
religio-moral, 156-57; Silenian, 11;
Sacratic, 11
Perspectivism, 11, 47, 48, 68-69, 90, 119,
130, 134-35, 14647, 155, 156-57, 164,
167
Pessimism: as discredited concept, 12;
Indian, 155; as nihilistic, 19; practical,
37; and tragedy, 27-28, 29, 143
PhD programs, and philosophy, 130
Philosophical asceticism, S1-53
Philosophy: as discipline, 4; English, 51,
155; experimensal, 31, 129, 142;
historical need for disguise of, 52-53;
Indizaq, 51, 155; and PhD pragrams, 130,
1715 and poetry, 3-9 (seccion), 149, 159,
174; and system, 6-7; as woman, 4
Pippin, Robert, 150
Plato, 52, 330, 131; and Nietzsche's
“Placonism,” 154-55
Platonism, 13, 56, 71, 116-17, 154-55,
160
Plact, Michael, 174
Pockets, words as, 41, 45, 70-71, 104, 123,
173
Poetry: and accusadon of life, 143; and
philosophy, 7-9
Pol Pot, 130
Politics, Nietzsche’s, 11-12, 118, 126-28,
132-37
Positvism, 11, 40, 48
Poststructuralism, 169
Powers, Will, 137, 172
Power, will to. See Will 1o power
Premacure answers, 128, 171
Presidenc of forgesting, 134
Priestly asceticism, 53, 55, 90, 157, 175
Primordial one, 34-35, 36
Prisoner, woman as, 55

INDEX

Procreation, entitlement for, 139, 145

Pramechean nyth, 142-43

Prometheus, 32, 142-43, 174

Proust, Marcel, 9, 112-13, 116-17, 118,
149, 164, 169

Punishment (section), 43—-45; 120-21

Rabble, 81-82, 85, 92, 101, 103-04, 132—
34, 146, 162. See Couch potatoes

Race, master, 137

Rachmaninoff, Sergei, 135, 172

Racism, 136, 138

Radical nihilism. See Nihilism, radical

Raskolnikov, 74

Rational categories, 17

Readers, Nierzsche's ideal, 12-13, 151

Reading: and learning, xv; metaphysical
and postmetaphysical, 13—12, 150

Reason and folly, 125, 127

Redeemer, Dionysus as, 163

Redempdion through illusion, 34

Retativism, 9, 147, 167

Religions nihilism. See Nihilism, religious

Religio-moral perspective, 15657

Ressentiment 53, 91

Resurrection: as Self-Creation (section),
100-04; of Zacathusta’s Soul (section),
93-99

Resurrections, tombs and, 72, 83-85, 101

Return, ring of, 98

Revenge, spirit of, 84

Rhetoric: Nietzsche’s, 6, 137; Zarathustra’s,
72-73, 159

Ring of return, 98

Ringer {terminological note), 173

Risk of Interpretadon, The (section), 12-14

Robespierre, Maximilien, 65-6&

Rosen, Stanley, 16, 149, 151

Rosenapfel (terminological note), 163

Rule, desire 10, 128

Runciman, John, 3, 149

Russcll, Bertrand, 9, 149

Scacology, Nietzsche's, 140-41, 172-73

Schache, Richard, 152

Schonberg, Arnold, 133, 134

Schaperhauer, Arthur: asceticism and, $1—
52; on eternal recurn, 159; influence on
Wagner, 51; on life, 28, 36, 67, 145,
158, 165; metaphysics, 26, 34, 35, 156;
and music, 51-52

INDEX

Schurte, Ofelia, 150-52, 156

Science: and art, 29, 37-39; and ascetic
ideal, 55-56; and morality, 29, 37~39,
130

Self-creacion; etemnal remien as, 100—04,
168; Resurrection as (section), 100~-04

Self-love, 129-131

Self-Knowledge, Genealogy, Hermeneutics
{section), 39-43

Self-overcoming, 72, 84, 102-03

Selfishness, 128-29

Schopenhauer, on eternal return, 159

Semantic hoaxes, 124

Sendak, Maurice, 48

Sexuality: 140-41; and intellectualism, 52

Shapiro, Gary, 150

Shepherd, choking, 88

Shir, 14041 (seccion), 144, 146, 172-73

Silentan: Consolation (section), 32-35;
perspective, 11

Silenus, wisdom of, 29, 31-32, 69, 84, 139
152, 155

Sinfulness, as interprecation, 47

Slave: morality, 42, $3-55, 125, 127, 135,
15556, 157; woman as, 55

Socrates, 5, 26, 39—40, 171 and
Nieezsche’s “Socratic delusion,” 154-55

Socratic: Delusion (section), 29-30;
ignorance, 30; perspective, 11; optimism,
30; rejection of pase, 30; 167

Socraticism, 28, 138, 154-55; as salutary,
37

Soloman, Robert, 152

Songs, hurdy-gurdy, 67, 91, 164-65

Soothsayer, 52, 90, 94-95, 101, 164, 165

Sophocles, 29

Soul, Zarathustra’s services to his, 9394,
See Body, Resurrection

Soul, impartance of, 161

Speaking: as dancing, 89; as folly, 89-90

Spirit of revenge, 84

Spirit of gravity: confrontation with
Zarathustra, 85-88; on eternal return,
91-92, 97, 98, 104, 1563, 164; teaches
“gaod for all, evil for all,” 114, 118-19,
129; as Zarathustra’s minotaunr, 85, 114,
163

Spirits, free, 56-57, 139, 171

Stalin, Joseph: 121, 126, 136; son of, 144

Stern, J. P, 92, 15859

Sting, 172
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Stoicism, intellecrual, 13

Strauss, Richard, 3

Stravinsky, lgor, 133

Scrength, value of, 19-20, 25

Swrong, Tracy, 150, 152

“Success, Advencures in,” 137

Suchi (rerminological note), 171

Suffering, constancy of exposure to, 28, 36,
67, 145, 158, 165

Suicide, 37, 120, 14344, 170. See Silenus,
wisdom of

Superhuman, vs, inhuman, 53, 58, 127, 146

Superman. Sez Overman

Systemaric ambiguities, Nietzsche’s, 70

Téne (terminological note), 163-64

Tchaikovsky, Piocr, 135

Tears, of accusation and complaint, 174-75

Technalogy, 38, 55, 58, 90, 96, 103, 152

Teleology, Nietzsche’s objections to, 41

Temporality, human, 79, 82-85, 87, 100
104, 109-15, 119

Terminological notes: Augenblick, 164;
Ebheschliessen, 173-74; Erdenbimmel,
171; Foursquare, 161; Hinterweltler,
160; Nu, 164; Nurzen, 171; Ringer, 173;
Rosenapfel, 163; Sucht, 171; Tone, 163~
64: Van Obngefibr, 170

Thatcher, David, 3, 149

Theologians, 12

Theacetical man, 29-30

Theseus, 13, 85

Thinking as dancing, 10

Time, high, 98

Tolstoy, Leo: 9; Anna Karening, 111-112

Tombs and resurrections, 72, 83-85, 101

Tradition, Christian-moral. See Christian-
moral tradition

Tragedy: Greek, 27-28; and pessimism,
27-28, 29; (re)birth of, 28

Tragic: Culture (section), 37-38;
disposition, 26-29 (section), 155; myth,
28,32

Transformation, and erernal return, 67,
10919, 120

Transformations of Nihilism (section), 16—
23

Transvaluacion. See Values, transvaluation
of

Truths, poisonous, 84, 96, 143

Turgenev, Ivan, 135
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Unexamined life, 39-40, 146

Valadier, Paul, 166

Value: of diversity, $3—-54, 5758, 118-19,
131=-32; of life, 119-21, 144—47; of
strength, 19-20, 25; of values, 21-22,
40-42, 146

Values: false, as sleeping monsters, 96;
transvaluation of, 12, 5§, 117, 132, 135,
142, 168; wwranscendent, 16-18; value of,
21-22, 40-42, 146

Vermeer, Jan, 116, 118

Von Obngefibr (terminological note), 170

Voyeurism, divine, 34-35, 36-37, 45

Wagner, Richard, 15, 26, 51, 155, 172

War, Nietzsche's, 6, 50

Wacren, Mark, 150, 152, 172

Warrior, woman as, 173

Warrior, man as, 173

Wedlock, 173

Weeding, as incerpretation, 48

Weighing the World (section), 127-32

Whole: becoming as, 154; judging the, 21;
and nihilism, 153;

Wilcox, John, 157

Wild Dogs and High Hopes {section), 75—
80

Will to Power: distortion of Nachlass in,
152; nihilism in, 151, 154; “scandard
version,” 151

Will: ability 1o, 101, 134; body’s, 160; to
life, Greek, 162; to powet, 84-835, 97,
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1605 to truth, 96; willing backwards,
10102, 110-11

Wisdom: and folly, 125, 127; of Silenus,
29, 31-32, 69, 84, 139, 152, 155; as
woman, 49-50

Wishing, 14546, 175

Woman: chastity and, 161-62; “feminine
affects,” 142, 173; life as, 95-97, 167,
173; philosophy as, 4; status of, in
Zarathustra, 173-74; truch as, 3, 4, 1733
as warrior, 173; wisdom as, 49-50; as
“work-slave and prisoner,” 55, 158

Words: as bridges, 43, 89-90, 98, 104; as
pockerts, 41, 45, 70-71, 104, 123, 173

Work of art, life as, 34, 67, 107-21, 170;

Work, Child and {section), 144-47

World: and earth, 127, 147; as garden, 89,
91; true and apparent, 70-71; Weighing
the (section), 127-32

Wound of existence, 30

Wricing rabble, 162

Yake, Zacathustra’s, 126
Yovel, Yitmiahu, 150

Zarathustra: as counterideal, 59; my
emphasis on, 9-10, 71, 150; status of my
treactment of, 73-74, 168—-69; status of
Parc IV, 166

Zarathustra’s Highest Hope (section), 80—
35

Zarathuscra-Reich, 126
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