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 In a letter from 1885, Nietzsche himself recognized the diffi culties in-
volved in the question about the identity of the essential-Nietzsche 
and suggested to hand this question over to time and wait until some 
genius in Socratic knowledge might appear and be able to unearth 
Mr. F. N. 1  I do not intend in the present work to claim for myself the 
genius that Nietzsche himself did not own. Rather, I shall turn pre-
cisely to explaining how the knowledge of the essential-Nietzsche, or 
the knowledge of Nietzsche’s will to truth/illusion, is impossible, inso-
far as Nietzsche’s way to it cannot reveal it.  Nietzsche Versus Paul  is a study 
of the Christian embrace of Nietzsche’s sought-after truth that ends 
in its obliteration. 

 Unquestionably, Heidegger’s interpretation of Nietzsche has been 
the most infl uential and outstanding attempt at the excavation of the 
essential-Nietzsche in the last century. 2  In this “confrontation . . . with 
all Western thought hitherto” through Nietzsche, Nietzsche’s destiny 
is “not [the destiny] of an individual but [that] of the history of the era 
of modern times, of the end of the West.” For Heidegger, Nietzsche 
is the last metaphysician, the last Platonist, and the last nihilist. 

 I N T R O D U C T I O N 
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 Nietzsche is a metaphysician insofar as he “thinks his interpretation of 
the Being of beings as will to power in an essential unity with that de-
termination of Being which arose in the rubric “the eternal recurrence 
of the same.” Nietzsche is a Platonist insofar as (his) anti-Platonism is 
one of “the  essential possibilities  of metaphysics.” This is the “last of these 
possibilities. . . . [it is] that form of metaphysics in which its essence is 
reversed.” And Nietzsche is a nihilist insofar as his “metaphysics. . . . is 
the ultimate entanglement in nihilism.” 3  

 Deleuze responded thus to Heidegger’s interpretation of Nietzsche: 
“The eternal return is as badly misunderstood as the will to power. . . . 
[and] every time we interpret the eternal return as the return of the 
identical or the same, we replace Nietzsche’s thought with childish hy-
potheses.” While Heidegger locates Nietzsche at the bosom of the 
negative term of Platonic metaphysics, Deleuze locates him at the 
other edge of  philosophy . For Deleuze, the essence of Nietzsche’s phi-
losophy is the affi rmation of difference: “What a will wants is to affi rm 
its difference. In its essential relation with the ‘other’ a will makes 
its difference an object of affi rmation.” Nietzsche’s philosophy, for 
Deleuze, “forms an absolute anti-dialectics.” And if this philosophy 
does come to occupy the negative standpoint of the Hegelian dialec-
tics, it does so only through the “great polemical range” it has. The fact 
that otherness brings difference closer to negative dialectics does not 
imply that difference should necessarily become reactive. For, the “will 
to power is not force but the differential element which simultane-
ously determines the relation of forces (quantity) and the respective 
qualities of related forces. It is in this element of difference that affi r-
mation manifests itself and develops itself as creative.” 4  

 Though Heidegger’s and Deleuze’s attempts at excavating Nietzsche 
rule out each other, they nevertheless agree, with Nietzsche, that an 
essential-Nietzsche ought to be sought. I do not aim at taking the side 
of Heidegger or of Deleuze. Insofar as Heidegger’s thesis takes the 
anti-Platonic Nietzsche as its horizon, and insofar as Deleuze’s coun-
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terthesis still follows this same horizon, my claim is that both readings 
remain partial readings of Nietzsche. As such, both are possible inter-
pretations of Nietzsche, and therefore, neither can be said to repre-
sent the essential-Nietzsche. For the undeniable fact remains that the 
negative standpoint which Nietzsche’s writings take is primarily that 
of the Antichrist and not that of the anti-Plato. Heidegger rids himself 
from the Antichrist at the very beginning of his  Nietzsche : “There is 
no Christian philosophy. There is no true philosophy that could be 
determined anywhere else than from within itself. For the same reason 
there is no pagan philosophy, inasmuch as anything ‘pagan’ is always 
still something Christian—the counter-Christian.” 5  This is no naive 
methodological consideration, and certainly not one without conse-
quences. It differentiates the history of philosophy, for which Hei-
degger’s Nietzsche is no less than its culmination, from the history of 
Christianity. Nonetheless, if Nietzsche says, “ Dionysus versus the Cruci-
fi ed ,” 6  rather than Dionysus versus Plato, and if, as I have proposed, it is 
the Antichrist that represents Nietzsche’s negative standpoint, then 
the question of Nietzsche’s negative dialectics cannot dismiss Christi-
anity so simply. The crucial signifi cance of Christianity becomes ap-
parent in Löwith’s criticism of secularization, 7  which begins with his 
vehement criticism of the “Christian spirit” of Nietzsche’s  philosophy  8  
and does not end without including Heidegger in it. 9  

 A fi nal judgment about the possibility of fl eshing out the essential-
Nietzsche cannot be made unless Nietzsche’s Antichrist is fi rst exam-
ined. The task of unearthing the essential-Nietzsche should take the 
anti-Christian Nietzsche—rather than the anti-Platonic one—as its 
central concern. The Antichrist shifts the focus of inquiry from phi-
losophy to Christianity and from the history of philosophy to the his-
tory of Christianity. This shift diminishes the primacy of Plato and 
Hegel for the question about the nature of the Nietzschean negative 
dialectics as Plato becomes a Christian before Christianity 10  and Hegel 
becomes a Katechon (delayer). 11  Finally, this shift brings the question 
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about Nietzsche’s negative dialectics close to Paul’s dialectics of faith 
and law. It is the Nietzsche-Paul relationship that makes the case for, 
and provides the main axis of, this investigation. 

 The study of the Nietzsche-Paul relationship has been largely ne-
glected. In fact, relatively minor attention has been given to Nietzsche’s 
treatment of Christianity and Judaism. 12  Some of Nietzsche’s inter-
preters mainly relate to Nietzsche’s Paul in the context of discussing 
other themes. 13  To the extent that they treat Nietzsche’s relationship 
to Paul, commentators may be divided into three main camps. One 
group treats the Nietzsche-Paul relationship in such a way that obscures 
its true meaning. 14  Following Taubes, 15  a second group of scholars may 
more recently be seen as attending to the Nietzsche-Paul relationship 
by virtue of its renewed philosophical interest in Paul. 16  A third group 
of scholars, beginning with Ernst Bertram, recognizes Nietzsche’s un-
derlying hate toward Paul and their kinship as “overcomers of the law” 
(within the so-called Lutheran Nordic Christianity). 17  Jörg Salaquarda, 
who is the fi rst to devote his study primarily to the Nietzsche-Paul rela-
tionship, deserves special attention. 18  In this inspiring study, Salaquarda 
shows how, for Nietzsche, Paul becomes “ the  decisive fi gure . . . in the 
origin of Christianity.” Further, Salaquarda states that Nietzsche “con-
ceives of his relationship to the Apostle [Paul] essentially in terms of 
neither a mere confl ict nor a secret kinship, but rather in terms of a  dia-
lectical overcoming  [ dialektische Aufheben ].” He discovers the “dialectical re-
semblance” between Nietzsche and Paul, insofar as Nietzsche’s Paul is 
the “revaluator” of noble-morality and Nietzsche is the “revaluator” of 
(Paul’s) slave-morality: “The ‘revaluator’ Nietzsche confronts the ‘reval-
uator’ Paul.” This is the confrontation that Salaquarda understands as 
grounding Nietzsche’s revaluation in terms of a Hegelian “ synthesis . . .  
[governed by the law] of overcoming-preservation.” 19  After Salaquarda, 
and in a (protestant) theological thesis, Daniel Havemann locates 
Nietzsche within a nineteenth-century theological tradition and argues 
that Nietzsche’s Paul serves to show in the end that Nietzsche’s ques-
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tioning and revaluation correspond to Judeo-Christian history and its 
morality. 20  

 In a direction different from Havemann’s theological interest in 
the Nietzsche-Paul relationship, I develop here Salaquarda’s idea of the 
Nietzsche-Paul dialectical resemblance and expand its understanding 
of this dialectics in terms of overcoming-preservation ( Aufhebung , sub-
lation). On my view, the Nietzschean formula, Dionysus versus the 
Crucifi ed, locates the legitimacy of the Dionysian in the hands of the 
Antichrist: the legitimacy of the Dionysian is the legitimacy of the An-
tichrist, and not the legitimacy of the anti-Plato, of Hegelian negative 
dialectics, or of their other possibility (for example, differentiated af-
fi rmation). In keeping with the formula of the Nietzsche-Paul dialec-
tical resemblance, the legitimacy of the Antichrist resembles the le-
gitimacy of Christ. My present inquiry is one about the Pauline logic 
of legitimization that guides the Nietzschean idea of the Dionysian. 

 Insofar as “Dionysus versus the Crucifi ed” makes Nietzsche’s last 
word, this work is directed at the whole of Nietzsche’s opus as it 
culminates in his later writings (1886–1888). As scholars have already 
reconstructed Nietzsche’s path toward this end, 21  I will not account 
for the development of the Nietzsche-Paul relationship from the early, 
through the middle, and until the late Nietzsche. The late Nietzsche 
becomes the focus through which this work observes and analyzes 
Nietzsche’s earlier writings retrospectively. 22  

 The procedure of this study is shaped as a reconstruction of the 
Nietzschean history of Christianity as one revolving around the ques-
tion (of pessimism) about the meaning of suffering. To be sure, this 
reconstruction involves ancient Greek religion, Judaism, and Buddhism, 
but it is in no way a history of religion. First, Nietzsche’s starting point 
is Christianity and not some abstract concept of religion. 23  Second, for 
Nietzsche, Christianity’s embrace of these “religions” through a his-
tory of Christianity adheres to a domain different from Christianity’s 
encompassment of a possible concept of religion. The latter brings 
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about the “essence of religion” alone in the sphere of the psychology of 
religion that unites the end/telos of Christianity and Buddhism. 24  The 
history of Christianity, on the other hand, permits Christianity to 
attract Greek religion, Judaism, and Buddhism to follow the question 
about the meaning of suffering. 

 The fi rst and the second chapters discuss the anti-Christian Dio-
nysian origins of Christianity in its Greek and Jewish sources and fol-
low their later decay, which prepares the ground for the advent of the 
Christian faith. Within the Greek path to Christianity, the life-affi rming 
Dionysian tragedy is born from the religion of thankfulness. Socrates 
follows it as a turning point, which was (wrongly) interpreted by the 
life-negating (Christian) Plato. Within the parallel Jewish path, ex-
amined in the second chapter, Early Judaism is another life-affi rming 
religion of thankfulness. It degenerates into the life-negating Priestly 
Judaism, bringing the inversion of noble-morality into slave-morality. 
The latter establishes the teleological history of suffering humanity 
within which suffering receives its redemptive value and the noble is 
concealed: when man becomes the blend of the slave and the noble, the 
latter becomes deep evil (original sin). In view of the fact that Nietzsche 
conceives of the Antichrist as primary in relation to the Dionysian, it 
becomes clear how his revealing of the Dionysian origin (tragic art 
and paradisiacal science) comes to grant the Antichrist the legitimacy 
it requires. The identity of origin protects the Antichrist from its in-
herent negativity, insofar as the origin, as such, rids it from all histori-
cal dialectics. My claim is that this Nietzschean strategy resembles 
Paul’s legitimization of the Christian faith through the original faith of 
Abraham. 

 The third chapter continues to follow the Greek and the Jewish 
paths to Christianity until the moment in which the development of 
each of these paths renders the Christian faith a demand. Pyrrhonian 
(Buddhist) skepticism demands faith as such. Here, the Christian 
faith turns out to be the only faith demanded following its formula-
tion of skepticism as the skepticism about suffering. When Priestly-
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Judaism keeps the good negatively defi ned, Christian love renders it 
positive by conceiving it as sacrifi ce. Here, Nietzsche’s Buddhist Jesus 
is another turning point whose (wrong) interpretation realizes Chris-
tianity. For Nietzsche, Jesus is an ahistorical, politically disinterested 
idiot and Christ is a political Anti-Dionysian man. Against the back-
ground of Jesus’s symbolism and Socrates’s irony, Jesus’s (Buddhist) 
religion is an instrument opposed to that of reason. If the fi rst refl ects 
modern Buddhism and the latter refl ects genealogy, religion seems to 
promise the future that reason cannot reach. 

 In the fourth chapter, I uncover how Nietzsche’s reading of Socrates 
is one guided by his reading of Paul: both Socrates and Paul are disap-
pointed with an ideal, which has been previously assumed to be free 
from the moral question. Nietzsche’s questioning of morality can be 
seen to stem from his disappointment with the modern ideal of the 
Hegelian synthesis. At this point, the positive revaluation of Paul signifi es 
the overcoming-without-preservation of noble-morality, and Nietzsche’s 
positive revaluation signifi es the overcoming-without-preservation of 
slave-morality. Thus, the will to power acts through sublimation: the 
overcoming-preservation of one instinct and the overcoming-without-
preservation of another. In sum, genealogy points at the origin as an 
authentic lie. This is truth/faith located apart from its possible (his-
torical) others whose contact can question its absoluteness dialectically. 
But Nietzsche’s extension of man’s historical horizon to the Dionysian 
does not mean that such a horizon embraces the totality of man’s pos-
sible instincts. Nietzsche’s legitimization of the Dionysian as origin 
becomes questionable in view of its being legitimized as repressed and 
not as mere origin. 

 Chapters 5 and 6 move on to examine Modernity as the last part of 
Nietzsche’s history, as well as its source. For Nietzsche, the genuine 
character of Modernity should rest on its discontinuity with Christi-
anity. Hence, the modern event of the death of the Christian God 
should be completed. If God is dead, his shadow (morality) is still 
there. Morality is the purifi cation of Christianity. Yet, this purifi cation 
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cannot be an authentic lie: if genealogy reveals Christianity’s concealed 
other, Modernity is an accumulation of history. At any rate, God was 
also murdered by the ugliest man: man’s deep passions seen as ugly in 
the shameful eye of pessimism. Modern science cannot make the ugly 
beautiful insofar as it is a hiding place of suffering. But art—as seen 
from the artist’s viewpoint—can redeem the material from its ugliness 
through that love which sacrifi ces the other. 

 Nietzsche’s criticism of Modernity shows Modernity’s image of it-
self as worldly to be a false idea. How then does Modernity come to 
have such an image of itself? Chapter 6 shows how Modernity’s idea of 
its own worldliness is grounded in the principle of self-preservation. 
But, for Nietzsche, self-preservation is an exceptional case of the will 
to power. Thus, from the viewpoint of the latter, Modernity, being the 
embodiment of the principle of self-preservation, should be sacrifi ced. 
For Nietzsche, the principle of self-preservation constitutes a super-
fl uous teleology. And Modernity becomes such a superfl uous teleology 
through its notion of the atomic subject, insofar as such a subject is 
revealed as the place in which man’s historical instincts are gathered 
and insofar as its unity becomes a mere grammatical unity: the sacrifi ce 
of Modernity is the sacrifi ce of the grammatical unity of the subject. 
From here it appears that Modernity is worldly as Christian. This is 
the being of the delayer (Katechon) of the coming of the Antichrist. 
For Nietzsche, the delayer is the German Hegel whose philosophy of 
history delays atheism. 
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   1 . 

 F R O M  D I O N Y S I A N  T R A G E D Y  T O  C H R I S T I A N I T Y 

 Dionysian Tragedy 

 What is amazing about the religiosity of the ancient Greeks is the 
enormous abundance of gratitude it exudes: it is a very noble type 
of man that confronts nature and life in  this  way. Later, when the 
rabble gained the upper hand in Greece,  fear  became rampant in 
religion, too—and the ground was prepared for Christianity. 

  —Beyond Good and Evil , 49 

 My task concerns reconstructing the Nietzschean history of Christian-
ity. This aphorism gives us the best access to this task in terms of its 
possibility, actors, substance, and movement. Nietzsche unfolds in this 
aphorism his vivid retrospective observation of the development of 
Christianity. From the viewpoint of feeling, religion is being enacted 
by two types of men, noble and rabble. There are, in accordance with 
this, two types of religion: a noble-religion whose essence is the feeling 
of gratitude, and a rabble-religion whose essence is the feeling of fear. 
Moreover, the latent understanding of the history of Christianity in 
terms of class political history exhibits this history as one leading 
toward Christianity as the religion of the fearful rabble. 
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 Gratitude is a feeling of satisfaction immediately expressing itself be-
fore that which is held to be the cause of this feeling. And ancient Greek 
religion is the expression of satisfaction before its gods. The feeling of 
satisfaction, the expression of which Nietzsche speaks here, is not the 
feeling of satisfaction from an optimal state of life. Nietzsche rather re-
fers to the expression of satisfaction from nature and life given as they 
are. The enormous abundance of gratitude is an expression of the af-
fi rmation of life. Religious thankfulness is the religious expression of 
the affi rmation of life. 

 But how does satisfaction from life and nature become a matter of 
expression? More precisely, how does it become a matter of religious 
expression? Expressing gratitude necessarily involves self-consciousness 
of one’s state of satisfaction. Man fi rst refl ects on life so as to be able to 
conclude that it is satisfactory, and only then can one turn to thank the 
gods as that which may be held, thought, or imagined to be the cause 
of the life thought to be satisfactory. Hence, through religious thank-
fulness, man turns to thank the gods thought to be the cause of a satis-
fying life. But how does man’s thankfulness for life take a religious 
expression? Nietzsche’s answer to this question is that the satisfaction is 
so great that man’s feeling of thankfulness is enormous and abundant, 
and man therefore cannot think of turning to offer such an intense feel-
ing of thankfulness but to some deity. As Nietzsche writes, “Meaning 
of religion: the failing and the unhappy should be preserved, and through 
an improvement of the mood (hope and fear) be kept away from sui-
cide. Or for the noble: a surplus of gratitude and elevation, which is 
greater than to be offered to humans.” 1  The matching between noble 
and gratitude, on the one hand, and between rabble and fear (and hope), 
on the other hand, correlates to that which makes the sense of religion. 
A religion of thankfulness comes into existence at the moment in which 
the noble’s feelings of thankfulness and elevation are great to a degree 
where offering such feelings to humans is not anymore proportional. 

 Assuming that ancient Greek religion is the starting point of the his-
tory of Christianity entails (from Nietzsche’s same retrospective view-
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point) that ancient Greek religion establishes the axis around which the 
history of Christianity evolves through time. How should this axis be 
defi ned? Insofar as ancient Greek religion is an expression of the affi r-
mation of life, the history of Christianity is, at the very least, a history 
of responsiveness. For the  affi rmation of life,   or   yes-saying (Bejahung), is an 
answer to a question . In addition, as yes-saying assumes another possibility—
the possibility of negating life—the axis around which the history of 
Christianity revolves is that question in front of which man ends up 
affi rming or negating life. 

 What is that question? In the “Sinn der Religion” 2  we read that re-
ligion emerges on the basis of man’s consciousness of himself as fi nite 
(vis-à-vis infi nity). Following man’s failure and unhappiness, man can 
commit suicide, and man’s possible suicide is man’s consciousness of 
himself as fi nite insofar as such an act of suicide is retained back through 
man’s repossession of infi nity through the hope in, and the fear of, the 
beyond. Also, man’s feeling of himself as being smaller than to be thanked 
(for the satisfactory life one lives) is man’s consciousness of himself 
as fi nite, insofar as this feeling of smallness leads man to go beyond 
fi nitude in thanking the gods. In the moment in which man has re-
ligion, man is already at the standpoint in which the value of life is 
questioned, that is, conceived in terms of possibility in relation, and in 
comparison, with a totality that is infi nity. Religion is that turning 
point at which the immediacy of life loses its absoluteness. Religion 
appears in the moment in which “the trust in life is gone: life itself has 
become a  problem .” 3  The Nietzschean history of Christianity is the his-
tory of the answers given to the question of the value of life: the answers 
that affi rm or negate life by way of attributing to it an absolute or relative 
value respectively. 

 “The outstanding element, however, out of which an interpretation 
of history could arise at all, is the basic experience of evil and suffering, 
and of man’s quest for happiness. The interpretation of history is, in 
the last analysis, an attempt to understand the meaning of history as 
the meaning of suffering by historical action.” 4  How, then, is the 



4 FROM DIONYSIAN TRAGEDY TO CHRISTIANITY

Nietzschean history of Christianity one about the value of life and 
about the problem of suffering? From this perspective, this history be-
comes the  history of pessimism . The history of pessimism is the history of 
the answers given to the question of the value of life  from the point of view 
of the problem of suffering . Pessimism is not the mere refl ection on the value 
of life, but rather the refl ection on the value of life as suffering. For 
Nietzsche, suffering remains a constant of which denial and affi rma-
tion are but variables. 5  Through the defi nition of the history of pessi-
mism as the history of Christianity, it becomes the history of the answers 
given to the problem of suffering as they revolve around Christianity’s 
answer to this question. In this way, the reconstruction of the Nietz-
schean history of Christianity comprises three components: (1) Greek 
and Jewish pre-Christian history  as one leading to Christianity ; (2) Christi-
anity itself; and (3) post-Christian history, or Modernity, as a con-
clusion of Christianity. 6  

 The fi rst expression of pessimism as the refl ection on the value of 
life from the point of view of suffering appears in the moment in which 
ancient Greek religion gives birth to Dionysian tragedy: 

 The psychology of the orgy as an overfl owing feeling of life and 

energy within which even pain acts as a stimulus provided me with 
the key to the concept of the  tragic  feeling. . . . Tragedy is so far 
from providing evidence for pessimism among the Hellenes. . . . 
Affi rmation of life even in its strangest and sternest problems, the 
will to life rejoicing in its own inexhaustibility through the  sacrifi ce  
of its highest types— that  is what I called Dionysian,  that  is what 
I recognized as the bridge to the psychology of the  tragic  poet. 7  

 Dionysian suffering turns into a stimulus to affi rm life as suffering. 
It is on the basis of the appearance of suffering in the Dionysian cult 
before the joyful Greek consciousness that Dionysian tragedy emerges 
to represent Greek pessimism as an affi rmation of suffering-life. 8  Suf-
fering becomes the standpoint from which the ancient Greeks refl ect 
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on the question of the value of life. And it is on the basis of this refl ec-
tion that tragedy appears as a form of affi rmative art. Dionysian trag-
edy expresses “a  strong  pessimism . . . [an]  intellectual  preference for the 
hard” 9  and shows “how the Greeks got over their pessimism, how they 
 overcame  it.” 10  

 Nietzsche’s usage of the expression “strong pessimism,” referring to 
Dionysian tragedy, stands behind my defi nition of the history of Chris-
tianity as a history of pessimism, and as one that includes Dionysian 
tragedy. This defi nition does not contradict Nietzsche’s statement 
that tragedy does not provide evidence for pessimism among the Hel-
lenes. The Greeks were pessimists insofar as they had the preference 
to  refl ect   upon  suffering-life. Nevertheless, the Greeks affi rmed life. The 
Greeks were not pessimists in the way that Schopenhauer, and the 
Schopenhauerian Nietzsche in  The Birth of Tragedy , portrayed them. 
Their pessimist refl ection upon suffering-life did not result in the ne-
gation of life. 11  This is the Greek joyful Dionysian solution to the 
question of pessimism, to the riddle posed by the existence of absurd, 
pointless, nauseating suffering. 12  

 Here, within this reconstruction of Nietzsche’s history of Christi-
anity, Dionysian tragedy stands as  the  model for  all  forms of art. The 
signifi cance of Dionysian tragedy does not stand on the uniqueness of 
the form of (Dionysian) tragic art, or as that specifi c form of art op-
posing the Apollonian as another form of art, as it appears in Ni-
etzsche’s early  Birth of Tragedy . Dionysian tragedy is the model for all 
forms of art, insofar as Nietzsche’s conception of the experience of 
the  artist as such  can provide a life-affi rming Weltanschauung alternative 
to the life-negating Platonic-Christian one: 13  “The ‘Dionysus’ in the 
Dionysus versus Apollo of Nietzsche’s fi rst book and the ‘ Dionysus ver-
sus the Crucifi ed ’ in the last line of Nietzsche’s last book do not mean the 
same thing. The later Dionysus is the synthesis of the two forces rep-
resented by Dionysus and Apollo in  The Birth of Tragedy .” 14  

 What are the implications of the appearance of suffering before 
Greek consciousness in the sphere of art for the history of Christianity? 
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I mentioned that the Greeks formulate their life-affi rming answer to 
the question of the value of suffering-life in tragedy as the model of art 
in view of the appearance of suffering in the cult of Dionysius. Does 
this mean that Dionysian suffering remains absent from the Greeks’ 
everyday political and social reality (the Apollonian reality-dream an-
nounced in  The Birth of   Tragedy )? Yes.  Dionysian  suffering does not ap-
pear before Greek consciousness in reality. In reality, Dionysian suf-
fering is that which is not. It is that which exists but does not appear. 
As such, suffering owes its existence to the assumption of the Diony-
sian in reality, to assuming the totality of being to be more than that 
which appears. 

 However, the affi rmation of life bridges together the order of ap-
pearance and the order of existence.  The Dionysian affi rmation brings suffer-
ing to appearance in the reality in which it exists  .  The Dionysian  produces  suffer-
ing as that which is not (the happiness of satisfaction) and as that which 
belongs to it as a de facto totality. The origin of the Dionysian is the 
consciousness of the absence of suffering in a reality whose totality de-
mands its production. The Dionysian affi rmation of life, or the affi r-
mation of life as such, does not stop at the limit of the mere acknowl-
edgment of suffering as that which belongs to life. The affi rmation of 
life produces suffering necessarily. The Dionysian brings into life that 
which is not (suffering) so as to affi rm the totality of life. Pain, sacri-
fi ce, terror, destruction, and the like act as stimuli of the overfl owing 
feeling of life producing them: 15  

 Yes, what is Dionysian? . . . Where must the opposite [to the  yearning 
for beauty ] and chronologically earlier yearning have originated, the 
 yearning for the ugly , the earlier Hellene’s good severe will towards 
pessimism, towards the tragic myth, towards the image of every-
thing fearful, evil, enigmatic, destructive, disastrous at the basis of 
existence—where must tragedy have originated? Perhaps in  joy , in 
strength, in overfl owing health, in an excess of abundance? 16  
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 If that is the case, what are the implications of the fact that Dionysian 
suffering is that absence made into presence in reality for the interpre-
tation of the Dionysian within the history of Christianity? Insofar as 
the Dionysian forms the starting point of the history of pessimism, the 
Dionysian itself lacks any historical understanding of itself. For, as the 
beginning of a history yet to be, the Dionysian cannot foresee itself 
within such history. The result is that all historical understating of the 
Dionysian depends totally on later answers to the problem of pessimism, 
since such answers possess what the Dionysian lacks, that is, a retro-
spective view of the Dionysian. From here it follows that the belonging 
of the Dionysian to an order other than that of history makes the Diony-
sian susceptible to alternative interpretations that manipulate its original 
meaning of suffering. In addition, in view of its initial otherness as the 
origin of its later historical identity, the Dionysian cannot be said to 
belong to the order of morality either as evil or as good. For the initial 
oneness of the Dionysian locates it outside the binary logic of good 
and evil, according to which both good and evil are mutually dependent. 

 Thus, once introduced to the dialectics of good and evil, the Diony-
sian necessarily loses its initial extramoral character. As will be detailed, 
the later moral Platonic-Christian meaning of suffering attributes to 
the Dionysian affi rmation of life the identity of evil, insofar as it at-
tributes to itself the identity of the good. Within Platonic-Christian 
morality, the Dionysian is transformed into evil in view of its affi rma-
tion of life. I mentioned that the affi rmation of life as such produces 
suffering; thus, if suffering is said to be evil, then that which pro-
duces suffering (the Dionysian) is evil. To summarize, the Dionysian, 
which does not know of its (later) other, exists outside the morality of 
good and evil; 17  and the location of the Dionysian within the morality 
of good and evil ends necessarily in interpreting the Dionysian as evil. 

 But the concept of evil with which Platonism refers to the Diony-
sian is distinct from that of Christianity. On the one hand, Plato’s view 
is that the Dionysian is evil, producing suffering in the form of pure 
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 illusion  on the stage of tragedy. For Christian slave-morality, on the other 
hand, the Dionysian is that evil producing suffering as  reality . Accord-
ingly, it is not the true or untrue nature of the Dionysian that unites 
the Platonic and the Christian. The third section of this chapter will 
argue that the unity of these two is inherent in their own inner matter 
and will attend in greater detail to the different ways in which the 
Dionysian becomes evil for Platonism and Christianity taken together 
and separately. But for now, the crucial point is that the Dionysian 
Weltanschauung itself does not mark any limits between reality and 
the tragic stage. In  The Birth of Tragedy , Nietzsche expresses this idea in 
his view of the chorus as the essence of Dionysian tragedy: 

  Tragedy emerged from the tragic chorus  and was originally only the 
chorus. . . . of satyrs, of creatures of nature who live on as it were 
ineradicably behind all civilization and remain eternally the same. . . . 
The profound Hellene . . . who has directed his acute gaze down 
into the middle of that fearful swirling compulsive process of 
annihilation . . . and is in danger of longing for a Buddhist nega-
tion of the will fi nds consolation in this chorus. . . . The ecstasy of 
the Dionysian state, with its annihilation of the usual limits and 

barriers of existence, contains for its duration a  lethargic  element in 
which all past personal experience is submerged. And so this chasm 
of oblivion separates the world of everyday reality from that of 
Dionysian reality. However, as soon as that everyday reality returns 
to consciousness, it is experienced for what it is with disgust: an 
ascetic mode which negates the will is the fruit of this condition. 18  

 The chorus is on the stage and outside it, being both actor and spec-
tator. This state of being between creates the possibility of exiting 
everyday Apollonian dream-reality and returning back to reality with a 
Buddhist asceticism to be overcome in a new Dionysian Weltanschau-
ung of reality. The constancy of this view in the late Nietzsche is re-
vealed, fi rst, in Nietzsche’s departure from the location of the Diony-
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sian in the framework of its dialectics with the Apollonian. This dialectics 
is captured by the early idea of the entrance of the chorus into the Dio-
nysian tragedy and its exit to another as another reality. Second, in view 
of his artist’s criticism of art as seen from the viewpoint of the specta-
tor, Nietzsche paints the totality of life as tragically Dionysian and as 
artistically Dionysian. In this way, the affi rmation of the illusory cul-
minates in its becoming the  only reference  to truth: “We have abolished 
the real world: what world is left? The apparent world perhaps? . . . But 
no!  With the real world we have also abolished the apparent world  ! ” 19  

 The Problem of Socrates 

 For Nietzsche, Socrates constitutes the “turning point” 20  from Greek 
Dionysian tragedy to what I want to call Greek Christianity, that is, to 
Plato as a Christian before Christianity. 21  If the turning point at which 
Nietzsche’s Socrates is located is one  in between  Dionysian tragedy and 
Christianity—as possibly Dionysian tragic and not tragic, and as pos-
sibly Christian and not Christian—does this mean that Nietzsche’s 
Socrates is extrahistorical? And if that is correct, could one think of this 
extrahistorical character of Nietzsche’s Socrates as that which consti-
tutes the basis for the possibility of the shift in the history of Christi-
anity from Dionysian tragedy to Platonic Christianity? 22  

 These questions highlight the signifi cance of Socrates for Nietzsche’s 
history of Christianity. Indeed, Nietzsche’s attitude toward Socrates is 
a focal point of his thought and refl ects his views of reason and moral-
ity as well as the image of man he envisaged. 23  And as this history re-
volves around the meaning of suffering, the fi gure of Nietzsche’s Socrates 
should be approached in relation to the meaning of Socrates’s suffer-
ing, or the meaning of his death. What is at stake here is the question 
of the unity of the life and death of Nietzsche’s Socrates as seen from 
the viewpoint of the death of Socrates. This is the unity in which the 
life of Socrates acquires some meaning in accordance with the mean-
ing attributed to suffering in his death. 
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 Socrates is a philosopher. He is in fact the philosopher par excel-
lence. 24  And in relation to tragedy, Nietzsche gives the following defi -
nition of the philosopher as such in  The Twilight of the Idols , just before he 
opens the chapter “The Problem of Socrates”: “Can an  ass  be tragic?—
To be crushed by a burden one can neither bear nor throw off? . . . The 
case of the philosopher.” 25  Nietzsche’s question is rhetorical. He is as-
serting here that the philosopher as such is an ass, and this is how he 
cannot be tragic—he cannot be crushed by a burden one can neither 
bear nor throw off. Nietzsche is positing a contrast between philoso-
phy and tragedy. Additionally, his question “can an ass be tragic?” or, to 
put it otherwise, “can a philosopher be tragic?” speaks of the philosopher’s 
attempt to become tragic. From here it also follows that something seems 
to forbid the philosopher from becoming tragic. 

 This contrast between philosophy and tragedy points in the direc-
tion of Socrates, or more precisely the Socrates of  The Birth of Tragedy , 
where Nietzsche criticizes Socrates’s attempts in the fi eld of tragedy. 26  
To grasp the meaning of the problem of Socrates the philosopher as a 
case of an impossible tragedian, the following proposition is useful: what 
forbids the philosopher as such from becoming tragic is that which makes 
of the philosopher an ass. Nietzsche’s denotes the philosopher as an ass 
not to refer to his wisdom as foolish, but rather as “unwisdom.” 27  Be-
sides that, Nietzsche’s characterization of the philosopher as an ass is 
meant to refer to the yoke or burden that the philosopher carries, as 
the ass does. In  Thus Spoke Zarathustra , Nietzsche refers to wisdom and 
burden using this same vocabulary: “Brave, unconcerned, mocking, 
violent—thus wisdom wants us: she is a woman and always loves only a 
warrior. Ye say to me, ‘Life is hard to bear.’ But why would you have 
your pride in the morning and your resignation in the evening? Life is 
hard to bear; but do not act so tenderly! We are all of us fair beasts of 
burden, male and female asses.” 28  

 Nietzsche instructs us that the philosopher is an ass in view of bear-
ing the burden of life. And the burden of life is the burden of suffer-
ing: life is hard to bear. Likewise, Socrates the philosopher goes on car-
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rying this burden if he does not “believe . . . in a god who could dance,” 29  
if he does not believe in Dionysus. Thus, when Socrates the philoso-
pher dies, his death is the death of an ass.  The death of Socrates the phi-
losopher is not a tragic death  .  For Nietzsche, the problem of Socrates is the 
problem of suffering. And the answer that philosophy gives to this 
problem keeps the burden on the back of the philosophical ass until 
his nontragic death. That which forbids the philosopher as such from 
the possibility of being tragic lies in the meaning that philosophy gives 
to the problem of Socrates, to his suffering, to his illness, and to his 
death, as a nontragic answer. 

 For Nietzsche, the problem of philosophy, in connection with the 
question about the meaning of suffering, is that of the meaning which 
philosophy  attributes  to the death of Socrates the philosopher. From the 
perspective of the history of Christianity, Socrates is the turning point 
from Dionysian tragedy to Christianity insofar as Socrates is the  place  
in which a new meaning of suffering, as an alternative to the tragic one, 
is made possible. Socrates makes Socratism possible. 30  If the death of 
Socrates is the culmination of the life of Socrates, then the unity of 
Socrates’s life and death constitutes the phenomenon whose interpre-
tation gives birth to the Platonic-Christian meaning of suffering. This 
implies that Socrates the man, his life and death, is otherworldly in the 
sense that it does not belong to the history of Christianity in itself. 
Socrates is not given to historical understanding as he is and as what 
he is. Socrates can belong to the history of Christianity in a double form, 
and only in this double from: as Platonic, which is to say as interpreted 
by Plato, and as the sign that this interpretation refers to. 31  

 This explains how Nietzsche’s fi gure of Socrates the man is out there, 
and it is different from its interpretation: 

 Socrates exercised fascination: he seemed to be a physician, a sav-
iour. Is it necessary to go on to point out the error which lay in his 
faith in “rationality at any cost”?—It is self-deception on the part 
of philosophers to imagine that by making war on  décadence  they 
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therewith elude  décadence  themselves. . . . Socrates was a misunder-
standing:  the entire morality of improvement, the Christian included, has been 
a misunderstanding . . . . To  have  to combat one’s instincts—that is the 
formula of  décadence. ” 32  

 Socrates was no physician and no savior. And interpreting him in this 
way is self-deception and a misunderstanding .  Here appears the gap 
between Nietzsche’s Socrates the man and the subsequent  optimistic  in-
terpretation of Socrates. The truth is, Nietzsche says, the  wisdom  in 
Socrates’s decision to die is its being the right decision after being sick 
for a long time. For Nietzsche, this is all that truly constitutes the unity 
of the life and death of Socrates the man. In fact, Nietzsche describes 
Socrates and his fellow Athenians as decadents who are aware of their 
 décadence . But Socrates’s fellows and followers misunderstood his death 
in interpreting it as if it were resulting from the proposition “rationality 
at any cost.” In this way the death of Socrates acquired the following 
(wrong) meaning: 

 Socrates . . . appears to us as the fi rst man who was able not only to 
live according to that instinct of science, but—what is more signifi -
cant by far—also to die according to it: and so the image of the 
 dying Socrates , the man elevated above the fear of death through knowl-
edge and reasoning, is the heraldic shield hung above the entrance 
gate to science in order to remind everyone of its purpose, namely 
to make existence appear intelligible and so justifi ed. 33  

 In connection with the misunderstanding of the meaning of Socrates’s 
death, the unity of the life and death of Socrates is constituted by the 
idea that Socrates lived and died according to the instinct of science. It 
is said that he died as the martyr of science. The death of Socrates teaches 
rationality at any cost, even at the price of death, and therefore this death 
is martyrdom, or  testimony  to the idea that Socratic rationality is the sal-
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vation from the state of sickness from which Socrates and his fellow 
Athenians suffered. 

 Nietzsche asks: “Did he himself [Socrates] grasp that, this shrewd-
est of all self-deceivers? . . . He said softly to himself: ‘death alone is a 
physician here. . . . Socrates himself has only been a long time sick.’ ” 34  
Here, Nietzsche seems to be asking: to which party does Socrates him-
self belong? Does he belong to Nietzsche’s side? Did he himself grasp 
the gap between himself (that is, Nietzsche’s Socrates the man, being 
sick for a long time and for whom death alone is a physician) 35  and his 
misunderstanding? If that is the case, Nietzsche thinks that he should 
have kept this truth to himself, that he should have said it softly to him-
self. Nietzsche is not sure whether Socrates’s Socrates is Nietzsche’s 
Socrates. Nietzsche is unsure whether the problem of Socrates is Niet z-
sche’s own problem, 36  whether Socrates himself knew the Nietz-
schean truth of his own death or whether he had deceived himself and 
misunderstood himself in the same way that the Athenians misunder-
stood him. For it could be the other way around; Socrates may be keep-
ing his secret from Nietzsche: “What is the meaning of all science any-
way, viewed as a symptom of life? . . . Is the scientifi c approach perhaps 
only a fear and an evasion of pessimism? . . . And in moral terms, some-
thing like faint-heartedness and falsehood? In amoral terms, a sly move? 
O Socrates, Socrates, might this have been  your  secret? O most secret 
ironist, might this have been your—irony?” 37  

 Up to this point, Nietzsche’s truth about the death of Nietzsche’s 
Socrates includes the following: it is not a tragic death, it is not mar-
tyrdom, and its true meaning remains a secret. Besides that, this death 
becomes meaningless after Nietzsche disqualifi es the meaning so far at-
tributed to it as misunderstanding. The meaninglessness of the death 
of Nietzsche’s Socrates implies that death simply ended the life of a suf-
fering, sick man called Socrates. Nietzsche evokes continuity between 
the meaninglessness of the death of Socrates and his life as a sick man. 
As such, the life of Socrates becomes meaningless. 
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 It is clear that the unity of the life and death of Socrates attained 
through the meaninglessness of his death produces a gap between his 
 simple  death and his celebrated scientifi c life. Accordingly, in keeping with 
the interpretation of Socrates’s life and death from the viewpoint of his 
death, there remains the possibility of bridging the gap between 
Socrates’s celebrated life and his simple death by way of considering his 
death a matter of  pure accident . But Socrates was subjected to a trial for 
something wrong he did in his life. Socrates went to his death with cour-
age and without fear. The death of Socrates was not inevitable but 
the choice of an ass to unburden itself: “once he had been summoned 
before the forum of the Greek state, only one form of sentence was 
imperative—exile. . . . But that a sentence of death rather than one of 
exile only was passed seems to have been brought about by Socrates him-
self, with complete clarity and without the natural horror in the face 
of death.” 38  

 The death of Socrates is a simple fact but cannot remain so. 
Rather, it should have an interpretation. The previously mentioned 
misunderstanding of Socrates’s death is the only interpretation Nietzsche 
offers. Nietzsche, who cannot penetrate the secret of the ironic Socrates, 
cannot provide an alternative,  meaningful  interpretation of this death. 
Thus, Nietzsche concludes that the death of Nietzsche’s Socrates is an 
act of tyranny: “Socrates  wanted  to die—it was not Athens, it was  he  who 
handed himself the poison cup, who compelled Athens to hand him 
the poison cup.” 39  The fact remains that Socrates’s death, rather than 
his life,  demands  an interpretation. Nietzsche has no alternative interpre-
tation. The misinterpretation of Socrates does not necessarily belong 
to Nietzsche’s Socrates the man; and yet, it is what this man demanded 
in the form of a tyrannical dictation. 40  

 From the moment of his death until Nietzsche, Nietzsche’s Socrates 
 determines  the history of Christianity as a history of misunderstanding. 
This is exactly the signifi cance of Nietzsche’s Socrates as a turning point 
in the history of Christianity. Nietzsche’s Socrates the man does not 
belong to Dionysian tragedy. The unity of this man is meaningless. In 
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addition, as one following Dionysian tragedy and as meaningless, this 
unity turns the history of Christianity from Dionysian tragedy to 
Platonic Christianity in its dictation of the Platonic-Christian mis-
understanding as its only possible interpretation. 

 There are two assertions to be made at this point. First, the Nietzs-
chean history of pessimism departs from Socratic science in the same 
manner in which it departs from Dionysian tragedy. Second, Socratic 
science does not belong to the Platonic Christian in its totality. These 
two affi rmations imply that despite the Platonic-Christian appropria-
tion of Socratic science, science remains a possible identity of Nietzsche’s 
modern Antichrist, alongside that of the Dionysian. This possibility is 
grounded in conceiving the life of Socrates apart from his death. When 
Socratic science is extracted from the context of the problem of suf-
fering, as revealed in the death of Socrates, science can still be thought 
outside the problem of suffering. Thereby, it is freed from its one and 
only (tyrannical) interpretation. 

 Nietzsche does try to reveal science in its original form in the con-
text of the problem of Socrates. I shall discuss his attempt to recon-
struct this original character of science, as one parallel to Dionysian trag-
edy and from the Christian tradition. Nietzsche reads in the Bible what 
I call paradisiacal science. 41  For the moment, I am assuming that Ni-
etzsche realizes such a task on the basis of the fact that Socrates remained 
a secret for him, since Nietzsche never quite resolved his preoccupa-
tion with Socrates as both a thinker and a personality. 42  Yet, Socratic 
science and science in paradise have something in common. Both 
Socrates, as a sign, and Socratic science remain extrahistorical. Socratic 
science is original in relation to its (misunderstanding) interpretation. 
Similarly, insofar as science in paradise is prehistorical, it is given as 
extrahistorical. It is original in relation to its later historical inter-
pretation by the negation of priesthood. Thus, for Nietzsche, if a her-
meneutic of the Platonic text does not render the revelation of the 
original Socratic science possible, a hermeneutics of the Bible seems to 
render such an original form of science possible. 
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 Plato: A Christian Before Christianity 

 That Socrates has functioned as the turning point from the life-affi rm-
ing Dionysian tragedy to the life-negating Platonic Christianity does 
not necessarily imply that Platonism and Christianity are identical in 
the way that each of them negates life. I have already mentioned that 
Platonism is at odds with the Dionysian in view of its production of 
evil as pure illusion, while for Christianity the Dionysian is the evil pro-
duction of suffering as reality. For Nietzsche, though, “the fi ght against 
Plato or, to speak more clearly and for ‘the people,’ the fi ght against 
the Christian-ecclesiastical pressure of millennia—for Christianity 
is Platonism for ‘the people’—has created in Europe a magnifi cent 
tension of the spirit the like of which has never yet existed on earth.” 43  
Platonism and Christianity are identical when taken to be Nietzsche’s 
enemies, but they differ according to the public they address (or edu-
cate): Platonism addresses the philosophers and Christianity addresses 
the people. Is Nietzsche’s characterization of Platonism and Christi-
anity as his enemies meant to refer to some common ground uniting 
them? Nietzsche adds that: 

 The ancient theological problem of “faith” and “knowledge” . . . or, 
more clearly, of instinct and reason . . . this is still the ancient moral 
problem that fi rst emerged in the person of Socrates. . . . [who] 
found. . . . [that] one must follow the instincts but persuade reason 
to assist them with good reasons. . . . Plato . . . wanted . . . to prove to 
himself that reason and instinct of themselves tend toward one goal, 
the good, “God.” And since Plato, all theologians and philosophers 
are on the same track—that is, in moral matters it has so far been 

instinct, or what the Christians call “faith,” or “the herd,” as I put 
it, that has triumphed. . . . Reason is merely an instrument. 44  

 For Nietzsche, as for Nietzsche’s Socrates, reason is an instrument 
in the hands of the instincts. 45  And it is from this perspective that the 
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Platonic truth and the Christian faith are instincts. And, as different 
from Nietzsche (and Socrates), both Platonism and Christianity con-
ceive of reason as tending with the Platonic instinct (truth) and with 
the Christian instinct (faith) toward the same goal, toward the good 
God. And if the goal of the Platonic instinct is identical with that of 
the Christian faith, then those two can be said to be identical. How, then, 
does it happen that the same Platonic-Christian instinct (the instinct 
of the herd) is elevated to truth in Platonism, while being baptized as 
faith in Christianity? Does this remaining difference between truth and 
faith point to any substantial difference between Platonism and Chris-
tianity beyond their reduction? 

 To further elaborate on this issue, it must be clarifi ed how reason 
becomes an instrument for the Platonic instinct (as truth) as well as an 
instrument for the Christian instinct (as faith). Nietzsche provides the 
following insight into this question: “Christianity. . . . knows that it is 
itself a matter of absolute indifference whether a thing be true, but a 
matter of the highest importance  to what extent  it is believed to be true.” 
Through reason, one seeks to bring one’s instinct toward “ happiness ,” or, 
to bring it to meet its goal (the good God in the cases of Platonism and 
Christianity). But the way sought to bring the instinct as faith to meet 
its goal is other than the way sought to bring the instinct as truth to 
meet this same goal: “Truth and the  belief  that something is true . . . [are] 
two completely diverse worlds of interest, almost  antithetical  worlds—one 
gets to them by fundamentally different roads.” It is  feeling  that differ-
entiates these two roads. In Platonism, only reason brings the instinct 
as truth to  know , or meet its goal. In Christianity, it is  primary  feeling, 
the feeling that something is true, which brings the instinct to meet its 
goal. Thus, Christianity becomes theology (that is, turns to use reason 
as its instrument) only after its instinct meets its goal in feeling. In ad-
dition, if it is “ belief  as such which is necessary above all else, then one 
has to bring reason, knowledge, inquiry into disrepute: the road to truth 
becomes the  forbidden  road.” In this moment, Nietzsche adds, faith sub-
stitutes the subsequently adopted road of knowledge with the road of 
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hope: “ hope  is a much stronger stimulant to life than any single instance 
of happiness which actually occurs.” 46  

 But it has been said that the Platonic instinct is identical to the Chris-
tian one. If that is the case, how does it happen that the Platonic in-
stinct remains “satisfi ed” with reason as its only instrument to know its 
good God, while the Christian instinct turns to hope as an alternative 
instrument after reason? As Nietzsche anticipates in the above passage, 
Christianity’s world of interest is not truth at all; for it is belief   as such 
that is necessary above all else. In addition, reason, as an instrument, 
can also serve instincts other than the Christian one. And as reason is 
 dialectical , such other instincts, once they come to confront the Chris-
tian instinct, may make their inquiry into actuality and thereby refute 
the Christian instinct’s claim to truth (to truth as that which results from 
using the instrument of reason). Thus, the Christian faith turns to hope: 
“Sufferers have to be sustained by a hope which cannot be refuted by 
any actuality—which is not  done away with  by any fulfi llment: a hope in 
the Beyond.” 47  

 If Platonic philosophy did not assume the common essence of rea-
son and instinct, it could have never become popular in Christianity. 
For then Christianity would have had to identify Platonic reason as an 
instrument, and not as truth identical to its faith. On this same basis, 
it follows that if Christianity had not made this same assumption, Chris-
tianity could never have become Platonic. It is then on the basis of 
the idea of the instrumentality of reason that Nietzsche conceives 
of the unity of Platonism and Christianity as one based on their agree-
ment upon the idea of the common essence of reason and instinct. This 
includes the common identity of the Platonic instinct with the Chris-
tian one. How does Nietzsche come to construct this identity? I will 
assume, for the moment, that what constitutes the essence of the Chris-
tian faith, for Nietzsche, is the formula “god on the cross.” 48  This 
formula puts Christianity’s answer to the problem of suffering as fol-
lows: suffering is good, suffering is divine. Suffering is the way to salva-
tion in the other-world. The Christian faith then negates life although 
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it affi rms suffering. It does not affi rm suffering for itself (it does not 
affi rm life as suffering), but instead affi rms suffering with the purpose 
of affi rming the other-world, and thereby negates this-world. 

 Platonism shares this conception only in part. On the one hand, the 
common ground of Platonism and Christianity is the negation of life 
as suffering, as it is presented in the idea of the possibility of overcom-
ing this-world’s suffering in the other-world’s salvation. On the other 
hand, insofar as Platonism approaches the problem of suffering in a way 
different from the way in which Christianity approaches it, Platonism, 
unlike Christianity, does not attribute any positive value to suffering. I 
shall seek to prove this claim by referring to Nietzsche’s evaluation of 
Plato’s thought on the problem of suffering. Nietzsche says that “judg-
ments, value judgments concerning life, for or against”—whether those 
of Socrates and Plato against life or those of Nietzsche for life—“can 
in the last resort never be true: they possess value only as symptoms, 
they come into consideration only as symptoms—in themselves such 
judgments are stupidities.” 49  The value of these judgments may con-
cern the historian of philosophy or the cultural physician as symptoms 
of culture’s state of health. And in the case in which these judgments 
are the thought of the problem of suffering, that is, seen as a problem 
in the value of life, Nietzsche—as a historian or as a physician—turns 
to examine the possibility that the thinker of such judgments, who 
“stood— had  to stand—in . . . [a] negative relation to life,” is a decadent. 50  

 The mention of Socrates here together with Plato is completely co-
herent with the discussion of Socrates above, in terms of the possibil-
ity of reading the life of Nietzsche’s Socrates—that is, science—as be-
ing one outside the Platonic dialogue. 51  The case here concerns Plato’s 
thought only and does not concern Nietzsche’s Socrates the man. It is 
the case of Socrates insofar as Socrates is Platonically interpreted, that 
is, Socrates according to the “ consensus sapientium ” 52  between Socrates and 
Plato, or philosophy as a tradition, extending before and after Plato, 
spelling the truth of the person of Plato, or his own instinct: “I, Plato, 
 am  the truth.” 53  
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 The consensus of wise men of which Nietzsche speaks here is noth-
ing but the instinct of Plato made, by Plato, into the truth. And for 
Nietzsche, Plato—like Socrates—was born into Greek culture in its late, 
sick stage. For Nietzsche, this stage demands the acceptance of the 
option of death as its only proper conclusion. And this, precisely, was 
Socrates’s option. 54  But Plato’s option was different. In addition to his 
view of life as problematic, Plato suggests transcending this-life by way 
of turning to an alternative world, a turn for which this-life should be 
corrected. To correct this-life, or to live a good life, is to live the life of 
the Platonic philosopher, namely, according to the teaching of the Pla-
tonic moral metaphysics of good and evil. The Platonic moral meta-
physics instructs us to live this-life as body and soul, making the body 
a slave of the teleology of the experience of the soul. In such a moral 
metaphysics, this-life of the soul is the experience of recollecting its ear-
lier knowledge in the other-world toward its return to that world, or 
the world of pure forms (truth, goodness, beauty, and so on): “[The soul] 
is pure when it leaves the body and drags nothing bodily with it, as it 
has no willing association with the body in life, but avoided it and gath-
ered itself together by itself and always practiced this, which is no other 
than practicing philosophy in the right way, in fact, training to die easily. 
Or is this not training for death?” 55  

 The chains and the cave, namely, the body and this-world, become 
unavoidable evils in face of the possibility that the philosopher dies eas-
ily. If easy death means to suffer death less, and if this good death is 
the end of good life, then good life is easy life, to suffer life less, to live 
life less: “The soul of the true philosopher thinks that this deliverance 
must not be opposed and so keeps away from pleasures and desires and 
pains as far as he can; he refl ects that violent pleasure or pain or pas-
sion does not cause merely such evils as one might expect, such as one 
suffers when one has been sick or extravagant through desire, but the 
greatest and most extreme evil, though one does not refl ect on this.” 56  

 This-life, as given, is not a mere obstacle before the true end of the 
good life of the philosopher’s soul. This-life, if lived more than “the less” 
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it should be lived as good life, is the  cause  of the greatest and worst of all 
evils. Platonic philosophy defi nes this-life’s suffering as pure evil. The 
Platonic view of suffering, of life as suffering, is different from the view 
of Dionysian tragedy, whose response to pessimism affi rms suffering in 
its affi rmation of life as suffering. Furthermore, this view is different 
from the view of the Christian faith, which places suffering in the frame-
work of its dialectics of salvation. Platonism gives suffering a negative 
value according to which nothing good can be attributed either to this-
life as given or to suffering, whether those taken alone or together. 

 What explains the negative character of this-life’s evil from Plato’s 
perspective is the way in which Platonic philosophy approaches the prob-
lem of suffering. Platonism’s approach to the problem of suffering is not 
direct, but instead starts with the question of how happiness is possible. 
Plato’s “doctrine of identity (happiness = virtue = knowledge). . . . [has 
the] right way of life . . . [as one that] want[s] happiness, [it does not turn] 
away from happiness.” 57  This Platonic formulation of the possibility of 
the good life as one that does not ignore (turn away from) happiness, 
or does not turn happiness into a problem, approaches the problem of 
suffering negatively, or as the lack of happiness. 

 The opposition between Dionysian tragedy and Platonic philoso-
phy is a late construction. Dionysian tragedy and Platonic philosophy 
approach pessimism—the question of the value of life as suffering—from 
two different points of view. The Dionysian approaches pessimism from 
the viewpoint of the problem of suffering, ignoring the meaning of 
happiness, while Platonism approaches the same question from the 
viewpoint of the problem of happiness, ignoring the meaning of suf-
fering. Happiness for the Dionysian and suffering for Platonism are 
empty, negative concepts. As such, they lack that content which may 
place them as terms of an opposition. 

 The picture of this fi rst encounter changes as soon as Platonism asks: 
if this-life as suffering is meaningless evil—or good-less evil—what 
would then be the meaning of that which attributes a (positive) mean-
ing to suffering? It is through this questioning (“Plato’s question about 
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the moral meaning of art”) 58  that Plato conceives of tragic art, and of 
art in general, as the pessimist alternative and Weltanschauung oppo-
site to his optimism: 

 If you refl ect, fi rst, that the part of the soul that is forcibly controlled 
in our private misfortunes and that hungers for the satisfaction of 
weeping and wailing, because it desires these things by nature, is 
the very part that receives satisfaction and enjoyment from poets, 
and, second, that the part of ourselves that is best by nature, since 
it hasn’t been adequately educated either by reason or habit, relaxes 
its guard over the lamenting part when it is watching the suffering 
of somebody else. . . . I suppose that only a few are able to fi gure 
out that enjoyment of other people’s suffering is necessarily trans-
formed to our own and that the pitying part, if it is nourished and 
strengthened on the suffering of others, won’t be easily held in check 
when we ourselves suffer. 59  

 This opposition between philosophy and tragic poetry, which Plato 
claims to be in continuity with the “ancient quarrel” between philoso-
phy and poetry and which Nietzsche claims to be a Platonic construc-
tion, is extended to the opposition between philosophy and art in gen-
eral as a third level of reality. 60  This enmity between philosophy and 
art concerns the practical (or the moral) aspect of reality. 

 The insight into the opposition between Platonism and Dionysian 
tragedy as a Platonic construction shows how Nietzsche’s proposition 
“ Dionysus versus the Crucifi ed  ” 61  cannot be fully understood without un-
derstanding his conception of Plato as a Christian before Christianity. 
It is true, as has been previously argued, that the Christian faith goes 
beyond Platonism in attributing a dialectically positive value to suffer-
ing. This addition can explain the opposition between Dionysus and 
Christ in view of the end that each of these parties pursues through their 
affi rmation of suffering. Were Dionysus and Christ taken without ref-
erence to Platonism, the opposition between them should be under-
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stood as one between the Dionysian affi rmation of suffering for this-
world and the Christian affi rmation of suffering for the other-world. 
But such a formulation does not explain how Christ opposes  the Diony-
sian as art . It is only after Nietzsche holds Plato to be a Christian that 
the Dionysian continues to be art within the opposition of Dionysus 
versus the Crucifi ed .  Here, Nietzsche’s insight into the historical con-
tinuity between Platonism and Christianity becomes highly relevant: 

 1. The real world, attainable to the wise, the pious, the virtuous 
man—he dwells in it,  he is it . (Oldest form of the idea, relatively sen-
sible, simple, convincing. Transcription of the proposition “I, Plato, 
 am  the truth.”) 

 2. The real world, unattainable for the moment, but promised 
for the wise, the pious, the virtuous man (“to the sinner who re-
pents”). (Progress of the idea: it grows more refi ned, more entic-
ing, more incomprehensible— it becomes a woman , it becomes 
Christian.) 62  

 The attainability of the presence of the other-world in which Plato 
dwells is lost in Christianity. The real world in which Plato lives as his 
own actual world becomes, in Christianity, a promised future, a hope, 
a belief in a reality to be. The Christian faith is Plato’s instinct as hope. 
The transformation of Plato’s instinct in the Christian belief in the real 
world to be is the transformation of the kind of certainty matching the 
possibility of the real world. Plato’s  knowledge of his real world  as good is 
transformed into the Christian’s  feeling of her this-world  as sinful. 63  And as 
soon as Platonic truth becomes Christian hope, it acquires its Chris-
tian dogmatic character as eternal, that is, as “Egyptianism. . . . and 
monotono-theism.” 64  

 The transformation of the actuality of the real world, or Plato’s in-
stinct, into a promised future in Christianity speaks of the ultimate di-
vorce of Christianity’s real world from all actuality. For Christianity, this-
world turns into the totality of all actuality. Hence, while Platonism can 



24 FROM DIONYSIAN TRAGEDY TO CHRISTIANITY

approach suffering from the actual, being the other-world, Christi-
anity approaches it from the actual, being this-world. And as for 
Christianity, this-life as given is nothing other than this-life as suffering; 
Christianity answers the question of the value of life as suffering when 
suffering itself, and not its alternative good life, is what constitutes its 
primary object. 

 If all this is correct, aside from Platonism the common ground of 
the Dionysian and Christianity is their direct encounter with the ques-
tion of suffering. This direct encounter demands that suffering should 
be given an immediate meaning. For the Dionysian affi rmation of life, 
life is good; and if life is good, and if life is life as suffering, then suffer-
ing is good. For the Christian dialectical negation of life, the other-life 
is good; and if the other-life is good, then the not-other-life (or this-
life) is (dialectically) good; and if the not-other-life is this-life as suf-
fering, then suffering is good. Suffering is the condition of salvation. 
The Nietzschean opposition is one between Dionysius and Christ and 
not one between Dionysius and Plato; and yet, Platonism plays an 
integral role in the construction of this opposition. Platonism attri-
butes to suffering the identity of Dionysian art. Once Christianity 
inherits this defi nition from Platonism, Christianity cannot perceive 
suffering as something emerging from the mere given sensible world. 
Instead, suffering results from the affi rmation of this-world as a human 
construction. 
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 2 . 

 F R O M  J U D A I S M  T O  C H R I S T I A N I T Y 

 Early Judaism 

 Nietzsche’s pre-Christian history includes Judaism as a second path 
leading to Christianity, in parallel to the Greek one. Nietzsche’s histori-
cal conception of Judaism results in the division of Judaism into three 
phases: the biblical era (or Early Judaism), the second temple era (or 
Priestly Judaism), 1  and Diaspora Judaism. 2  This division derives from 
Nietzsche’s “anti-anti-Semite” 3  spirit (following his distancing from 
Wagner and Schopenhauer). 4  Nietzsche’s family and personal history 
offers explanations as to why Nietzsche identifi ed strongly with the Jew-
ish minority in his culture and why Jewish-Christian relations in nine-
teenth-century Germany are central to an understanding of Nietzsche’s 
thought. 5  In addition, Nietzsche’s identifi cation with European Jews  
 constitutes an essential part of his antinational, anti-German, “Good 
European” spirit. 6  Evidence of this spirit is found in his abandonment 
of German for French heroes, which accompanied his break with the 
anti-Semitic, and later Christian, Wagner. 7  

 In the following reconstruction of Nietzsche’s pre-Christian history, 
I shall pay attention to Nietzsche’s treatment of the fi rst two phases 
of Judaism. 8  My locating of Judaism within Nietzsche’s history of 
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Christianity follows the dual claim that Nietzsche’s conception of Ju-
daism cannot be considered in isolation from the rest of his philoso-
phy and that his view of the Jewish question can only be attained from 
within his general philosophical framework. 9  

 The parallels established here between ancient Greek religion and 
Early Judaism follow the claim that Nietzsche’s conception of Early 
Judaism is a Dionysian one. 10  Comparisons of these two early religions 
can be made on this basis. The parallelism between the Greek and the 
Jewish paths to Christianity is not merely formal; it touches, instead, 
the content of these two religions. From the start, Nietzsche charac-
terizes Early Judaism in the same terms in which he characterizes an-
cient Greek religion, in terms of a religion of thankfulness: 

 A people that still believes in itself still also has its own God. In 
him it venerates the conditions through which it has prospered, its 
virtues—it projects its joy in itself, its feeling of power on to a be-
ing whom one can thank for them. He who is rich wants to bestow; 
a proud people needs a God in order to  sacrifi ce . . . . Within the 
bounds of such presuppositions religion is a form of gratitude. One 
is grateful for oneself: for that one needs a God.—Such a God must 

be able to be both useful and harmful, both friend and foe—he is 
admired in good and bad alike. 11  

 Here, again, it is the feeling of thankfulness that governs religion in its 
original form. Here, again, the feeling of thankfulness results from one’s 
feeling of satisfaction from a life of joy. And once again, the thankful-
ness to God is an affi rmative answer to the question about the value of 
life, insofar as this question emerges on the basis of man’s conscious-
ness of self-fi nitude. Despite its self-satisfaction, Early Judaism knows 
that it does not embrace the totality of its life. Hence, it cannot vener-
ate itself, in that it needs its own God through which it projects its joy 
in itself. As such, Early Judaism is also similar to ancient Greek religion 
in being a stage beyond the stage in which life is absolute in its being 
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immediate. Accordingly, Early Judaism forms the second starting point 
for the Nietzschean history of Christianity, refl ecting on the question 
of the value of life. 

 The kind of projection that creates symmetry between the people 
of God and the people’s God is not alien to Greek religion. 12  The point 
is that the creation of divinity—emerging in Early Judaism as it does in 
Greek religion—contains the idea that the human is too small to de-
serve thanks, that the experience of this early Jewish joy of life cannot 
be conceived in terms of the immediacy of life anymore. The Jewish 
and Greek feeling of satisfaction is overwhelming to the degree that man 
cannot be thought to be as man is, and in turn, life cannot be thought 
to be immediate. It is through man’s projection of himself in God that 
man is elevated to the level of divinity. According to this same line of 
thought—which understands the emergence of religion on the basis of 
man’s fi nitude—Nietzsche explains the emergence of religion as such 
in terms of error: 

 The metaphysical need is not the origin of religions, as Schopen-
hauer supposed, but merely a  late offshoot . Under the rule of religious 
ideas, one has become accustomed to the notion of “another world 

(behind, below, above)”—and when religious ideas are destroyed 
one is troubled by an uncomfortable emptiness and deprivation. 
From this feeling grows once again “another world,” but now merely 
a metaphysical one that is no longer religious. But what fi rst led to 
a positing of “another world” in primeval times was not some im-
pulse or need but an  error  in the interpretation of certain natural 
events, a failure of the intellect. 13  

 Nietzsche’s claim that religion is not a need but an erroneous inter-
pretation of nature actually points to the failure of early religious man 
to grasp nature, and only nature, as the totality of man’s world. This 
view of early religion, in its attempt to grasp the totality of life as one 
referring to another world beyond this-world (a partial world), is a 
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view that has already departed from the view of the immediacy of life 
and therefore that posits the question of the value of life before itself. 
Nietzsche adds that religion cannot be a metaphysical need. If it were 
such, it should be said to be inherent in man as such, to be natural. But 
religion is a product of history and remains historically produced. It 
does not emerge before man loses the immediacy of life, and it does 
not appear before man has attained the conditions that put the value 
of life into question. 

 Likewise, early religion’s interpretation of nature as another-world 
does not necessarily imply that early religion holds the totality of the 
world comprising nature and the other-world as two parts that com-
plement each other. The case of Early Judaism shows that early reli-
gion’s error consists in the projection of man and nature onto God. In 
the context of Early Judaism, the abundance of man’s life results in the 
emergence of man’s failure to identify man as man, nature as nature, 
and life as life. It is also manifest in man’s projection of these results in 
a concept of a  natural  God: 

 Originally, above all in the period of the Kingdom, Israel too stood 
in a  correct , that is to say natural relationship to all things. Their 

Yaweh was the expression of their consciousness of power, of their 
delight in themselves, their hopes of themselves: in him they an-
ticipated victory and salvation, with him they trusted that nature 
would provide what the people needed—above all rain. Yaweh is 
the God of Israel and  consequently  the God of justice: the logic of ev-
ery nation that is in power and has a good conscience about it. These 
two aspects of a nation’s self-affi rmation fi nd expression in festi-
val worship: it is grateful for the great destiny which has raised it 
on high, it is grateful towards the year’s seasons and to all its good 
fortune with livestock and husbandry. 14  

 If Yahweh is Early Judaism’s God, then Early Judaism is a monothe-
istic religion. I mentioned that Nietzsche criticizes the claim for the 
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eternity of the one truth, its duration over time, its “monotono-the-
ism.” 15  Yet Nietzsche’s positive evaluation of Early Judaism does not con-
tradict his negative criticism of monotheism. The object of Nietzsche’s 
criticism is not the idea of the oneness of truth. Instead, as the differ-
ence between the terms “monotheism” and “monotono-theism” shows, 
Nietzsche’s criticism concerns the validity of the oneness of the 
(Platonic-Christian) truth over time. After Nietzsche’s modern genea-
logical consciousness, such a claim cannot be further supported. 16  In this 
light, Nietzsche’s description of Early Judaism’s ritual worship of its God 
as a refl ection of nature’s seasonal cycles is highly signifi cant to the un-
derstanding of Nietzsche’s positive appraisal of the Jewish God, despite 
its idea of monotheism. This last quotation of Nietzsche, as well as 
the one above relating to Early Judaism as a religion of thankfulness, 17  
indicates that Nietzsche conceives of Early Judaism’s concept of God 
as a  natural  concept refl ecting the totality of life: “The concept of power, 
whether of a god or of a man, always includes both the ability to help 
and the ability to harm. Thus it is with the Arabs; thus with the Hebrews. 
Thus with all strong races.” 18  

 God refl ects life as experienced in its totality, life in its good and bad 
circumstances. God is both good and bad, friend and foe. God is re-
ferred to in the good and in the bad:  God is one . Nietzsche’s idea of nat-
ural monotheism—the conception of the one God as the refl ection of 
the experience of life as  one  totality—remains similar to Greek polythe-
ism, following its idea of plurality as expressed in the plurality of feel-
ings with which the one and the same deity is addressed. It may be ob-
jected here that the monotheist Jewish concept of God differs from 
Greek polytheism in that it does not embrace plurality as plurality, but 
as totality. In view of the fact that the natural Jewish God refl ects na-
ture in its seasonal cycle, it should be replied that this totality is not ab-
solute. This totality is bound to locality and nativity: “All honor to the 
Old Testament! I fi nd in it great human beings, a heroic landscape, and 
something of the very rarest quality in the world, the incomparable 
naïveté of the  strong heart ; what is more, I fi nd a people.” 19  
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 For Nietzsche, the early Jewish “Nationalgott” represents the same 
ideal that the early native God of the Greek polis (“ deus autochthonus ”) 
represents: Nietzsche’s conception of Early Judaism is similar to his con-
ception of ancient Greek religion as a religion of thankfulness. 20  In the 
context of this parallelism, Early Judaism’s conception of  its  one God is 
the fi rst affi rmative answer to the question of the value of life on the 
path leading from Judaism to Christianity. 

 The terms of this comparison between ancient Greek religion and 
Early Judaism raise the following question: Does Nietzsche see Early 
Judaism continuing on the same trajectory as ancient Greek religion? 
If ancient Greek religion gives birth to Dionysian tragedy, does Early 
Judaism also do the same? Nietzsche answers: “ tragedy —an art form and 
a pleasure that have remained essentially and profoundly foreign to the 
Jew, in spite of all poetic gifts and his sense for the sublime.” 21  

 Here one notes the clarity and the element of comparison that these 
words of Nietzsche entail, showing that Nietzsche was aware of this 
question. This awareness demonstrates his latent conception of the par-
allelism between the Greek and the Jewish paths to Christianity, which 
this work aims to reconstruct. Thus, one can determine that the Dio-
nysian in Early Judaism remains bound to the poetical and the sublime 
in the Old Testament: “In the Jewish ‘Old Testament,’ the book of di-
vine justice, there are human beings, things, and speeches in so grand a 
style that Greek and Indian literature have nothing to compare with it. 
With terror and reverence one stands before these tremendous rem-
nants of what man once was. . . . —the taste for the Old Testament is a 
touchstone for ‘great’ and ‘small.’ ” 22  

 Priestly Judaism 

 The transformation of Judaism in Christianity is not progress but 
regression. 23  What is more, Priestly Judaism, as a stage between Early 
Judaism and Christianity, is a regression from Early Judaism. But in 
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contrast with the regression of the history of Christianity through its 
Greek path from ancient Greek religion to Platonic philosophy, this 
regression remains in the frame of the trajectory of Judaism as reli-
gion. This regression does not involve art or philosophy in the manner 
that the Greek history involves Dionysian tragedy and Platonism. In 
what context, then, does Nietzsche conceive the regression from Early 
Judaism to Priestly Judaism? The following discussion shall show that 
Nietzsche’s genealogy of the priest as such composes the history of 
this regression, which is defi ned in terms of the inversion of the natu-
ral values of noble-morality in the unnatural values of slave-morality. 

 The fact that this inversion takes place within Judaism does not yet 
mean that the subject of concern here is the Jewish priest as being Jewish. 
Instead, and in keeping with the above claim that Nietzsche’s conception 
of Judaism should not be isolated from the general framework of his phi-
losophy, the Jewish priest is meant to represent the priest as such, insofar 
as the Jews are, by defi nition, “a priestly people.” 24  Put in these terms, the 
task of describing Nietzsche’s genealogy of the priest is the task of ac-
counting for the genealogy of the Jewish people as a priestly people. This 
task could be approached through Nietzsche’s account of the Jewish 
experience, which makes its regression to unnatural values possible: 

 The Jews—a people “born for slavery,” as Tacitus and the whole an-
cient world say; “the chosen people among the peoples,” as they 
themselves say and believe—the Jews brought off that miraculous 
feat of an inversion of values, thanks to which life on earth has ac-
quired a novel and dangerous attraction for a couple of millennia: 
their prophets have fused “rich,” “godless,” “evil,” “violent,” and “sen-
sual” into one and were the fi rst to use the word “world” as an op-
probrium. This inversion of values (which includes using the word 
“poor” as synonymous with “holy” and “friend”) constitutes the sig-
nifi cance of the Jewish people: they mark the beginning of the slave 
rebellion in morals. 25  
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 The Jews possess a dual identity. First, their external-objective iden-
tity refers to them as a people born for slavery. Second, their internal-
subjective identity refers to them as the chosen people among the 
peoples. This dual identity of the Jewish people refers to them as both 
masters and slaves at once. As the chosen people among all peoples, the 
Jews are nobles; they possess the noble “ pathos of distance. ” 26  And being 
born for slavery, they are slaves. If that is the case, the genealogy of this 
dual identity points to the genealogy of the conditions according to 
which the priest as such is prepared to constitute the turning point for 
the inversion of the values of noble-morality into slave-morality: “The 
priestly mode of valuation can branch off [easily] from the knightly-
aristocratic and then develop into its opposite; this is particularly likely 
when the priestly caste and the warrior caste are in jealous opposition 
to one another and are unwilling to come to terms.” 27  

 The starting point is the division of the aristocracy itself. This divi-
sion between the priestly and the knightly aristocracies leads the priestly 
caste in the direction of creating a new, opposing mode of valua-
tion. With this, the terms of an opposition without the possibility of 
conciliation are there. But why  should  the new priestly mode of valua-
tion specifi cally lead to slave-morality? In opposition to the “powerful 
physicality” 28  of the knightly aristocracy affi rming life in this-world, 
the priestly caste is in a state of physical “impotence” 29  that does 
not allow it to affi rm itself in this-world. The priestly caste then oc-
cupies the position of the impotent hateful slave: “It is because of their 
impotence that in them hatred grows to monstrous and uncanny pro-
portions, to the most spiritual and poisonous kind of hatred.” 30  

 Yet, the occupation of the position of the slave does not guarantee 
the possibility of creating the values of slave-morality. If it is the case 
that “the noble, powerful, high-stationed and high-minded. . . . [who 
out of their]  pathos of distance . . .  seized the right to create values and to 
coin names for these values,” 31  then becoming a slave means losing all 
capacity to create values. I recall though that the (Jewish) priest con-
tinues to hold together with this new external-objective identity of the 
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slave the old internal-subjective identity of the noble chosen people. 
In these same terms, and insofar as the Jews are “the most notable ex-
ample” 32  of a priestly people in human history, the priest is still empow-
ered with his noble capacity to create values. 

 So far, the priestly noble mode of evaluation and the priestly slave 
impotent hatred are the two sources for the constitution of slave-
morality. But in turning to examine the priestly noble mode of evalua-
tion, Nietzsche directs his negative criticism toward the priest already 
at the early stage in which the priest still belongs to the nobility: “There 
is from the fi rst something  unhealthy  in such priestly aristocracies.” 33  
Nietzsche’s criticism of the priest as unhealthy concerns the results of 
the priestly evaluation as one defi ned in terms of purity and impurity: 

 “Pure” and “impure” confront one another for the fi rst time as des-
ignations of station; and here too there evolves a “good” and a “bad” 
in a sense no longer referring to station. . . . “Pure” and “impure” . . . 
were rather at fi rst incredibly uncouth, coarse, external, narrow, 
straightforward, and altogether  unsymbolical  in meaning to a degree 
that we can scarcely conceive. . . . On the other hand, to be sure, it 
is clear from the whole nature of an essentially priestly aristocracy 

why antithetical valuations could in precisely this instance soon be-
come dangerously deepened, sharpened, and internalized; and in-
deed they fi nally tore chasms between man and man. 34  

 This criticism of the implications of priestly evaluation stands in the 
context of the Nietzschean comparison of the noble evaluation in terms 
of good and bad with the priestly evaluation in terms of pure and im-
pure as two parallel forms of noble evaluation. Nietzsche claims that 
good and bad originate from the noble’s reference to himself as good 
and to the common plebeian as bad. 35  In parallel, the priestly “pure” and 
“impure” terms of evaluation originate in the same way in which the 
terms “good” and “bad” originate. However, Nietzsche’s negative view 
of pure and impure corresponds to the moment subsequent to their 
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birth. Pure and impure, like good and bad, are subjected to the “rule 
that a concept denoting political superiority always resolves itself into 
a concept denoting superiority of soul.” 36  The political points here to 
the reality that keeps the concept tied to the empirical as its denota-
tion. Besides that, the soul, or the psychological ( seelisch ), points to a later 
stage in which the concept is freed from its subordination to the em-
pirical by way of its denotation of an inner reality. 

 Accordingly, in the second psychological stage good and bad lose their 
original political status and become hegemonic. Good and bad enter 
into a stage in which the concept of the good comes to denote the 
speaking I on the basis of its mere speech as I. Additionally, the con-
cept of the bad comes to denote what this same speaking I has as its 
not-I. The case at this second stage is one in which I and good constitute 
one inseparable unity; for here, the speaking I is not in the position in 
which it can choose to use this concept of good and drop another. 
Here, good and bad form language and language is the language of 
good and bad. 

 On the other hand, the priestly pure and impure remains tied to the 
priest’s  practice  of purity. As such, language loses the validity of its de-
notation of the priest’s psychology. The priest, in referring to this psy-
chology through the practice of purity, loses all possible contact with 
political reality. The priests, says Nietzsche, “tore chasms between man 
and man.” 37  But in what way does the  negatively  presented chasms be-
tween man and man differ from the  positively  presented pathos of dis-
tance? The chasms here are between man and man living, fi rst, in one 
mode of political reality—or, later, one mode of psychological reality—
and the priest living in a second reality. The chasms between man and 
man mean the chasms between this-world of man and the other-world 
(of practice) of the priest. The chasms between man and man corre-
spond to an order other than that of the pathos of distance .  The latter 
refers to the distance between the good man and the bad man. Against 
this, the chasms between man and man refer to the difference between 
the  ascetic  pure priest and this-world’s man: between the good man of 
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good and bad and the good man of good and evil. 38  Or better, if the good 
man of good and bad is evil, then the chasms between man and man 
are chasms between good and evil. 

 For Nietzsche, the dynamic of pure and impure is a dangerous ground: 
“With the priests  everything  becomes more dangerous . . . but it is only 
fair to add that it was on the soil of this  essentially dangerous  form of hu-
man existence, the priestly form, that man fi rst became  an   interesting ani-
mal , that only here did the human soul in a higher sense acquire  depth  
and become  evil .” 39  To understand the meaning of Nietzsche’s allusion 
to depth and evil here, it is necessary to analyze good and evil by relat-
ing them to the priestly slave’s impotent hatred as the second source 
for the constitution of slave-morality. It can be assumed that the priest 
acquires the impotent hatred of the slave once the priest acquires the 
latter’s sociopolitical status. Despite becoming a slave, the priest, as an 
ex-noble, is equipped with the capacity to create values. The priest, 
being a priest, is a practitioner of purity. Thus, once the priest acquires 
the hatred of the slave through the acquisition of the sociopolitical sta-
tus of the slave, this hatred becomes empowered with new values fol-
lowing the logic of the practice of purity. 

 The result of this transition is that the slave’s hatred loses its earlier 
impotence  only  in the sphere of language. On the one hand, the slave’s 
hatred remains impotent in the sphere of action, while, on the other 
hand, the slave becomes empowered with the capacity of the priest to 
create values in the sphere of language. The resulting gap between the 
acquired potency in language and the remaining impotence in action 
becomes the background upon which the priest’s logic of pure and im-
pure acquires signifi cance. The model of the priest’s practice of purity 
becomes that which defi nes the slave-priest partnership’s mode of ac-
tion. Insofar as the sphere of the practice of purity is one beyond the 
reality of this-world, and insofar as the priest-slave action cannot take 
place in this-world, such action occupies the sphere of the pure. In other 
words, its sphere becomes that of the future, of the other-world, or bet-
ter, of both: of the day of judgment, the day in which hatred shall be 
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resolved in  acting  justice that cannot be acted here and now. In this con-
text,  ressentiment  becomes the basis for the constitution of slave-morality: 

 The slave revolt in morality begins when  ressentiment  itself becomes 
creative and gives birth to values: The  ressentiment  of natures that are 
denied the true reaction, that of deeds, and compensate themselves 
with an imaginary revenge. While every noble morality develops 
from a triumphant affi rmation of itself, slave morality from the out-
set says No to what is “outside,” what is “different,” what is “not it-
self”; 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 . 40  

 On the basis of Nietzsche’s discovery of  ressentiment  as the source of 
the genealogy of the morality of good and evil, the following paragraphs 
advance the claim that this genealogy comes to defi ne the history of the 
problem of suffering as  the teleological history of suffering humanity . My start-
ing point is an analysis of the defi nition that Nietzsche gives to the good 
in the domain of slave-morality. Specifi cally, Nietzsche writes, “the 
wretched alone are the good; the poor, impotent, lowly alone are the 
good; the suffering, deprived, sick, ugly alone are pious, alone are blessed 
by God, blessedness is for them alone.” 41  In view of this defi nition of 
the good, it is suffering  alone  that becomes the center of human life. For, 
if this good mirrors the life of the slave, and if the existence of the slave 
depends on the negation of everything else, 42  then suffering alone de-
fi nes the value of life. 

 Then, in slave-morality, the question of the value of life from the 
viewpoint of the problem of suffering takes a new form. Here, suffer-
ing is not seen as an integral part of life where the affi rmation of the 
totality of life results in the affi rmation of suffering (as in Dionysian 
tragedy). Moreover, suffering here is not seen as an unwanted part of 
life that philosophy seeks to avoid (as in Platonism). In contrast with 
these two perspectives, slave-morality equates the value of life with the 
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value of suffering. Slave-morality’s question is not about the value of 
life from the point of view of suffering. Slave-morality’s question is much 
more direct: it is one about the value of suffering. As such, as soon as 
suffering becomes the good (that is, becomes the value of life par ex-
cellence), the value of life is the value of suffering, such that life is good 
insofar as it is a life of suffering. 

 The context within which slave-morality conceives of suffering life 
is that of teleological history. How? The practice of the purity of the 
priest opens up the possibility of living this-life in the other good world 
of the priest: the possibility of the experience of this-life, which is 
good in view of its denotation of the I of the priest, and which is also 
other(-world) to this-world in view of its divorce from the political 
and psychological realities of this-world. If that is correct—if some 
experience of life beyond this-life is possible—and if this-life is suffer-
ing, then suffering is not the condition of the totality of life. In addi-
tion, if this-life of suffering and the other-life without suffering are 
both good, then the good in this-life (suffering) is connected somehow 
to the good of the other-life. Since this-life is negated, the direction of 
the totality of life leads from this-life to the other-life. Accordingly, the 
good of this-life is the sign of the good of the other-life. Suffering is 
the condition of salvation. And so, the teleological history of suffering 
is the history of the suffering good man beginning with his  fall  at the 
hands of evil man and ending with the redemption of the good man and 
the punishment of evil man in a life beyond this-life, or beyond history. 

 If this-life is suffering and if this-life is history, then history is the 
condition of suffering, and therefore, overcoming history is the condi-
tion for the overcoming of suffering. Yet, I claimed above that this his-
tory is not just the history of suffering, but the history of suffering 
 humanity . How can this claim be true? First, to be clear, humanity refers 
to the noble and the slave as the sum of the human agencies behind the 
making of this history. As such, suffering in this history is no longer that 
of the Dionysian man’s  own  pain, no more the Dionysian viewpoint that 
lacks, as the Dionysian sees suffering, the capacity to see the hidden 
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suffering of the slave. 43  In this view, this history is not the history of mere 
humanity, but that of suffering humanity. But does this not contradict 
the fact that slave-morality sees suffering as what belongs to the slave 
alone, that slave-morality excludes the noble from the “gift” of suffer-
ing, and therefore cannot be said to delimit its defi nition of the history 
of humanity to suffering? Such an objection remains true only insofar 
as the noble is still to be seen as the external other of the slave. But, for 
Nietzsche, the case of the history of suffering humanity is not one about 
the suffering of the slave and the noble as the mere sum of humanity 
comprising these two as two atomic agencies external to each other. 
Instead, the suffering of humanity is the suffering of the priest in whom 
the human is born. The priest is the being-together (not the synthesis) 
of the noble and the slave as the one embracing agency that creates the 
history of suffering. 44  When the priest’s slave-morality accuses the noble 
of being evil, slave-morality actually accuses the human, or the priest, 
insofar as the priest is both aristocrat and slave. In sum, the one body 
of the priest becomes the body of the human, which has the noble—
being the agent of evil— inside  it. The moment in which the will to power 
becomes historical is the moment in which the will turns against itself. 
In this domain, evil and depth are discovered as objects of hatred: 

 [New Christian] love grew out of it [Jewish hatred] as its crown, 
as its triumphant crown spreading itself farther and farther into the 
purest brightness and sunlight, driven as it were into the domain of 
light and the heights in pursuit of the goals of that hatred—victory, 
spoil, and seduction—by the same impulse that drove the roots of 
that hatred deeper and deeper and more and more covetously into 
all that was profound and evil. 45  

 In so belonging to this order, they belong to the order to which slave-
morality’s  ressentiment  says no. This is the order of slave-morality’s “ ‘out-
side,’ what is ‘different,’ what is ‘not itself.’ ” 46  But if the profound and 
the outside belong to the same order, then evil is not simply the evil of 
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the aristocrat standing there outside. To avoid the apparent contradic-
tion of the belonging of the inside (that is, depth) and the outside to 
the same order, this order may simply be called the order of the differ-
ent. Evil is deep and depth is evil. The genealogy of the human, described 
above, is the priest as both aristocrat and slave. Man is both good and 
evil, both superfi cial and deep. If the history of man is the history of 
man’s suffering, and if suffering is good, then the evil lying in the depth 
of man is prehistorical. Evil is the starting point of the history of the 
suffering man. What is this starting point in terms of slave-morality? 
Slave-morality, in the example of the Jewish priest (in the example of 
Christianity’s history of suffering humanity), has this origin, where man’s 
 original sin  lies deep in man’s evil nature. 

 Science in Paradise 

 Slave-morality’s constitution of the teleological history of suffering 
humanity, in which evil becomes the depth of man as such, bears two 
important consequences. First, the unity of good and evil, as revealed in 
the genealogy of slave-morality in the type of Jewish priest (being the 
human), becomes the ground for slave-morality’s creation of what I want 
to call the  independent economy  of sin and punishment in the sphere of mo-
rality. 47  With the internalization of aristocratic evil in the depth of the 
good slave, slave-morality conceals, once and forever, the genealogy of 
slave-morality in the reactive  ressentiment , and thereby conceals the traces 
of the aristocrat in external reality. This concealment gives the whole 
dynamics of slave-morality the possibility of becoming independent of 
the need to make any further reference to all external reality. Slave-mo-
rality comes to express itself in terms of sin toward a universal punish-
ing God, guilt, bad conscience, and so forth. 48  Second, Nietzsche’s ge-
nealogical uncovering of slave-morality’s manufacture of evil into man’s 
original sin provides the basis for his attempt to rescue the original form 
of science from underneath the concept of the original sin. My claim 
at this juncture is that Nietzsche’s anti-Christian strategy is geared 
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toward providing the modern Antichrist with the identities of the ori-
gins, which his genealogy uncovers. 

 On the Greek path to Christianity, Dionysian art constitutes such a 
possible identity. On the Jewish path to Christianity, which proceeds 
in parallel to Dionysian tragedy, what has been made into man’s origi-
nal sin—once revaluated into its earlier form and content—becomes a 
second possible identity of Nietzsche’s modern Antichrist. I have 
claimed that Nietzsche fails to rescue an independent positive picture 
of science through his reading of the life of Socrates. In what follows, 
I shall show how Nietzsche takes up this task again in his attempt to 
read science from the story of the fall of man in the   Bible’s Book of Gen-
esis. Thus, Nietzsche retells his own story of the original sin in  The 
Antichrist  as follows: 

 At the beginning of the Bible . . . the old God, all “spirit,” all high 
priest, all perfection, promenades in his garden: but he is bored. 
Against boredom . . . he invents man. . . . But behold, man too is 
bored. . . . Consequently God created woman. And then indeed 
there was an end to boredom. . . . “Woman is in her essence ser-
pent, Heva”—every priest knows that; “ every  evil comes to the world 

through woman.” . . . “ Consequently ,  science  too comes to the world 
through her.” . . . What had happened? . . . Man himself had be-
come God’s  greatest  blunder; God had created for himself a rival, sci-
ence makes  equal to God —it is all over with priests and gods if man 
becomes scientifi c!  Moral : science is the forbidden in itself—it alone 
is forbidden. Science is the  fi rst  sin, the germ of all sins,  original  sin. 
This alone constitutes morality.—“Thou shalt  not  know”—the rest 
follows. 49  

 To better appreciate the uniqueness of this unfolding image of sci-
ence in paradise, it is worth stating above all that for Nietzsche, it is 
something other than modern science. Nietzsche has modern science 
emerging in the face of the problem of suffering. In continuity with 
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slave-morality’s Weltanschauung, modern science recognizes suffering 
within the bounds of the teleological history of suffering humanity. It 
does so with the purpose of overcoming suffering, which raises mod-
ern science beyond the independent economy of sin and punishment, 
but also keeps modern science tied to asceticism. 50  Contrary to this vo-
cation of modern science, paradisiacal science does not think suffering 
as such. It thinks suffering, that is, distress, from the viewpoint of bore-
dom, or in view of boredom being the only kind of distress found in 
every paradise. 

 For Nietzsche, an environment where boredom fl ourishes is the ideal 
laboratory of science; it is science’s paradise. The boring paradise be-
comes the ideal environment for the end of  priestly  religion. Nietzsche 
says that God, the priest, and man are equal before boredom. Nietzsche 
is actually measuring man as God, as priest, and as man before suffer-
ing. It is only man,  in becoming woman , who is able to overcome boredom. 
Man as woman does not overcome boredom in the sense of eliminat-
ing boredom; instead, man makes of boredom the ideal environment 
for man’s science as man’s entertainment. This triumph of man is based 
on man becoming man and woman, and not man becoming man and 
God or man and priest. In becoming man and woman, man overcomes 
boredom through science. Of no less importance, man does not need 
to  copy  himself. Man does not need to re-create himself in the images 
of God, the priest, and man. Science is the fruit of man becoming man 
and woman; it is the fruit of man becoming different from himself as 
man; and, in turn, it is that which makes man’s refl ection, man’s self-
image as priest, superfl uous. 

 The interpretation I am offering here emphasizes Nietzsche’s 
idea of man’s self-suffi ciency. Man’s consciousness of fi nitude does not 
need to necessarily lead to man’s refl ection of himself in the image of 
the priestly God. For Nietzsche, man is rich enough so as to project 
from himself a plurality other than the singularity of fi nitude, and 
thereby to be able to meet the problem of fi nitude with the proper 
answer to it. 
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 With the idea of man’s consciousness of fi nitude in paradise, the 
emergence of science in paradise meets the same condition according 
to which Greek religion and Early Judaism emerge. Besides, paradisiacal 
science possesses the same kind of pessimism that Dionysian tragedy 
possesses. Paradisiacal science emerges on the basis of man’s suffering 
boredom, insofar as boredom is man’s (only) distress in paradise. Man 
in paradise encounters the problem of pessimism, facing the question 
of the value of life from the point of view of suffering. In addition, as 
was the case in Dionysian tragedy, paradisiacal science is man’s affi r-
mative answer to the question of the value of life as suffering. For man 
does not simply negate boredom, and (the boring) life together with it, 
but instead creates from boredom the ideal ground for the emergence of 
science: “the sound conception of cause and effect” as man’s affi rma-
tive answer to the question of pessimism. 51  

 So far, paradisiacal science joins Dionysian art both as a second source 
for the affi rmation of life and as another possible identity of Nietzsche’s 
modern Antichrist. But the comparison between paradisiacal science 
and Dionysian art can be further extended. Paradisiacal science acquires 
the deep identity of evil through priestly religion, in the same way Di-
onysian art acquired this same identity through Platonism. If Diony-
sian art is Platonism’s evil, and if Priestly Judaism constitutes the ex-
ample of priestly religion, then paradisiacal science is Priestly Judaism’s 
evil. In accordance with this line of comparison, Nietzsche’s task to-
ward the restoration of the original identity of science (for the mod-
ern Antichrist) ends at the limits of his uncovering of science in its orig-
inal state. Here, Nietzsche continues to clarify the genealogical process 
according to which science is deprived of its paradisiacal reality. And 
this is also the process through which science becomes prepared to ac-
quire its modern form. 

 The fact that the priest views science as evil makes it necessary to 
reexamine how Nietzsche sees the connection between knowledge and 
the Fall as it appears in the Bible. 52  Science is man’s original sin, insofar 
as science provides man with the self-suffi ciency according to which man 
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is emancipated from any need of the services of the priest. Accordingly, 
the  reactive   defensive  response of the priest to the challenge of science is 
depriving man from the paradise of boredom, which is the condition 
of science: “Happiness, leisure gives room for thought—all thoughts are 
bad thoughts. . . . Man  shall  not think.” 53  

 Nietzsche here claims that the priest’s outrage against science com-
prises two elements. First, “the ‘priest in himself ’ invents [ erfi ndet ] dis-
tress, death, the danger to life in pregnancy, every kind of misery, age, 
toil, above all  sickness .” 54  This is the reality of that kind of suffering which 
substitutes for paradisiacal reality and which does not allow man to prac-
tice science. Second, the priest provides man on earth with an inverted 
meaning of suffering: the original sin (paradisiacal science) is the cause 
of man’s suffering. And as this suffering is God’s punishment, grace, re-
demption, or forgiveness constitute man’s way of overcoming suffering: 

 [In] accordance with . . . [the priest’s] logic—“sin.” . . . The con-
cept of guilt and punishment, the entire “moral world-order,” was 
invented  in opposition to  science. . . . Man shall  not . . .  look prudently 
and cautiously into things in order to learn . . . he shall  suffer . . . . 
And he shall suffer in such a way that he has need of the priest 

at all times. . . . The concept of guilt and punishment, including 
the doctrine of “grace,” of “redemption,” of “forgiveness,” . . . [was] 
invented to destroy the  causal sense  of man: they are an outrage on 
the concept cause and effect! 55  

 Yet these two elements are one and the same thing. When Nietzsche 
says that the priest in himself invents suffering, he does not mean that 
the calamities invented by the priest (distress, death, age, sickness, and 
so on) did not exist in paradise. Nietzsche’s point is that the priest dis-
covers in these calamities the possibility of inventing a new value of suf-
fering. And since these calamities exclude boredom, science can cause 
suffering—or be man’s original sin—insofar as for science, boredom is 
the totality of suffering and thereby is not defi ned in relation to these 
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calamities. Paradisiacal science may fi ght these calamities, but since this 
science does not defi ne these calamities but rather boredom as its ob-
ject, science may be categorized as evil. Accordingly, to invent these ca-
lamities is to invent—in view of paradisiacal science—their earliest pos-
sible meaning, and this is the meaning that the priest was the fi rst to 
give to them. 

 To make this point clearer, I want to add here that the opposition 
between paradisiacal science and priestly religion is distinct from that 
which exists between modern science and the Christian religion (be-
ing the culmination of priestly religion). With respect to the latter op-
position, modern science approaches the problem of suffering from that 
angle which has as its object the calamities invented by priestly religion, 
with the purpose of overcoming them. The difference between mod-
ern science and priestly religion concerns their view of the cause of these 
calamities. As such, this difference extends to their view of the praxis 
demanded for the overcoming of these calamities. On the one hand, 
modern science holds the historical man, and only the historical man, 
to be the cause of these calamities. Accordingly, modern science attempts 
to uproot these calamities by overcoming the historical sociopolitical 
conditions of these calamities. On the other hand, priestly religion 
conceals what modern science uncovers. Specifi cally, priestly religion con-
ceals this historical sociopolitical dimension behind an independent 
economy that makes the individual man responsible for man’s misfor-
tune and salvation. And in view of its doctrine of the fall of man, priestly 
religion may see modern science’s approach to the problem of suffer-
ing as falling short of providing man with true salvation from suffering. 
Priestly religion cannot see modern science as evil causing suffering, but 
only that it works within the limitations set by man’s evil. For priestly 
religion, paradisiacal science alone is the cause of evil. For paradisiacal 
science alone approaches the problem of suffering having boredom as 
its object, and it is on this basis that the original essence of paradisiacal 
science may be manipulated and be made into evil. 
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 This does not mean that modern science is the end of religion. Ac-
cording to Nietzsche’s broad defi nition of science as “the sound con-
ception of cause and effect,” 56  modern science does not seem to escape 
this defi nition. Nonetheless, the end of priestly religion effected by mod-
ern science is essentially different from its end on the terms offered by 
paradisiacal science. Modern science marks the end of priestly religion 
in the overcoming-preservation of its object and objective (wherein suf-
fering is conceived of as the invented calamities and the elimination of 
these is conceived of as history) in the form of science. Paradisiacal sci-
ence, on the other hand, can mark the end of priestly religion as its ab-
solute opposition, as that whose object and objective (suffering being 
boredom and its elimination as entertainment) do not provide the 
ground needed for their conciliation. In sum, paradisiacal science does 
not meet the conditions that both priestly religion and modern science 
meet. In opposition to these two, paradisiacal science, insofar as bore-
dom defi nes its object and objective, remains incompatible with the 
meaning of suffering within the history of suffering, the meaning of suf-
fering that priestly religion and modern science share. 

 To conclude, the priest’s invention of life’s calamities as the mean-
ing of suffering is the process according to which paradisiacal science 
is deprived of its paradisiacal reality and attributed the value of evil. 
Nietzsche’s text indicates how the process of the priest’s outrage at par-
adisiacal science prepared science for the acquisition of its modern form. 57  
In view of the fact that this process culminates in God’s decision to 
drown man, 58  I propose the following hypothesis. After the Deluge man 
does not become extinct, man survives; and in this way post-paradisi-
acal science acquires the characteristics of the survivor. Under these con-
ditions, science cannot work in the framework of the abundance of par-
adisiacal reality, which, being abundant, allows science to conceive of 
suffering as boredom. In becoming a survivor, science cannot avoid 
thinking the reality of calamities invented by the priest as the true object 
of the problem of suffering. Accordingly, the modern revival of science 
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carries within it the genealogy of the survivor. For Nietzsche, this ge-
nealogy fi nds its expression in the modern idea of  self-preservation . 59  

 The Legitimacy of the Antichrist 

 The name of the Antichrist is a name that Nietzsche (and Co.) pro-
claims to himself: “we immoralists and anti-Christians.” 60  This being 
so, I argue that Nietzsche’s anti-Christian strategy seeks to equip the 
modern Antichrist with the identities of the origins that his genealogy 
uncovers. Two things are implied by this claim. First, Nietzsche gives 
logical priority to the Antichrist over Dionysus. Second, despite the pri-
ority attributed to it, the Antichrist is legitimized through the Diony-
sian being an origin. In favor of the fi rst point, Nietzsche’s own words, 
in his later self-criticism in  The Birth of Tragedy , speak very clearly: 

 My instinct at that time turned itself  against  morality with this ques-
tionable book, as an instinct speaking on behalf of life, and invented 
for itself a fundamental counter-doctrine and counter-evaluation 
of life, a purely artistic, an  anti-Christian  one. What should it be called? 
As a philologist and man of words I baptized it, not without a cer-

tain liberty—for who knows the true name of the Antichrist?—with 
the name of a Greek god: I called it the  Dionysian . 61  

 This passage points very strongly to the intrinsic relationship con-
necting the Antichrist with Dionysus. Nietzsche’s Antichrist cannot 
be read without reference to his Dionysus, and vice versa. Nietzsche 
refutes the validity of that interpretation of Nietzsche which reads 
the “anti-” alone, namely, Nietzsche’s anti-Platonism, and dismisses the 
Dionysian. It also refutes the validity of the counter-interpretation 
that reads the Dionysian (“differentiated affi rmation”) alone and dis-
misses the Antichrist. Against this background, I take on the challenge 
of clarifying the signifi cance of the relationship between the Antichrist 
and Dionysus. Moreover, insofar as Nietzsche used Dionysus in order to 
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have a direct counter to Christ, 62  I want to add to Salaquarda’s view and 
suggest that the Antichrist is prior to Dionysus in view of Nietzsche’s 
reference to the seeking of his nameless anti-Christian instinct for a 
name. 63  This name is the Dionysian. 64  

 The name is secondary in relation to the instinct. Yet, Nietzsche 
says that his selection of such a name was not made without a certain 
liberty: the Dionysian as the name of Nietzsche’s anti-Christian instinct 
is not absolutely arbitrary. Nietzsche’s account of the ascetic ideal in 
the  Genealogy of Morals  underlines the  degree  of liberty that Nietzsche 
allows himself in the attribution of this name to his anti-Christian 
instinct: 

 It will be immediately obvious that such a self-contradiction as the 
ascetic appears to represent, “life  against  life,” is, physiologically con-
sidered and not merely physiologically, a simple absurdity. It can only 
be  apparent ; it must be a kind of provisional formulation, an inter-
pretation and psychological misunderstanding of something whose 
real nature could not for a long time be understood or described  as 
it really was — a mere word inserted into an old gap in human knowl-
edge . Let us replace it with a brief formulation of the facts of the 

matter:  the ascetic ideal springs from the protective instinct of a degenerating life  
which tries by all means to sustain itself and to fi ght for its exis-
tence; it indicates a partial physiological obstruction and exhaus-
tion against which  the deepest instincts of life , which have remained 
intact, continuously struggle with new expedients and devices. The 
ascetic ideal is such an expedient. 65  

 What really matters, here as before, is the instinct. It is the  deep instinct 
of life  that seeks to appear through a name that may be arbitrary. It may 
be objected that the Antichrist in Nietzsche’s anti-Christian instinct 
is also nothing more than a name, insofar as anti-Christian is only the 
adjective of Nietzsche’s deep instinct. This may be true. Yet even if the 
Antichrist is only a name, it cannot be divorced from the Dionysian; 



48 FROM JUDAISM TO CHRISTIANITY

and it is still prior to the Dionysian as a later, freer name. The real sig-
nifi cance of this last quotation from Nietzsche’s analysis of the ascetic 
ideal is that it shows the degree to which Nietzsche was not free to adopt 
the name Dionysus for his anti-Christian instinct. The Dionysian en-
joys the depth through its location at the origins of the Nietzschean his-
tory of Christianity. 

 If the Nietzschean hermeneutics of the Antichrist consists of rely-
ing on the Antichrist as the place in which the Christian text negates 
itself, the remaining task is to use the liberty that this text allows and 
to decide the name of the Antichrist insofar as this text does not spell 
out the name of the Antichrist. 66  But this liberty is constrained by the 
need for an origin that can mediate the depth of the anti-Christian in-
stinct. As such, the idea of origin becomes a source of the legitimiza-
tion of the Antichrist. This thesis appears to be at odds with the claim 
that, for Nietzsche, genealogy “opposes itself to the search for origins.” 67  
It is highly persuasive that, in this instance, genealogy does not “con-
fuse itself with a quest for [Christianity’s] . . . ‘origins.’ ” 68  The origins 
of Christianity have been shown to be “ ‘something altogether differ-
ent’ [from the] . . . timeless and essential secret” 69  of the concept of the 
good of slave-morality. The accident, to use Foucault’s words, of the his-
torical division of the aristocracy, discussed above in this chapter, was 
the basis for the emergence of this concept. Furthermore, it is obvious 
that the Nietzschean genealogy is, from the beginning, destructive in 
its nature: the historical knowledge it makes “is not made for under-
standing; it is made for cutting.” 70  

 We are reminded that the origins of Christianity’s slave-morality are 
not merely accidental but also reactive. From here, there remains the 
possibility that  beyond  destructive genealogy there exists the Dionysian 
origin to which slave-morality reacts. 71  I have shown so far not only that 
Nietzsche’s genealogy destroys the metaphysical origins of Christian-
ity, but also that its revelation of the Dionysian origin underneath the 
history of the fragile modern body—to borrow again from Foucault—
is an integral part of genealogy. In fact, Nietzsche was more than aware 
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of the limits of destructive genealogy. Thus, he sought to complete this 
shortcoming of genealogy by his turn to (Jesus’s) Buddhism. 72  

 If that is the case, the following question arises: Why does the An-
tichrist need such legitimacy at all? In calling its destroyer Antichrist, 
Christianity gives to the Antichrist the negative term of its relation to 
the Antichrist and preserves the positive term for itself. Against this, 
Nietzsche’s genealogy of slave-morality uncovers this morality as reac-
tive. I have shown that Nietzsche’s achievement lies, above all, in illu-
minating Dionysian art and paradisiacal science as that against which 
slave-morality reacts. On this basis, if the Antichrist remains depen-
dent on its defi nition by Christianity as “anti-,” it throws into oblivion 
the positive origin that Nietzsche’s genealogy reveals, and thereafter re-
mains bound to Christianity as its mere negative counterpart. Under 
such circumstances, the Antichrist becomes reactive, insofar as Chris-
tianity becomes the only source from which the Antichrist can be read. 
Alternatively, once the Antichrist assumes the original identities of art 
and science, the Antichrist dissolves its negativity. Here, Christ is re-
membered as anti-Dionysian, and therefore the Antichrist becomes the 
anti-anti-Dionysus: the Antichrist is the return of the unquestionably 
active Dionysus. 

 This state of affairs explains the indispensability of the origin of the 
Antichrist’s identity for its legitimacy as active. And although the New 
Testament prophesizes that the Antichrist shall  come  in the future, Ni-
etzsche does not leave the Antichrist dependent on such a prophecy 
alone. Thus, the end of Nietzsche’s strategy is not about bringing the 
Dionysian itself; it is rather one about reformulating the coming of the 
Antichrist as a return. Consequently, it is necessary to dissect the claim 
that Nietzsche’s legitimization of the modern Antichrist—by making 
reference to the Dionysian as origin before Christianity—follows the 
steps of Paul’s legitimization of the Christian faith by making reference 
to the faith of Abraham as origin before the Jewish law. 73  

 Paul argues for the legitimacy of the Christian faith with reference 
to the already established legitimacy of the Jewish law. This is the 
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legitimacy of righteousness as that through which the grace of God is 
attained. 74  Since the legitimacy of righteousness through the law is 
based on heritage, the relationship of both the Jewish law and the 
Christian faith with such a heritage becomes the site for Paul’s legiti-
mization of the Christian faith (as against that of the Jewish law): “Are 
they Hebrews? so am I. Are they Israelites? so am I. Are they the seed 
of Abraham? so am I.” 75  The legitimacy of Paul’s faith is the legitimacy 
of the fi rst seed, that is, of Abraham. This is not the legitimacy of 
Paul’s voice as a born Jew but rather as a new Hebrew, a new Israelite; 
for Paul extends the boundaries of grace beyond his blood relation-
ships. 76  In this way, he states: “What shall we say then that Abraham 
our father, as pertaining to the fl esh, hath found? For if Abraham were 
justifi ed by works, he hath whereof to glory; but not before God. For 
what saith the scripture? Abraham believed God, and it was counted 
unto him for righteousness.” 77  

 Christianity (New Israel) can be legitimized, as faith, through the 
original faith of Abraham. Hence, the Christian faith becomes the prom-
ise: “For the promise, that he should be the heir of the world, was not 
to Abraham, or to his seed, through the law, but through the righteous-
ness of faith.” 78  In sum, the idea of Abraham as origin grounds the le-
gitimacy of Paul’s Christian faith. As such, the Christian faith is not the 
negative term of the Jewish law: “Seeing it is one God, which shall jus-
tify the circumcision by faith, and uncircumcision through faith. Do we 
then make void the law through faith? God forbid: yea, we establish the 
law.” 79  

 The authority of the faith of Abraham is dependent upon its his-
torical appearance before the law: “Know ye therefore that they which 
are of faith, the same are the children of Abraham. And the scripture, 
foreseeing that God would justify the heathen through faith, preached 
before the gospel unto Abraham, saying, In thee shall all nations be 
blessed.” 80  Yet for Paul, the fact that the Jewish law precedes the Chris-
tian faith historically does not mean that the Jewish law does not make 
the law void and establish the faith of Abraham. Instead, “the covenant, 
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that was confi rmed before of God in Christ, the law, which was four 
hundred and thirty years after, cannot disannul, that it should make the 
promise of none effect.” 81  The Jewish law is the temporal negation of 
Abraham’s faith: “before faith came, we were kept under the law, shut 
up unto the faith which should afterwards be revealed.” 82  

 The Dionysian legitimization of Nietzsche’s Antichrist follows the 
same logic of legitimization as Paul’s. If the Christian faith appeals to 
the origin as its legitimizing source, the relationship of Christ and the 
Antichrist with the idea of the origin becomes the site for Nietzsche’s 
legitimization of the Antichrist (as against that of Christ). If slave-
morality has been discovered to be reactive to the Dionysian, the site 
of the origin does not belong to the faith of Abraham-Paul anymore. It 
belongs rather to the Dionysian, and to the Antichrist as Dionysian. 
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 Belief and Atheism, Skepticism and Suffering 

 How does Nietzsche’s history of Christianity continue its development 
toward early Christianity? Or, put otherwise: Why does the history of 
pessimism not remain Platonic and priestly Jewish? What (dead) ends 
did the Greek and the Jewish paths result in? And how did such ends 
come to constitute the conditions that make the emergence of the Chris-
tian faith possible? In Nietzsche’s words, the relevant question is one 
about how such faith becomes demanded: 

 The faith demanded . . . by original Christianity, in the midst of 
a skeptical and southern free-spirited world that looked back 
on, and still contained, a centuries-long fi ght between philo-
sophical schools, besides the education for tolerance given by the 
 imperium Romanum —this faith. . . . resembles in a gruesome manner 
a continual suicide of reason—a tough, long-lived, wormlike reason 
that cannot be killed all at once and with a single stroke. 1  

 Nietzsche describes the demand for the Christian faith as having two 
aspects. As seen from the perspective of the philosophically skeptical 
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world into which the Christian faith was born, this world demands  faith 
as such  as a way out from  skepticism as such . And as seen from the perspec-
tive of the Christian faith itself, this faith is demanded (or  conditioned ) 
as Christian: as that specifi c “paradoxical formula “god on the cross.” 2  
I advance here the main claim that the demand for the Christian faith 
results from the demand for faith as such. The above quotation from 
 Beyond Good and Evil  assumes man as human, that is, as the unsynthetic 
unity of the noble and the slave, which was born in the genealogy of 
the priest. The Christian faith is born in the moment in which faith is 
demanded by man as both noble and slave, insofar as Nietzsche uses a 
refl ective language to describe this demand: he speaks of  suicide  and  sacri-
fi ce  (“a . . . suicide, . . . a sacrifi ce of all freedom, all pride, all self-confi dence 
of the spirit; at the same time, enslavement and self-mockery, self-
mutilation”) resulting from the (inner) confl ict between the  apparent  
(“the noble taste that seems to  deny  suffering”) and the  deep  (“the Orient, 
 deep  Orient, . . . Oriental slave”). 3  

 Faith as such is demanded as a result of the crisis that man’s world 
of skepticism has reached. Yet—and against this demand—it is only the 
demand of the slave to spring from the deep to the apparent in the form 
of the specifi c Christian faith that represents itself as realizable. Under 
these conditions, the constitution of the Christian faith consists in mak-
ing  suffering the condition of skepticism . On the one hand, if the crisis of 
noble skepticism demands faith as such, it demands faiths and not the one 
specifi c Christian faith. On the other hand, in order to formulate its 
faith in apparent language, the Christian faith cannot depend on the 
negative general characterization that the noble skepticism’s demand 
for faith as such gives it. To clarify this point, I want to recall Nietzsche’s 
genealogy of slave-morality within noble-morality: The transformation 
of the concept of the bad in noble-morality into the concept of the good 
in slave-morality demands from the slave that he abandon the negative 
standpoint of the bad and assume the positive position of the priest’s 
narrating good self. In a similar manner, the constitution of the 
Christian faith demands from the suffering slave that he abandon 
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the negative standpoint of the object of skepticism in general and as-
sume suffering as the positive term within the dialectics of skepti-
cism and suffering. 

 In order to make suffering the condition of skepticism, the Chris-
tian faith should make sense of the claim that the noble and tolerant 
Greco-Roman skepticism is as skeptical about suffering as it is skepti-
cal in general. As Nietzsche stresses above, noble skepticism is not given 
as skepticism about suffering. Nietzsche describes the noble position 
as one that is skeptical concerning suffering and as one that “seems to 
 deny  suffering.” 4  The noble position is skeptical and only skeptical: its 
skepticism has no object, and thereby neither affi rms suffering nor de-
nies suffering; but rather, as skepticism in general, it  seems  to deny the 
slave’s “ concealed  suffering.” 5  

 To become that faith which is demanded, the Christian faith holds 
as true the following proposition: skepticism as such is skepticism about 
suffering. As soon as this proposition is held to be true, and since skep-
ticism does not affi rm suffering, skepticism becomes the denial of suf-
fering. In continuity with this, noble skepticism is divorced from tol-
erance: noble skepticism becomes the  fi xed  intolerance in relation to 
suffering, in the same manner in which the concept of the good in no-
ble-morality became  fi xed  in the concept of evil in slave-morality. And 
what does it mean to be intolerant of suffering in terms of the (new) 
language of the  Christian faith ? If skepticism is skepticism about suffer-
ing, and if the Christian faith is the faith of suffering (or the faith in 
the formula “god on the cross”), 6  then skepticism is also skepticism about 
the faith of suffering. Skepticism is atheism: it is not the “noble and friv-
olous tolerance, . . . ‘catholicity’ of faith, . . . freedom from faith, that 
half-stoical and smiling unconcern with the seriousness of faith.” 7  

 The picture resulting from this state of affairs is one in which the 
Christian faith labels not only noble skepticism as atheism but also any 
faith different from it. It does so, moreover, against the background of 
the Christian faith’s proof of itself as that which is demanded as Chris-
tian and not as faith per se. I mentioned that when the Christian faith 
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comes to legitimize itself in apparent language, it has the  particular  for-
mula “god on the cross” as its grounding moment. This way, the Chris-
tian faith excludes faiths and faith as such from the possibility of being 
demanded by the crisis of skepticism. In turn, as soon as the Christian 
faith becomes legitimated (or becomes demanded), it proves skepticism 
to be illegitimate together with skepticism’s possibilities, its possible de-
mand of a plurality of faiths and of faith as such. 

 Nietzsche’s characterization of the slave’s Christian faith as absolute, 
as “unconditional, . . . tyrannical,” 8  results in the identity of faith with 
the Christian faith: the truth is faith and truth is the Christian faith. 
The proposition “God exists” is true insofar as the formula “god on the 
cross” is true, and vice versa. This identity between belief in the exis-
tence of God and belief in the formula “god on the cross” results from 
the fact that the Christian faith is the belief in this formula. And 
since this formula demands belief in the existence of God, belief in the 
existence of God, if taken alone, and if taken as part of any belief other 
than the Christian faith, is not true faith: the true belief in the existence 
of God should imply the belief in the formula “god on the cross.” 

 This interpretation of Nietzsche’s view of the advent of Christian-
ity against the background of skepticism may be extended by examin-
ing its implications for Christianity’s conception of Judaism. It can now 
be added that the Christian faith deduces the following: if the command-
ment “love your neighbor as yourself” is fulfi lled, then all the laws of 
the Torah are fulfi lled. 9  I have said that the (Christian) claim to truth 
becomes identical to the Christian faith. Under these conditions, Chris-
tianity cannot accept the Jewish law. But according to its claim to be 
continuous with Judaism, Christianity should provide its own formu-
lation of the Jewish law. Thus, Christianity can fulfi ll both the condi-
tion of the absolute truth of its faith and the condition of the truth of 
the Jewish law only by deploying love as what I want to call a minimal 
form of the Jewish law. 10  From the viewpoint of Christianity, Judaism 
remains one more faith other than the Christian one. Yet practically, 
Judaism cannot be said to be another faith. Christianity does not 
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recognize anything that can be called another faith: for Christianity, 
faith as such and the Christian faith are one and the same. Accord-
ingly, Judaism is Christianity’s  historical other , which belongs to the order 
of Christianity’s absolute other, or what is not Christian, or skeptical 
atheism: “As concerning the gospel, they [the Jews] are enemies for 
your sakes.” 11  

 However, I made the claim that Christianity considers skeptical athe-
ism as evil causing suffering: the Christian faith “presupposes that the 
subjection of the spirit  hurts  indescribably; that the whole past and the 
habits of such a spirit resist the  absurdissimum  which ‘faith’ represents to 
it.” 12  If that is the case, how does Christianity construct Judaism as a 
 producer  of suffering? Paul claims that sin exits with the Torah, and sin 
is the condition of suffering (death). 13  The Torah   is the cause of suf-
fering. But, if the Torah, as Torah, is the cause of suffering, then the Jew-
ish practice of the law—as a production of suffering—may be said to 
maintain its specifi c otherness to Christianity. Such a conclusion would 
be true if Christianity holds the proposition that, with the absence 
of the law, sin and thereby suffering do not exist as a true proposition. 
For this proposition delimits the production of suffering to the prac-
tice of the Jewish law and therefore speaks of Judaism as being the 
source of suffering. But for Christianity this proposition is not true: Paul 
claims that sin, and therefore suffering, existed (but did not appear as 
sin for God) before the Jewish law. 14  Thus, the Jewish practice of the law 
should not be called Judaism, but skepticism of the truth of the Christian 
faith, and thereby the other atheist producer of suffering. 

 In the terms of slave-morality, Nietzsche conceives of the birth of 
the Christian faith from the crisis of noble skepticism as an inversion 
of the openness and plurality of the one apparent language of the good 
noble into the closeness and singularity of the language of the good Chris-
tian slave. This is the inversion in which the presence of the many bad 
unknown others of the noble is substituted by the presence of the one 
evil known other of Christianity. Thus, in the terms of this continuum 
between Christianity and Priestly Judaism, Christianity becomes the 
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antithesis of paradisiacal science in the same manner as Priestly Juda-
ism. The fact remains that for Nietzsche, Platonism, Priestly Judaism, and 
Christianity represent one party: the party of slave morality. Nietzsche’s 
attack on this party takes all possible forms. One of these forms is that 
in which Nietzsche argues against the Jewish Plato and thereby does 
not keep the Greek and Jewish paths to Christianity purely separated: 
“It has cost us dear that this Athenian [Plato] went to school with the 
Egyptians (—or with the Jews in Egypt?).” 15  

 By saying this, I do not intend to fuse the Greek and the Jewish paths 
to Christianity. On the contrary, the division between them remains 
highly important for the examination of the analogies and differences 
between them. In this course of inquiry, and within the framework of 
the Greek path to Christianity, Christianity appears to be a return of 
Platonic dogmatism through the crisis of skepticism. How is that? I have 
made note of Nietzsche’s claim that “skepticism concerning suffering, 
at bottom merely a pose of aristocratic morality, . . . seems to  deny . . .  
[the slave’s] abundant  concealed  suffering.” 16  I want to add here that 
Nietzsche has the Pyrrhonian skeptics in mind here. As a cure from 
the disease of dogmatism, the Pyrrhonian suspends any judgment that 
goes beyond what appears and is led thereby to the ataraxia. If that is 
correct, the Pyrrhonian skeptic knows suffering only as it appears: the 
Pyrrhonian does not know concealed suffering and in turn appears to 
deny suffering. 17  

 Pyrrhonian skepticism does not meet, and cannot meet, the Chris-
tian faith. Pyrrhonian skepticism does not know the slave’s hidden suf-
fering upon which the Christian faith is erected. Also, Pyrrhonian skep-
ticism does not know the suffering that may result from the Christian 
faith as dogma, for the Christian faith proves itself to be salvation from 
suffering, that is, it brings happiness to the believer: 

 Psychological confusions:—the demand for belief—confused with 
the “will to truth” (e.g., in the case of Carlyle). But in the same way, 
the demand for unbelief has been confused with the “will to truth” 
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(—the need to get free from belief, for a hundred reasons: to be in 
the right against some “believers”). What inspires the skeptic? Ha-
tred of the dogmatist—or a need for rest, a weariness, as in the case 
of Pyrrho. 18  

 If indeed the road of Pyrrhonian skepticism does not cross that of the 
Christian faith, in what terms does Pyrrhonian skepticism demand the 
Christian faith? For the Christian faith, Pyrrhonian skepticism, which 
deals with the suffering of the dogmatic and ignores hidden suffering, 
does not embrace the problem of suffering in its totality. Thus, the 
Christian faith is demanded in view of the Pyrrhonian skeptic’s indif-
ference, or rather in view of skeptical passivity translated into practical 
denial toward hidden suffering. 

 At this point, the Nietzschean history of Christianity becomes more 
interesting. So far, the parallelism between the Greek and the Jewish 
paths to Christianity includes four stages: Greek religion and Early Ju-
daism, Socrates and Jesus, 19  Platonism and Priestly Judaism, and Dio-
nysian art and paradisiacal science. And here, the case of skepticism adds 
one more stage to these four stages. This is the stage of Buddhism rep-
resented by the Buddhist Pyrrho on the side of the Greek path to Chris-
tianity and the Buddhism of Jesus on the side of the Jewish path to 
Christianity. 

 Nietzsche writes: 

  Sagacious  weariness: Pyrrho. To live a lowly life. . . . No pride . . . to 
honor and believe what all believe. On guard against science and 
spirit. . . .  A Buddhist for Greece , grown up amid the tumult of the 
schools; a latecomer; weary;  the protest of weariness against the zeal 
of the dialecticians ; the unbelief of weariness in the importance of 
all things . . . no contest; no will to distinction; to deny the Greek 
instincts. . . . His life was a protest against the great doctrine of iden-
tity (happiness = virtue = knowledge). . . . wisdom does not make 
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“wise”—The right way of life does not want happiness, it turns away 
from happiness. 20  

 For Nietzsche, the decadence of Greek philosophy, which starts with 
Socrates, reaches its high point in the Buddhism of Pyrrho. 21  Against 
this background, Buddhism becomes the high point of three cultures: 
Greek Antiquity (Pyrrho), Judaism (Jesus), and Modernity (Schopen-
hauer). This contextualization throws a new light on Nietzsche’s con-
ception of skepticism. The question whether Nietzsche was a skeptic 
or not yields contradictory answers. On the one hand, Nietzsche be-
comes a skeptic in view of his vindication of the intellectual honesty of 
the skeptical philosophers. 22  On the other hand, he becomes dogmatic 
in view of his mere denial of Christianity. 23  Nietzsche’s relations with 
skepticism are very complex: Nietzsche’s approval of skepticism would 
increase along with the strength of his polemic against Christianity and 
traditional philosophy. Still, there is something intriguingly paradoxi-
cal about the fact that he becomes more approving of skepticism even 
while he himself becomes in various ways less skeptical. 24  

 However, one cannot approach Nietzsche’s conception of skepticism 
apart from his conception of Buddhism. In view of the inseparable con-
nection between skepticism and Buddhism, Nietzsche’s approval of 
skepticism should be understood in view of his approval of nihilistic 
Buddhism. From this perspective, Buddhism (and thereafter skepticism) 
is not approved for itself; rather, it is approved as a high point. Buddhism 
is approved as that necessary stage in which all judgments are denied 
and affi rmed at one and the same time, and through which Nietzsche 
sought the overcoming of the history of Christianity. 

 With this in mind, I want to put forth the following three claims: 
First, Nietzsche reads into Buddhism that kind of nihilism which char-
acterizes the state of the end of culture—Pyrrho is the end of Greek 
Antiquity, Jesus is the end of Judaism, and Schopenhauer is the end of 
Modernity. 25  Second, this kind of Buddhism forms the basis for the 
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emergence of a new beginning that constitutes the overcoming of 
this end in terms of a demand—Christianity is demanded beyond 
Greek Buddhist skepticism and beyond Jesus’s Jewish Buddhism, and 
Nietzsche’s modern Antichrist is demanded beyond modern Euro-
pean Buddhism. Third, Christianity’s, or more precisely Paul’s, over-
coming of the dead ends that the Greek and the Jewish paths have 
reached becomes Nietzsche’s model for the overcoming of modern 
Buddhism. 26  Before I turn to a defense of this last claim, Priestly Juda-
ism’s crisis of sin and punishment should fi rst be discussed, since this 
crisis is the ground for the emergence of Jesus the Buddhist, who is in 
fact the turning point that makes the realization of the Christian faith 
possible. 

 Sin and Punishment 

 I have already pointed to the fact that Jewish slave-morality results in 
what has been termed the independent economy of sin and punishment. 
How, then, does this economy become the crisis of Christianity’s Jew-
ish world  demanding  the advent of the Christian faith? Recall that the 
priest, as both aristocrat and slave, becomes the human joining these 
two agencies in one body. The fi rst is the apparent, discoursing, good 
suffering slave, and the second is the deep, silenced evil of the original 
sin. The internalization of the otherness of the aristocrat in the depth 
of the human means its concealment from the apparent world. And 
if the aristocrat is concealed, the reactive character of slave-morality is 
also concealed. According to this concealment, man forgets the natu-
ral aristocratic possibility of action, and in turn the reactive form of 
action becomes man’s only possibility for action. 

 In view of this end, here arises Nietzsche’s criticism of subjectivity, 
as brought to the world along with slave-morality, which starts with the 
subjectivities of God and  his  slave as defi ned in terms of sin and 
punishment: 
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 Yaweh the God of “justice”— no longer  at one with Israel, an expres-
sion of national self-confi dence: now only a God bound by condi-
tions. The new conception of him becomes an instrument in the 
hands of priestly agitators who henceforth interpret all good for-
tune as a reward, all misfortune as punishment for disobedience of 
God, for “sin”: that most mendacious mode of interpretation of the 
supposed “moral world-order” through which the natural concepts 
“cause” and “effect” is once and for all stood on its head. When one 
has banished natural causality from the world by means of reward 
and punishment, one then requires an  anti-natural  causality. . . . A 
God  who demands —in place of a God who helps. 27  

 At this stage, the later Jewish concept of God is not that of Early Juda-
ism anymore, it is not the earlier, natural, one local God of a religion of 
thankfulness refl ecting the Jewish affi rmation of life: “The old God  could  
no longer do what he formally could. One should have let him go. What 
happened? One altered the conception of him: at this price one retained 
him.” 28  The later God of justice is instead the incapable, denatured, con-
ditional, rewarding, punishing, antinatural, demanding, and abstract 
God serving as “an instrument in the hands of priestly agitators.” 29  Ac-
cording to this later concept of God, Judaism loses its earlier refl ective-
expressive purpose, it loses the symmetry between man and God ac-
cording to which man is not God only insofar as man thanks himself 
through thankfulness to God. Such a symmetrical relationship is sub-
stituted by a relationship of cause and effect. On the basis of this new 
relationship, God and man come to constitute the totality of the world 
from which the active (aristocrat) has been dismissed. After dismiss-
ing the (outer) subjectivity of the aristocrat, the problem of the inde-
pendence of slave-morality becomes one of fi nding the cause of suffer-
ing, that is, the subjectivity behind suffering. If such subjectivity cannot 
be attributed to the noble anymore, it should be attributed to the slave. 
For, in view of slave-morality, the good slave is the legitimate narrator, 
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or, to use Nietzsche’s words, the slave is the legitimate interpreter of 
the phenomenon of her suffering. However, seeking the cause of suf-
fering means seeking the subject who does evil, when the suffering slave 
is the object of evil. 

 Some correction of the concept of God may provide a way out of 
this contradiction. How is that? It has been said that for slave-moral-
ity, man is both slave and aristocrat, both good and evil. As evil, man is 
the cause (of the effect) of suffering as good. If that is correct, to be 
both the subject and the object of suffering is to cause suffering in one 
sense (that is, to be a sinner to God) and to be the object of suffering 
in another sense, that is, to be punished by God in order to go back to 
being good. Under these terms, slave-morality retains its claim con-
cerning the truth of the opposition of good and evil as it distributes 
the active—or suffering-productive—subjectivity of the aristocrat in 
the completion of the activity of the sinner man and that of the pun-
ishing God of justice. Slave-morality attains the independence it has 
sought: the aristocrat is concealed, and nonetheless the result of her 
activity (suffering being the condition of the slave’s being good)  still 
exists : 

 [When the] Jews . . . faced . . . the question of being or not being, 
they preferred . . . being  at any price : the price they had to pay was the 
radical  falsifi cation  of all nature, all naturalness, all reality. . . . They 
made of themselves an antithesis to  natural  conditions—they in-
verted religion, religious worship, morality, history, psychology one 
after the other in an irreparable way into the  contradiction to their 
natural values . 30  

 Here Nietzsche’s criticism of the metaphysical choice, of the Platonic 
“egyptianism. . . . and monotono-theism” 31 —appears again. To be, says 
Nietzsche, is to decide to endure and last beyond the moment: not to 
“let [God] go” 32  when one should. This criticism of the decadent concept 
of the metaphysically existing God is highly signifi cant for Nietzsche’s 
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understanding of the continuum between Christianity and Priestly 
Judaism. 33  This Jewish phenomenon in relation to which Christianity is 
but “a copy . . . in unutterably vaster proportions” 34  is in continuity and 
harmony with the above analysis of Christianity’s turn to Platonic phi-
losophy so as to have the proof of the existence of God as suffi cient for 
the proof of the Christian faith. 

 Also, from this perspective, slave-morality’s formulation of the his-
tory of the problem of suffering in terms of teleological history reap-
pears: the history of God and man, in which man acts as sinner and the 
God of justice reacts as punisher. If that is the case, God’s justice appears 
to mean here the teleology of sin and punishment whose end is God’s 
turning the wheel back to the moment before man’s sin, to the mo-
ment of creation: the return to the zero-sum in man’s account of sins. 

 Slave-morality’s economy of sin and punishment results in the two-
fold problem of its concepts of God and man. As to its concept of God, 
the late Jewish God is both metaphysical and historical. As I have dem-
onstrated, the metaphysical character of God results from  preserving  him 
in the moment in which he should have been let go. From this it follows 
that the  good  God is not historical, or is not active anymore. Yet, this 
same God becomes active as he punishes man for being sinful. Accord-
ingly, God is brought back to history through his teleological activity as 
 reactive  (to evil). Hence, the identity of the metaphysical God and the 
historical God is the identity of the God of creation and the God of 
salvation. For one may deduce that punishment is an act of salvation 
insofar as punishment returns the sinner, and thereby also God, to the 
primordial state of creation. This means that God can conciliate his 
metaphysical character, that is, preserve his existence and historical 
character (his activity in the world of man), only within a teleological 
history of salvation. Under these conditions, it is in the context of this 
totality  alone  that God can remain a good God, that is, be explained as 
good. Once one action of God is stripped away from his teleological 
history of salvation, this God soon becomes evil, or at best paradoxical. 
The problem is that slave-morality’s concept of an active God remains 
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dependent on evil. For the God of justice does not act the good but re-
acts to the noble good. And if God does not react, does not punish, 
does not have his action framed within the teleology of sin and punish-
ment, then he is arbitrary, paradoxical, or even evil. 

 The economy of sin and punishment results in that concept of man 
which refl ects, as it completes, this same concept of God. Here one 
comes to take note of the fact that it is not only man’s activity in the 
world which cannot be but sinful. Sin is man’s one and only means to 
communicate with God. I posit that this state of things, which can be 
summed up as the negative character of slave-morality’s concept of the 
good, defi nes the crisis of the economy of sin and punishment and 
thereby demands the Christian faith. And it is not Nietzsche who dis-
covers this crisis: Nietzsche’s criticism translates Paul’s exposition and 
legitimization of what I want to call, using Paul’s language, the human 
argument against the Jewish law: 

 But if our unrighteousness commend the righteousness of God, 
what shall we say? Is God unrighteous who taketh vengeance? (I 
speak as a man) God forbid: for then how shall God judge the world? 
For if the truth of God hath more abounded through my lie unto 

his glory; why yet am I also judged as a sinner? And not rather, (as 
we be slanderously reported, and as some affi rm that we say,) Let 
us do evil, that good may come? whose damnation is just. 35  

 This argument becomes the basis for Paul’s criticism of the negative 
character of the Jewish law, that is, the Jewish law’s making sin know-
able (positive) and thereby keeping the good latent (negative): “What 
shall we say then? Is the law sin? God forbid. Nay, I had not known 
sin, but by the law: for I had not known lust, except the law had said, 
Thou shalt not covet. But sin, taking occasion by the commandment, 
wrought in me all manner of concupiscence. For without the law sin 
was dead.” 36  
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 It is clear then that Paul’s problem is one to do with  reality , or, put in 
Nietzsche’s words, with the noble doing, which is defi ned from the 
point of Paul’s slave-morality as sin and evil. Yet, Paul’s limiting of his 
argument against the Jewish law shows that one (such as Nietzsche) 
may read in the Pauline text the fact that Paul assumes that slave-mo-
rality (Torah) had already concealed noble-morality. Paul’s remaining 
problem is the after-appearance of noble reality, that is, sin, through 
the Jewish law in view of the reality-character of the Jewish law. This 
reality-character of the Jewish law formulates   into language its con-
cept of the good. However, for being negative, this concept of the good 
remains dependent on the positive character of evil, and therefore can 
only use the words “do not.” 

 From this analysis, which shows the  hermeneutical tightness  of the 
Nietzschean criticism of Paul’s text, it is not diffi cult to guess how 
the crisis of the Jewish world of sin and punishment demands the 
Christian faith as the positive formulation of the Jewish law. Paul fi nds 
such positive imperative in  love : “Love your neighbor as yourself” is the 
only positive formulation of the Jewish law. Yet, for Paul, as for Nietzsche, 
this reformation does not imply a cut with the concept of the suffering 
good of slave-morality. To be positively good is to love. And to love 
(the other) is to sacrifi ce (oneself for the other). Hence, and insofar as 
sacrifi ce implies suffering, the good man suffers in the  act  of sacrifi cing-
love, and not anymore in the act of sinning. In addition, the good, 
loving God does not punish man: he rather punishes himself, or he 
sacrifi ces himself for man. Under these conditions, sin is not an act but 
a lack:  the lack of love . In sum, the loving God, as the loving man, suffers 
in sacrifi ce, and does not love one who does not love, or who does not 
“not covet.” 

 The resulting transformation of Christian love into the positive for-
mulation of the suffering good implies that the good should  appear  
in historical reality in the same manner in which the Jewish law (as 
well as sin) appears in this reality. I want to next direct attention to 
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Nietzsche’s Christology, which takes Jesus to be the possibility of the 
advent of Christ, who is the realization in the incarnation of the good 
suffering-sacrifi cing Christian God. 

 Jesus: The Only Christian 

 If Pyrrho is a Buddhist on Greek soil, Jesus is another Buddhist on Jew-
ish soil: “a soil very little like that of India.” 37  In the Greek world, as in 
the Jewish world, Buddhism seems to emerge as distinct from its ter-
rain. If so, and if Christianity is demanded by the passivity of Greek skep-
ticism and the negativity of the Jewish economy of sin and punishment, 
then Buddhism should constitute the basis for the possibility of the re-
alization of this demand. In this light, and in view of the fact that Ni-
etzsche did not elaborate on Pyrrho’s Buddhism much beyond his un-
published notes from 1888, the case of Jesus’s Buddhism shall become 
the basis for my continued examination of Nietzsche’s narration of the 
emergence of Christianity. 

 To follow Nietzsche’s same fi rst step: in  The Antichrist , in approach-
ing the fi gure of Jesus, the target appears to be a criticism of Strauss’s 
idea of the historical Jesus: 

 The “holy people” . . . produced for its instinct a formula which was 
logical to the point of self-negation. . . . The little rebellious move-
ment which is baptized with the name of Jesus of Nazareth is . . . 
the priestly instinct which can no longer endure the priest as a 
reality. . . . This holy anarchist . . . was a political criminal. . . . This 
is what brought him to the Cross. . . . He died for  his  guilt. 38  

 I want to call the picture presented here Nietzsche’s  historical Jesus . I sub-
mit that Nietzsche refers with this picture to the possibility of the his-
torical Jesus as one defi ned in terms of Strauss’s project  The Life of Jesus : 
the project of the modern science of history that attempted to construct 
the truth of Jesus from the viewpoint of the historical facts. 39  In locat-
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ing himself within this context, Nietzsche is criticizing the idea of self-
suffi ciency of Strauss’s historical science. More precisely, Nietzsche is 
here saying the following: If the question is one of historical facts about 
Jesus, these facts are the teleological truth of history. Thus, the histori-
cal Jesus is the teleological meaning of the history of Judaism. This 
meaning is the end in which all Judaism’s logical contradictions are re-
solved. As teleological, this end is the only possible construction of the 
history of Judaism. And thus, as historically teleological, Jesus is possible 
in one, and only one, way: whether “understood or  misunderstood ,” 40  the 
historical Jesus is the conclusion of the Jewish formula that was logical 
to the point of self-negation. 

 If this is indeed so, assuming the unity of the historical facts and their 
interpretation leads Nietzsche to understand the historical Jesus as a 
logically deducible political revolt against the Jewish church. Nietzsche’s 
historical Jesus, who represents the purifi cation of Judaism from its re-
maining contacts with reality, represents the (only possible) synthesis 
of the unity of the aristocrat and the slave in the priest, and therefore 
the end of the (logically contradictory) living-together of the aristo-
cratic instinct with that of the slave. Yet this living-together became an 
internal confl ict between the priestly ruling class and the “ Chandala  within 
Judaism.” 41  The center of the opposition between the slave and (what 
remained of ) the aristocrat is moved to the interior of Judaism. This is 
the opposition between the “ Jewish  [virtual] reality” (the “retained . . . 
priestly values, priestly words”) and the “even  more abstract  form of exis-
tence . . . [and] even  more unreal  vision” (the historical Jesus’s Christian-
ity as the Jewish self-negation). 42  Yet: 

 It is quite another question whether he was conscious of any such 
antithesis—whether he was not merely  felt  to be this antithesis. And 
here . . . I touch on the problem of the  psychology of the Redeemer .—I 
confess there are few books which present me with so many diffi -
culties as the Gospels do. These diffi culties are quite other than 
those which the learned curiosity of the German mind celebrated 
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one of its most unforgettable triumphs in pointing to. The time is 
far distant when I too . . . savoured the work of the incomparable 
Strauss. 43  

 According to this terminology, the problem of Nietzsche’s histori-
cal Jesus is one without diffi culties as it is quite other than the prob-
lem of the psychology of the Redeemer .  But before explaining how his 
interest in Jesus’s psychological type is possible and signifi cant, Nietzsche 
rejects Strauss’s unserious reading of tradition, his applying to the “am-
biguous . . . [stories of saints] scientifi c methods  when no other records are 
extant .” 44  In view of this criticism, Nietzsche’s point is the following: if 
what is  expected  from the point of view of the Hegelian synthesis is the 
historical Jesus being the objective realization of the Hegelian idea, as 
born from the logical contradictions of the Jewish thesis, then one should 
turn to Judaism, for Judaism is that external source which the Hege-
lian historian may turn to instead of remaining entangled within the 
ambiguous tradition. 

 In this light, Nietzsche claims that the scientifi c method limiting it-
self to the biographies of Jesus as narrated in the New Testament cor-
responds to Jesus’s psychological problem, to the “psychological type of 
the redeemer. For it  could  be contained in the Gospels in spite of the 
Gospels, however much mutilated and overloaded with foreign traits. . . . 
 Not  the truth about what he did, what he said, how he really died: but 
the question  whether  his type is still conceivable at all, whether it has been 
‘handed down’ by tradition.” 45  

 In view of these words, the following claim can be made: the ques-
tion that lies behind Nietzsche’s concern with the psychological type 
of Jesus is one about the way in which it would be possible to keep the 
validity of the Nietzschean picture of the historical Jesus and assure to-
gether with that the possibility of the Christian construction of the fi g-
ure of Christ over that of Jesus by making reference to the New Testa-
ment’s Gospels  alone . This claim is based on the understanding of 
Nietzsche’s turn to his psychological method after the failure of history 
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to “read out” 46  Jesus from the Gospels. What is being stressed here is 
that what remains important for Nietzsche is to have the Gospels—as 
distinct from any other source—proving the actual existence of Jesus 
through the Christian tradition, proving that his type is still readable 
out from the Christian tradition that handed him down. 

 The importance of this proof lies in the possibility of explaining the 
resurrection of Judaism in the fi gure of Paul’s Christ. Nietzsche’s his-
torical Jesus is the Jewish end of Judaism in the Christian-ness of the 
anarchist Jesus. Thus, the history of Judaism, as one ending in the his-
torical Jesus, does not explain the possibility of the reemergence of the 
Jewish church in the Christian church. Nietzsche seeks after the  non-
Jewish  source that can make such reemergence possible. Indeed, this 
source is  non-Jewish  and  non-Christian : it is Nietzsche’s Jesus being the only 
Christian, for “in reality there has been only one Christian, and he died 
on the Cross.” 47  This is Jesus according to his  nonhistorical  psychological 
type. Briefl y stated, this psychology is that of an “idiot. . . . [of an] in-
stinctive hatred of  every  reality”: 48  

  Instinctive hatred of reality : consequence of an extreme capacity for 
suffering and irritation which no longer wants to be “touched” at 

all because it feels every contact too deeply.  Instinctive exclusion of all 
aversion, all enmity, all feeling for limitation and distancing : consequence of 
an extreme capacity for suffering and irritation which already feels 
all resisting, all need for resistance, as unbearable  displeasure  (that is 
to say as  harmful , as  deprecated  by the instinct of self-preservation) 
and knows blessedness (pleasure) only in no longer resisting any-
one or anything, neither to evil nor to the evil-doer—love as the 
sole, as the  last  possibility of life. . . . These are the two  physiological 
realities  upon which, out of which the doctrine of redemption has 
grown. 49  

 Here it appears that Jesus’s kind of Christian love is twofold: to be 
loved (as resulting from the instinctive hatred of reality) and to love 
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(as resulting from the instinctive exclusion of all aversion). Nietzsche’s 
Jesus represents love resulting from the rejection of being either the 
object of suffering or the subject of suffering. Jesus’s kind of love can-
cels out suffering: it makes suffering meaningless for life and for redemp-
tion beyond this-life. In turn, the life and the death of Jesus, that is, 
the practice of Jesus’s love in his life, as in his death, transcend Nietzsche’s 
history of Christianity. Jesus does not have a place in Nietzsche’s his-
tory of Christianity as the history of the value of life from the view-
point of suffering. For Jesus’s love does not admit suffering, it does not 
let suffering appear before its eyes. This love does not have even that 
ground—it does not have the phenomenon of suffering—upon which 
pessimism is articulated into a problem. The absence of suffering 
implies the lack of the question requesting an affi rming or a negating 
answer to the question of the value of life: 

 Jesus . . . cares nothing for what is fi xed. . . . The concept, the  experi-
ence  “life” in the only form he knows it is opposed to any kind of 
word, formula, law, faith, dogma. He speaks only of the inmost 
thing. . . . Everything else, the whole of reality, the whole of nature, 
language itself, possesses for him merely the value of a sign, a 

metaphor. . . . Such a symbolist  par excellence  stands outside of all 
religion, all conceptions of divine worship, all history, all natural sci-
ence, all experience of the world, all acquirements, all politics, all 
psychology, all books, all art. . . . Dialectics are likewise lacking, 
the idea is lacking that a faith, a “truth” could be proved by reasons 
(— his  proofs are inner “lights,” inner feelings of pleasure and self-
affi rmations, nothing but “proofs by potency”—). 50  

 What has been exhibited here is the portrait of Nietzsche’s Buddhist 
Jesus: Nietzsche’s politically and historically  disinterested idiot . Nietzsche 
understands “idiot” essentially in terms of its Greek meaning, that is, 
as the designation for an apolitical man, a private citizen refraining from 
participation in the business of the state. 51  I declared that my purpose 
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behind invoking this portrait of Jesus is to show that Nietzsche’s Jesus 
exemplifi es the Nietzschean idea of Buddhist passivity, which becomes 
the grounds for the possibility of the rebirth of Priestly Judaism in the 
form of the new Jewish church. As such, Jesus does not belong to the 
Nietzschean history of pessimism in the same sense as Nietzsche’s Je-
sus does not belong either to the party that affi rms this-life or to the 
party that negates it. Yet, this does not mean that this idiot is not pre-
cisely what is needed for the resurrection of Jesus as Christ. On the 
contrary, it is this ahistorical character that makes Nietzsche’s Jesus 
needed and demanded for the resurrection of the Jewish church in the 
Christian church, as I shall demonstrate. 

 Christ: The Anti-Dionysus 

 Nietzsche’s articulation of the historical Jesus makes room for his psy-
chological construction of the psychological type of Jesus. It is Jesus’s 
psychological type, rather than the so-called historical Jesus, that be-
comes the basis for the construction of Christ. Nietzsche’s Christology 
is established through the possibility of the unity of Jesus-Christ in the 
unity of Jesus’s psychological type and Christ. On these grounds, I claim 
that this unity is found in Nietzsche’s  inversion of Christian Christology . Ni-
etzsche shows that Jesus the man—that is, Jesus so far known to the 
Christian as the historical Jesus—is in fact what the Christian consid-
ers as the divine Christ. As Nietzsche describes him above, Jesus the 
man of fl esh is ahistorical: he does not sin, punish, or reward, 52  but loves 
in an otherworldly actuality. This man does not know of the history of 
the Jewish church or that of the Christian church: “As a psychological 
possibility, however, this [Jesus’s] way of life is utterly unhistoric.” 53  If 
that is the case, the mere idea of Jesus’s ahistorical character prevents 
any historical interpretation from preserving him in his original form: 
“such a type could not remain pure, whole, free from accretions.” 54  
Thereafter, “the history of Christianity—and that from the very death 
on the Cross—is the history of progressively cruder misunderstanding 
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of an  original  symbolism.” 55  This misunderstanding gives birth to what 
I want to term the Jewish Christ: 

 Only the Cross . . . it was only this terrible paradox which brought 
the disciples face to face with the real enigma. . . . Here everything 
 had  to be necessary, meaningful, reasonable, reasonable in the high-
est degree. . . . “ Who  killed him?  who  was his natural enemy?” . . . An-
swer:  ruling  Judaism, its upper class. From this moment one felt one-
self in mutiny  against  the social order. . . . Up till then . . . this warlike 
trait . . . was  lacking  in his image. . . . Precisely the most unevangelic 
of feelings,  revengefulness , again came uppermost. . . . An historic 
moment appeared in view: the “kingdom of God” is coming to sit 
in judgment on its enemies. 56  

 Here, Nietzsche explains how the Jewish Christ—that is, the histori-
cal Jesus—is made possible. He is the “holy anarchist” 57  whose Chris-
tian-ness is Judaism’s self-negation. Besides that, however, the misun-
derstanding of Jesus gives birth to what I call the Christian Christ: “And 
now an absurd problem came up: ‘How  could  God have permitted 
this?’ . . . Answer: God gave his Son for the forgiveness of sins, as a 
 sacrifi ce . . . . From now on there is introduced into the type of the re-
deemer step by step: the doctrine of a Judgment and a Second Com-
ing, the doctrine of his death as a sacrifi cial death, the doctrine of the 
Resurrection.” 58  

 Nietzsche faces a difficulty in explaining the possibility of the 
reemergence of the Jewish church in the form of the Christian, insofar 
as Nietzsche’s historical Jesus becomes the mere Jewish Christ (Chris-
tianity as the mere self-destruction of Judaism). Nietzsche over-
comes this diffi culty by way of creating continuity between the Jewish 
Christ and the Christian Christ as these two come to constitute Christ: 
the complete portrait of the Nietzschean political-historical Christ 
in the frame of Nietzsche’s inversion of Christology. This takes 
place on the basis of Nietzsche’s transformation of Jesus the man— 
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traditionally known as the historical Jesus—into a divine man, into an 
otherworldly, apolitical, and ahistorical man. And so, what is tradition-
ally known to the Christian as Christ—or the divine son of God who 
resurrects and is to return—becomes in the hands of Nietzsche his-
torical: Nietzsche’s politically and historically  interested  Christ. This 
Jewish-Christian Christ is the redemption of Priestly Judaism from 
the crisis of its economy of sin and punishment through the death of 
the Jewish Christ and his resurrection as the Christian Christ: 

 Wherefore, my brethren, ye also are become dead to the law by the 
body of Christ; that ye should be married to another, even to him 
who is raised from the dead, that we should bring forth fruit unto 
God. For when we were in the fl esh, the motions of sins, which were 
by the law, did work in our members to bring forth fruit unto death. 
But now we are delivered from the law, that being dead wherein 
we were held; that we should serve in newness of spirit, and not in 
the oldness of the letter. 59  

 What Paul holds to be the body of Christ is what Nietzsche holds 
to be love in Jesus’s glad tidings. And what Paul holds to be spirit is what 
Nietzsche holds to be the body of the new Jewish Church. If that is cor-
rect, when seen from the perspective of Paul, Nietzsche should further 
explain how Paul’s interpretation was made possible, and how his own 
interpretation could not then be made possible. The question facing 
Nietzsche becomes one about what dictated the interpretation of Je-
sus as a misunderstanding, that is, about the fact that Jesus is not a mere 
sign: Jesus is understandable and yet was misunderstood. 

 Nietzsche’s argument shows that the political-historical Christ would 
have been impossible without Nietzsche’s Buddhist Jesus as a misun-
derstood original symbolism. This is that symbolism taken to be mere 
signs around which the questions “ Who  killed him?” 60  and “How  could  
God have permitted this?” 61  were articulated. Each of these two ques-
tions leads to one side of Nietzsche’s Christ: the fi rst question leads to 
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the Jewish Christ and the second to the Christian Christ. When taken 
together, both questions lead (back) to Jewish history. In light of these 
quotations, the path of Nietzsche’s Jesus back to history appears to have 
been dictated by his paradoxical death on the cross: “For the Jews re-
quire a sign, and the Greeks seek after wisdom: But we preach Christ 
crucifi ed, unto the Jews a stumbling block, and unto the Greeks fool-
ishness.” 62  The early Christian community did not understand this death 
as being continuous with Jesus’s way of life, that “this ‘bringer of glad 
tidings’ died as he lived.” 63  This Nietzschean claim concerning the unity 
of the life and the death of Jesus is refl ected in his characterization of 
Jesus’s language as a symbolic one: “If I understand anything about this 
great symbolist, it is that he took for realities, for ‘truths,’ only  inner  re-
alities, . . . he understood the rest, everything pertaining to nature, time, 
space, history, only as signs, as occasion for metaphor.” 64  

 Then, the question is: which is sign and which is reality, the world 
outside or the inner world? For the early Christian community, reality 
is outer-reality. Thereby, the death of Jesus turned to be a sign in outer 
reality: a revelation of God in history. As signs, historical revelations de-
mand an interpretation, an interpretation approached by historical ques-
tions, whether as to the history of man ( Who  killed him?), or as to the 
history of God (How  could  God have permitted this?). On the other 
hand, Nietzsche, who is also external to the inner world of Jesus, is sus-
picious about the meaningfulness of the history uniting Judaism and 
Christianity. Thus, Nietzsche’s qualifi cation—“If I understand anything 
about this great symbolist”—reveals him to have a  limited understanding  of 
Jesus. This understanding is limited to the fact that the truth of Jesus 
is his inner world, and that the outer world is for him a sign that is mean-
ingless in itself, and yet this sign remains Nietzsche’s clue to approach 
the inner reality of Jesus. 

 So, it is through Jesus’s  inevitable  political-historical misunderstand-
ing that Nietzsche’s Buddhist Jesus comes to constitute the basis for 
the possibility of the Christian renewal of Judaism in the fi gure of Christ. 
This is the fi gure of the anti-Dionysus insofar as Christ is the renewal 
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of the anti-Dionysian slave-morality. This does not mean yet that Je-
sus was needed for the construction of the fi gure of the anti-Diony-
sian Christ. For otherwise, one should assert that what was demanded 
was  anything  that could bring about misunderstanding: the question of 
how the  Buddhist-idiot  Jesus was demanded for the renewal of slave-
morality in Christianity still stands. 

 I recall here that Nietzsche’s inverted Christology introduces the pos-
sibility of a true Christianity that substitutes the Christian faith with 
practice, that is, with Jesus’s “way of life.” 65  And what is revealed here 
is Jesus’s  deep instinct : “The profound instinct for how one would have 
to  live  in order to feel oneself ‘in heaven,’ to feel oneself ‘eternal,’ . . . 
[the instinct through which] the whole of Jewish  ecclesiastical  teaching 
was denied.” 66  If that is the case, and if Dionysian art and paradisiacal 
science have also been revealed as deep instincts, the following ques-
tion arises: is this profound instinct of Jesus one more possible iden-
tity of Nietzsche’s modern Antichrist next to Dionysian art and para-
disiacal science? On the one hand, Nietzsche’s Jesus could be connected 
to European Buddhism in the same manner in which Dionysian art and 
paradisiacal science are connected to modern art and modern science, 
respectively. On the other hand, there remains the difference that in 
comparison with the historical character of Dionysian art and paradi-
siacal science, Jesus is that depth which is given through its irreconcil-
ability with history and thereby cannot be translated in the otherworldly 
history, that is, cannot appear. 

 It follows that, for Nietzsche, Buddhism and the Dionysian do not 
belong to each other: Buddhism, considered in the case of the Greek 
Pyrrho, the Jewish Jesus, and the modern Schopenhauer, 67  marks an end 
and thereby a new beginning. This implies that both Buddhists—Jesus 
and Pyrrho—are neither Dionysian nor anti-Dionysian. If that is cor-
rect, and if Buddhism marks an end and a new beginning, who, then, is 
Nietzsche’s Jesus? If the psychological type of Jesus is depth that can-
not realize itself in the outer world, it can still bring about the real-
ization of some other instinct:  the Buddhist psychology of Jesus can serve as an 
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instrument and be demanded as an instrument  .  One could speculate that the 
adoption of the psychology of Jesus,  as an instrument , seems to open doors 
to new possibilities once this depth steps into the outer world. How is 
that? Jesus’s psychology makes the outer world to be a set of meaning-
less signs. For that instinct which makes of this psychology its instru-
ment, this fact turns the way into the outer world  of suffering  a  naive  ex-
perimental trip. This is especially the case if the fact that the psychology 
of Jesus is that depth which had, until now, avoided suffering as sub-
ject and as object is taken into consideration. 

 The question about how Jesus, being a Buddhist, was demanded for 
the renewal of slave-morality in Christianity has been fully answered 
in the idea of the instrumentality of Buddhism. Further, Nietzsche’s idea 
of the instrumentality of Buddhism as such has also been established. 
From this perspective, a new insight into the relationship between Ni-
etzsche and Nietzsche’s Paul has been uncovered: both stand at an end 
marked by Buddhism, whether Greek, Jewish, or European, and both 
discover the possibility of the instrumentality of Buddhism. I want to 
note here that the idea of the instrumentality of Jesus, both for Ni-
etzsche’s Paul and for the modern Nietzsche, excludes the possibility 
that Nietzsche’s Jesus may be read either as anti-Dionysian or as Dio-
nysian. 68  Also, that Jesus is an instrument and Dionysus is the goal means 
that the difference between both is one of kind and not of degree. It is 
fairly obvious that Nietzsche thinks of this instrumentality for the re-
valuation of values other than those which Paul revaluated. Neverthe-
less, and given the idea that an instrument remains independent from 
its user, the idea of the instrumentality of Buddhism as common ground 
for both is fi rmly established. 69  

 One is led to the task of delving deeper into the identities and dif-
ferences between Nietzsche and Nietzsche’s Paul. Yet, before that, one 
ought to take note of the following: First, Jesus is a turning point in the 
same way Socrates was a turning point. Second, Jesus was misunderstood 
in the same way Socrates was misunderstood. Third, Jesus’s religion is 
an instrument in the same way Socratic reason is an instrument. And 
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fourth, the depth of Jesus’s psychological type is the antipode of superfi -
cial reason. Nietzsche, as I said, conceives of reason as superfi cial par ex-
cellence: the instrument of dialectics through which deep instincts break 
out into that surface which is the outer world and its language. Does 
this mean that Nietzsche attempts to make of Jesus’s true Christianity 
(that is, of European Buddhism as represented through his conception 
of Jesus’s Buddhism) an instrument to use besides, or apart from, the 
instrument of reason? The immediate task that this question calls for 
is a comparison between Nietzsche’s Socrates and Nietzsche’s Jesus. 

 Religion and Reason, Jesus and Socrates 

 To begin the comparison between Nietzsche’s Socrates and Jesus by 
foregrounding the differences between these two fi gures, Nietzsche’s 
refutation of Renan’s  Life of Jesus  is a good place to start. In  The Antichrist , 
Nietzsche rejects his “antipode[s]” 70  (that is, Renan’s) conception of 
the advent of Christianity in terms of progress; and he also rejects his 
characterization of Jesus as hero and as genius. But what is primarily 
important here is Nietzsche’s rejection of that Jesus “which Renan has 
wickedly glorifi ed as ‘ le grand maitre en ironie .’ . . . [for in] the meantime, 
there yawns a contradiction between the mountain, lake and fi eld 
preacher, whose appearance strikes one as that of a Buddha on a soil 
very little like that of India, and that aggressive fanatic, the mortal en-
emy of theologian and priest.” 71  

 In view of this criticism, Nietzsche substitutes Renan’s great ironist 
with his “great symbolist.” 72  This Nietzschean disagreement with Re-
nan reveals the underlying reference of Nietzsche’s Jesus to Nietzsche’s 
Socrates: the reference of Jesus the great symbolist to Socrates the great 
ironist. This irony, which Nietzsche seeks to make his Jesus innocent 
of, refers to the coexistence of an apparent and a hidden meaning that 
are independent of each other in view of the reference of each of them 
to itself. 73  Against this, symbolism refers to the coexistence of a mean-
ingless apparent sign and the hidden meaning to which this sign refers. 
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 Nietzsche’s account of Jesus as symbolist renders only one meaning 
of Jesus possible: the truth of Jesus that has the components of the Jew-
ish-Christian outer world as meaningless signs defi ning its meaningful 
inner world. According to this one possibility, the unity of Jesus is the 
unity of a decadent life and a decadent death. Hence, the question of 
whether the unity of the life and death of Jesus should be read from 
the viewpoint of his life or from the viewpoint of his death becomes an 
unnecessary and superfl uous one. Nietzsche succeeds at winning his Je-
sus as a positively meaningful, practical instrument apart from Paul’s 
interpretation of Jesus. Thus, Jesus becomes that meaningfully inde-
pendent turning point in the history of Christianity. Jesus is not a mere 
sign that is meaningful in itself, and that becomes meaningful only in 
view of Paul’s interpretation. Jesus is the turning point from Judaism 
to Christianity due to his followers’ misunderstanding and their ma-
nipulation of the symbolism of his inner world. 

 Against this, Nietzsche’s account of Socrates as ironist renders two 
meanings (one apparent and one hidden) of Socrates possible. I have 
already shown that Socrates becomes the turning point from Greek 
tragedy to Platonism under the condition that he be an ahistorical 
sign, a sign that makes the Platonic interpretation of Socrates’s death 
possible. In this context, Nietzsche sought to secure an independent, 
non-Platonic meaning of Socratic science. In the end, Nietzsche is led 
to the conclusion that Socrates’s irony was misunderstood: the life of 
Socrates does not lead to the death of Socrates if a continuity between 
the redeeming character of the practice of science (the life of Socrates) 
and the martyrdom of Socrates (his death) is followed. Instead, So-
cratic science leads to meaningless death, to death as the simple con-
clusion that science is no medicine. Nietzsche thus wins his Socrates as 
an ironist only. In sum, Nietzsche’s Socrates (as distinct from Plato’s 
Socrates) and Nietzsche’s Jesus (as distinct from Paul’s Jesus) result in 
irony and symbolism, respectively: Nietzsche’s reading of the Platonic 
text,  of Plato ’ s apologia  of himself, renders an ironic Socrates possible; 
and on the other hand, Nietzsche’s reading of the Gospels, of the 
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Christian “sectarians’ . . .  apologia  of themselves,” 74  renders a symbolic 
Jesus possible. 

 Jesus’s symbolism and Socratic irony seem to locate Jesus and Socrates 
within an order in which they exclude each other. Moreover, of central 
importance for the comparison of Jesus and Socrates is Nietzsche’s ref-
utation of one more aspect of Renan’s Jesus, namely, his rejection of Re-
nan’s claim that Jesus was a fanatic “ impérieux ,” 75  a rejection that joins 
his understanding of Jesus’s glad tidings. According to this refutation, 
and insofar as Nietzsche characterizes Socratic reason as tyrannical, 76  
Socrates and Jesus do not simply exclude each other: the relationship 
of Jesus and Socrates is that of opposition. And that is the opposition 
between two  instruments : the one is the decadent, loving, deep, symboli-
cal Buddhism and the second is the decadent, tyrannical, superfi cial, 
dialectical reason. 

 It can be said that these two instruments are reason and religion, 
insofar as Nietzsche’s conception of Buddhism does not denote Bud-
dhism as a particular religion, but his  modern  concept of religion as such. 
If European Buddhism is the culmination of the history of Christianity, 
then Buddhism can denote the concept of religion as such, or “what is 
usually called a ‘ religion .’ ” 77  

 This result implies that Nietzsche brings the modern problem of re-
ligion into a new dimension. After his uncovering of the fi ctional char-
acter of the opposition between (the Platonic) truth and (the Chris-
tian) faith, Nietzsche discovers the true opposition as one between the 
two instruments of religion and reason, between two ways of praxis, and 
not between two sets of beliefs. The one is the praxis of dialectics as it 
appeared in Socrates’s way of life and the second is the praxis of true 
Christianity, or Buddhism, as it appeared in Jesus’s way of life: 

 In the . . . psychology of the “Gospel” . . . blessedness . . . is the  only  
reality—the rest is a sign for speaking of it. . . . The  consequence  of 
such a condition projects itself into a new  practice , the true evan-
gelic practice. . . . The Christian . . . is distinguished by a  different  
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mode of acting. Neither by words nor in his heart does he resist 
the man who does him evil. He makes no distinction between for-
eigner and native, between Jew and not-Jew. . . . The life of the re-
deemer was nothing else than  this  practice. . . . —A new way of liv-
ing,  not  a new belief. 78  

 Jesus’s kind of practice is then a liberation from the historical: “One 
could, with some freedom of expression, call Jesus a ‘free spirit.’ ” 79  This 
practice liberates the true Christian from the Jewish instinct and the 
Jewish faith, that is, from the reality of the (diseased) Jewish economy 
of sin and punishment and from the new Christian belief in redemp-
tion in Heaven. But is this not also the result of the practice of the dia-
lectical Socratic reason? As has been demonstrated, Socratic dialectics 
liberates Socrates’s fellow Greek men from their certainty about their 
(diseased) Greek instinct at the moment in which dialectics unfolded 
before their eyes the historical character of this certainty. Additionally, 
Nietzsche’s true understanding of the problem of Socrates showed that 
Socratic dialectics leads to the truth of Platonic metaphysics only when 
misunderstood, just as Jesus’s true Gospel leads to the belief of Pauline 
Christianity when misunderstood. 

 This being the case, and with the assumption that the Nietzschean 
comparison between Jesus and Socrates is provoked by his attempt to 
overcome modern nihilistic Buddhism, the following thesis may put for-
ward: The task of the Antichrist, which is the overcoming of modern 
nihilism, demands an instrument. The fi rst instrument is reason; the 
application of the dialectics of Socratic reason ends in Nietzsche’s ge-
nealogy; genealogy is an instrument that can evaluate and categorize only 
on the condition that it interrogates ideals as a discourse about the gen-
esis that combats Egypticism. 80  And this genealogy unfolds historical 
Modernity in the plurality of man’s instincts before the Nietzschean ge-
nealogical consciousness. Socratic reason ends in a negative dialectics 
which is destructive, that is, which ends in ironical death. In this light, 
Jesus’s religion appears as a second instrument. This religion delivers 
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itself to the otherness of the deep instinct after the genealogical con-
sciousness resulting from Socratic dialectics reveals such depth before 
its eyes. The opposition between Socrates and Jesus enters into a suc-
cessive order: Overcoming modern nihilism demands the assumption 
of Jesus’s way of life where Socrates’s kind of practice ends. The task of 
overcoming the history of Christianity demands that the practice of Je-
sus’s religion should follow that of Socratic reason: the psychology of 
Jesus’s religion, in opposition to Socratic reason, seems to promise a fu-
ture; in other words, the deep instinct’s adoption of the naive depth of 
Jesus’s psychology makes the free trip into the symbolical meaningless 
outer world a courageous experience opening new possible doors and 
horizons. 

 I conclude, fi rst, that Nietzsche proves the abuse of Socratic reason 
by Plato and the abuse of Jesus’s Christianity by Paul: Nietzsche shows 
that Platonism is not  the  truth and that Paul’s Christianity is not  the  
Christianity. Second, Nietzsche proves that Socratic reason and Jesus’s 
Christianity are independent of any instinct/faith that may make use 
of them. Third, Nietzsche proves that Socratic reason and Jesus’s Chris-
tianity are instruments. And if Socratic reason and Jesus’s Christianity 
are instruments (that is, may be used again) and if their characteriza-
tion as decadent may correspond to the modern state of nihilism, then 
these two turn to represent for Nietzsche’s modern Antichrist two  suc-
cessive  paths to overcome modern nihilism. 
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 The Saint and the Return of the Priest 

 The comparison of Socrates and Jesus entails that, for Nietzsche, the 
idea of the instrumentality of reason and religion is mediated through 
Socrates and Paul. Therefore, a preliminary comparison between 
Socrates and Paul becomes necessary. Nietzsche says that Socrates “had 
initially sided with reason” concerning “the question whether regard-
ing the valuation of things instinct deserves more authority than ratio-
nality.” 1  In a similar manner, he writes that Paul had also initially sided 
with the Jewish law: “In his youth he had himself wanted to satisfy it 
[ fanatically ].” 2   Only after this initial stage , or only “in the end,” Socrates dis-
covered something: “privately and secretly, he laughed at himself, too: 
in himself he found, before his subtle conscience and self-examination, 
the same diffi culty and incapacity,” 3  that he was like the “noble Athe-
nians” who “were men of instinct and never could give suffi cient infor-
mation about the reasons for their actions.” 4  Similar to Socrates’s  own 
personal experience  is also Paul’s  later  discovery: “then he discovered in him-
self that he himself—fi ery, sensual, melancholy, malevolent in hatred as 
he was— could  not fulfi ll the law.” 5  

 4 . 

 P A U L :  T H E  F I R S T  C H R I S T I A N 
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 But Socrates and Paul differ in the ways in which they  self-overcome  
such self-contradictions. Socrates, on the one hand, overcomes neither 
reason nor instinct, insofar as he makes of reason the instrument of his 
instinct: “But is that any reason, he encouraged himself, for giving up 
the instincts? One has to see to it that they as well as reason receive their 
due—one must follow the instincts but persuade reason to assist them 
with good reasons.” 6  

 One should take note here of the fact that Nietzsche turns to his 
Socrates with the following question: “is that any reason . . . for giving 
up the instincts?” 7  Nietzsche’s question is not: is that any reason for giv-
ing up reason? This means that Socrates’s question was not directed at 
that which he had initially held as perfect, that is, at reason. Against 
this, Paul’s question is directed at that which he had initially held as 
perfect, that is, at the Jewish law: If Socrates encouraged himself, Paul 
suffered, “He suffered . . . from  a fi xed question  which was always present 
to him, and would never rest: what is the Jewish  law  really concerned 
with? And, in particular, what is the  fulfi llment of this law ?” 8  The basic 
question with which Nietzsche confronts Socrates and Paul is the ques-
tion concerning the immorality involved in the experience of realizing 
reason (Socrates) and the law (Paul): that realization—or  fulfi llment —
of the perfect ideal whose initial assumption of it being perfect points 
to the idea of it being moral. With his above criticism of both Socrates 
and Paul, Nietzsche emphasizes the fact that such an ideal is not at all 
moral. Moreover, he shows that the idea of the moral character of that 
which is held to be perfect (reason and law) corresponds to the initial 
state that exempts it from confronting the moral question. 

 What constitutes the core of this Nietzschean criticism is Socrates’s 
and Paul’s  own  praxis, or their involvement in fulfi lling the perfect ideal 
as it results in an  experience of disappointment  with such an ideal. And thereby 
Nietzsche posits the question about praxis: “what is the  fulfi llment of 
this law ” in the case of Paul? and what is the fulfi llment of reason in the 
case of Socrates? 9  I pointed out that this situation demands a practical 
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self-overcoming, it demands an  instrument for self-overcoming . On the one 
hand, Socrates the “great ironist” makes of reason the instrument of 
his instinct, and this way dissimulates his having seen “through the irra-
tional element in moral judgment.” 10  On the other hand, the “ mind  .   . . .  [of 
the] fanatical” Paul—who was not an ironist but “a very tormented, very 
pitiable, very unpleasant man who also found himself unpleasant”—
remains  tortured  by the moral question involved in the practice of the 
fulfi llment of his perfect ideal. This is the “holy God[’s] . . . Jewish law, 
which had received in the person of Paul the highest distinction the 
Jews were able to conceive.” Paul’s mind cannot think the practical “way 
out” from his suffering in the same way that Socrates did. For Paul, to 
make of the law an instrument living together with his instincts means 
maintaining his suffering, insofar as the “law was the cross to which he 
felt himself nailed.” 11  

 Paul “hated” the law. Thus, “he sought about for means of  destroying  
it—and no longer to fulfi ll it.” If Paul’s objective became the destruction 
of the law, the instrument he sought is other than the law itself: Paul’s 
thought leads him to an alternative instrument; it leads him to the rev-
elation of the  reasonable  idea of the instrumentality of Jesus for the 
destruction of the law—that is, for “the way out . . . [from his] moral 
despair: . . . it is  unreasonable . . .  to persecute precisely this Christ! For here 
is the way out . . . the Cross . . . [was]  necessary  for the  abolition  of the law!” 12  

 It could be deduced, then, that Nietzsche’s idea of the instrumen-
tality of reason originates from the self-refl ection of the mind follow-
ing one’s disappointment with his initial idea of the perfection of his 
ideal. This is the perfection that collapses under its exposure to the moral 
question raised in the moment in which the ideal is brought to the realm 
of practice. Nietzsche does not come to deal with the idea of the in-
strumentality of reason in view of his treatment of Socrates: Nietzsche’s 
uncovering of Socrates’s hidden (later) self-consciousness of the instru-
mentality of reason results from Nietzsche’s projecting of his image of 
Paul onto that of Socrates. More precisely, Nietzsche’s earlier reading 
(in  Daybreak  [1881]) of Paul’s problem of moral despair—involved in his 
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practice of the law—is not only projected onto “Luther . . . [who] wanted 
in his monastery to become the perfect man of the spiritual ideal.” 13  It 
is also projected onto Nietzsche’s later reading (in  Beyond Good and Evil  
[1886]) of Socrates. In the case of Paul, Nietzsche explains how to “ really 
read ” 14  the well-known story of the conversion of the apostle from Saul 
to Paul. But in the case of Socrates, Nietzsche says that he is uncovering 
one of the many secrets of “that great ironist,” 15  whereas he does not 
speak earlier about Socrates’s secret conversion. If that is the case, there 
is sound basis to assume that Nietzsche approached the later (1886) 
and the unknown (Socrates’s secret conversion) with the help of the 
earlier (1881) and the known (Paul’s overt conversion). If Socrates, 
Plato, Jesus, and Paul are the main fi gures in Nietzsche’s attempt to 
change the course of history, the basic fi gure among those four is that 
of Paul. 16  

 Nietzsche’s Paul becomes the center of the unity comprising Socrates, 
Nietzsche, and Paul in Nietzsche’s thought. Nietzsche reads his own 
(modern) experience and the experience of Socrates of the arousal of 
the moral question within practice in view of his reading of Paul. My 
thesis defended hereafter is that the signifi cance of Paul for Nietzsche 
is constituted by Paul being Nietzsche’s exemplar: Nietzsche’s Paul is 
the practical positive-maker of slave-morality, whose place Nietzsche 
sought to occupy as the practical positive-maker of noble-morality, in-
sofar as Nietzsche rejects the Pauline claim concerning Christianity’s 
inversion of Judaism. In addition, it is in view of this Nietzschean Paul 
that Socratic reason and Jesus’s Buddhism become Nietzsche’s 
instruments. 

 To this end, I want to fi rst emphasize Nietzsche’s self-refl ection in 
the same terms with which he refl ects on Paul in the above quotation. 17  
As early as 1908, Bernoulli wrote about Nietzsche’s “vision” of the idea 
of the eternal recurrence of the same that “Nietzsche had experienced . . . 
in that fi rst summer at Sils his day of Damascus; it was as if the scales 
were falling from his eyes; he completed the progression from No to 
Yes; Saul became Paul; the pessimist became optimist.” 18  
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 In continuity with this insight of Bernoulli’s, Nietzsche’s refl ection 
on the Nietzsche-Paul relationship includes four points. First, Nietzsche 
says for Paul “the destiny of the Jews—no, of all mankind—seems to him 
to be tied to this notion.” 19  And in parallel, Nietzsche explains to his 
reader “Why I am a Destiny”: “I know my fate. One day my name will 
be associated with the memory of . . . a crisis without equal on earth, 
the most profound collision of conscience, a decision that was conjured 
up  against  everything that had been believed, demanded, hallowed so far. 
I am no man, I am dynamite.” 20  Nietzsche warns against being inter-
preted as a “founder of a religion” or as “holy” (like Paul). And in view 
of this, he prefers to be considered “a buffoon” (like Socrates). 21  Sec-
ond, Nietzsche wrote about Paul’s revelation that “this second of his sud-
den enlightenment, he possesses the idea of ideas, the key of keys, the 
light of lights.” 22  Similarly, Nietzsche describes his own  Thus Spoke Zara-
thustra ’s “experience of inspiration” in terms of revelation. 23  Third, of 
Paul Nietzsche writes that he found that “history revolves around him.” 24  
In parallel, Nietzsche’s self-interpretation adds: “The uncovering   of 
Christian morality is an event without parallel, a real catastrophe. He 
that is enlightened about that, is a  force majeure , a destiny—he breaks the 
history of mankind in two. One lives before him, one lives after   him.” 25  
Fourth, and last, if Paul is “the teacher of the  destruction of the law ,” Zara-
thustra is “ the teacher of the eternal recurrence. ” 26  

 Nietzsche’s relationship to Paul cannot be explicated through the 
oversimplifi ed terms of animosity. 27  And Nietzsche’s later works can-
not be dismissed, or alternatively be positively evaluated, as polemical. 28  
It is only the  Genealogy of Morals  that Nietzsche calls polemical. 29  I can 
agree concerning the idea of the negative character of the language of 
Nietzsche’s noble-morality. I insist though on the fact that such negativ-
ity belongs to the  Anti christ itself. Yet, it is not polemics that is meant to 
turn the negative to become positive. 30  I am aiming here to show the 
identity of the negative character of both the Antichrist and noble-mo-
rality, and also to show continually that the  ultimate  positive standpoint 
of both Nietzsche and Paul belongs to the originally positive origin, that 
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they belong to Dionysus (Nietzsche) and to Abraham (Paul), insofar as 
that origin for which polemic becomes irrelevant, or at best secondary. 31  

 One should then turn anew to the “interest to work out that par-
ticular understanding of Paul from which Nietzsche directed his harsh 
attack in his late work, since it provides an important resource for the 
proper interpretation of Nietzsche’s own philosophy of the ‘transvalu-
ation of all values.’ ” 32  But while Salaquarda states that to pursue such 
an interpretation further no longer lies within his investigation, 33  this 
work takes upon itself the task of exceeding these limits of investiga-
tion. I have already begun this task by showing how Nietzsche’s Paul is 
the source according to which Nietzsche uncovers Socrates’s hidden in-
strumentality of reason. In order to expand this claim, one should fur-
ther develop Salaquarda’s Nietzsche-Paul “dialectical resemblance” with 
a criticism of his formulation of this dialectical resemblance in terms 
of the proposition “the ‘revaluator’ Nietzsche confronts the ‘revalua-
tor’ Paul.” 34  The Nietzschean dialectics “ Dionysus versus the Crucifi ed ” 35  is 
one between noble-morality and slave-morality. 36  If that is the case, then 
according to Salaquarda’s proposition, Paul is the revaluator of noble-
morality and Nietzsche is the revaluator of slave-morality. This way, and 
insofar as Priestly Judaism is the revaluator of noble-morality, the prop-
osition in question abolishes the distinction between Priestly Judaism 
and Paul’s Christianity. Salaquarda reconstructs a Nietzschean “history 
of morals” 37  whose second phase (antithesis of the natural thesis) is the 
history of decadent movement, to which Judaism belongs, and which 
does not succeed in seizing power until the rise of Christianity. 38  

 If one admits the diminishing of the signifi cance of the Jewish phase, 
the thesis fi ts well with Nietzsche’s conception of Judaism and Chris-
tianity as the revaluation of natural values, 39  and his conception of him-
self as revaluator of all values. 40  One can then conclude together with 
Salaquarda: 

 It becomes apparent that he [Nietzsche] describes it [his “revalu-
ation”] in a formal sense as a kind of synthesis akin to that of Hegel. 
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Nietzsche’s  synthesis  is fi rst of all a return to the thesis: the type of 
the “master morality” is again to become valid. In a second sense, 
it is a negation of the antithesis: it opposes the values of  décadence  
and seeks to overthrow their (exclusive) legitimacy. Thirdly, it is 
preservation: Nietzsche does not want a  mere  return to the “master 
morality,” but is interested in a forward movement in which the ex-
periences of humanity on its way to the present are to be overcome 
and yet preserved. 41  

 I do agree with those who ascribe the fi rst two impulses to Nietzsche 
and disagree with the idea of overcoming-preservation ( Aufhebung ), 
which Salaquarda’s idea of the Nietzsche-Paul dialectical resemblance 
is meant to defend. 42  For he is claiming that Paul’s revaluation is the 
overcoming-preservation of noble-morality and Nietzsche’s overcom-
ing-preservation is the revaluation of slave-morality. But the fact is that 
the Nietzsche-Paul dialectical resemblance stands on an absolutely dif-
ferent ground. First, Nietzsche is not at all interested in a forward move-
ment in which the experiences of humanity on its way to the present 
are to be overcome and yet preserved. To the contrary, Nietzsche’s prob-
lem par excellence is that of preserving Christianity after the failure of 
Hegel’s overcoming-preservation. To put it in the terms of the above 
discussion comparing Paul and Socrates, to overcome and preserve is 
to have the perfect ideal that has already resolved its historical dialec-
tics and therefore whose practice does not invite the moral question. 
And if Nietzsche fi nds himself invited into this question, it should be 
deduced that Hegel’s kind of Modernity is preserved, but could not be 
overcome. Salaquarda ignores this. Also, he ignores Nietzsche’s search 
for forgetfulness, 43  as well as his criticism of Hegel’s preservation of 
Christianity. 44  

 On what ground, then, does the Nietzsche-Paul dialectical resem-
blance really stand? In contrast to Salaquarda’s reconstruction of Ni-
etzsche’s history of morals, I insist on the fact that, for Nietzsche, there 
exists a genuine difference between Judaism and Christianity: the re-
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valuation of noble-morality belongs to Priestly Judaism before Paul. The 
signifi cance of Paul against the background of this achievement of 
Priestly Judaism is a practical one. This task consists of bringing out the 
already existing values of slave-morality from the depth of the nega-
tive to the surface of the positive. It is in these terms alone that the in-
strumentality of Jesus for Paul becomes signifi cant: Jesus is Paul’s in-
strument for the sublimation of the Jewish hatred in the Christian love; 
he is Paul’s salvation of slave-morality’s concept of the good from its 
negative character within the Jewish law. This act is by no means an act 
of overcoming-preservation of noble-morality. This act conceals of 
noble-morality that which Priestly Judaism could not conceal: the traces 
of the noble in the problematic economy of sin and punishment. Thus, 
for Nietzsche, Paul’s Christian love is an overcoming-without-preser-
vation and overcoming-preservation at one and the same time: it is the 
overcoming-without-preservation of noble-morality and the overcom-
ing-preservation of the Jewish law. Presenting revaluation in terms of 
overcoming-preservation alone seems to be confusing the Jewish law 
with noble-morality. Additionally, this confusion forms the background 
for understanding how this presentation overlooks one more integral 
component of the Nietzsche-Paul dialectical resemblance: the faith of 
Abraham as the thesis of Paul. For when recognized, one has to recog-
nize the Jewish law as its antithesis, and thereby discover his reductive 
equation of the Jewish law and noble-morality. 

 Beyond this criticism, I want to add that the faith of Abraham is the 
origin to which Paul’s return is a return  and  is not a return. It is not a 
mere return but rather a forward movement in relation to the Jewish 
law, that is, insofar as the Christian faith is the overcoming-preserva-
tion of the Jewish law. At the same time, it remains nonetheless a mere 
return in view of noble-morality: the direct relationship between 
Abraham’s faith and the Christian faith is the source of the legitimacy 
of the Christian faith, apart from any historical dialectics, and apart 
from any negative standpoint that the Christian faith may occupy 
within such a historical dialectics. If the Christian faith represents 
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both the negative term of the Jewish law  and  the negative term of 
noble-morality, the return of this faith to Abraham legitimizes this 
faith apart from its overcoming-preservation of the Jewish law. 

 The second half of this claim now should follow: Nietzsche resem-
bles this Pauline scheme. As I wish to show, Nietzsche’s genealogy is 
about the refutation of the legitimacy of Paul’s origin. I have shown that 
this genealogy reveals the true origin; it reveals noble-morality, which 
slave-morality had concealed. Thereafter, the destroyer of slave-moral-
ity (the Antichrist) makes a return to this newly revealed origin: a re-
turn that legitimizes the Antichrist apart from the negativity inherent 
in its act and its name. In sum, if genealogy reveals the anti-Dionysus 
in Christ, the Anti-Christ becomes the anti-anti-Dionysus:  the Antichrist 
is the return of Dionysus . The legitimacy of this return relies on an inter-
pretation inherent in the Christian myth. Nietzsche does not evaluate 
Christianity as an objective observer, but as one who was reared within 
the tradition and obsessed with the truth and value of Christian claims 
long after he had rejected them. 45  For Nietzsche, the history of Chris-
tianity is the practical involvement in fulfi lling the perfect ideal. And 
this history has resulted in an experience of disappointment with such 
an ideal: “the whole of history is the  refutation by experiment  of the 
principle of the so called ‘moral world order.’ ” 46  Still, the myth of 
the Antichrist constitutes the location in which the Christian text’s 
self-negation becomes that self-overcoming returning back before its 
earliest constituting moment, that is, the moment of the constitution 
of slave-morality long before Paul: 

 What the name of Zarathustra means in my mouth, the mouth of 
the fi rst immoralist[?] . . . Zarathustra was the fi rst to consider the 
fi ght of good and evil the very wheel in the machinery of things: 
the transposition of morality into the metaphysical realm, as a force, 
cause, and end in itself, is  his  work. . . . Zarathustra created this most 
calamitous error, morality; consequently, he must also be the fi rst 
to recognize it. . . . Zarathustra is more truthful than any other 
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thinker. His doctrine, and his alone, posits truthfulness as the high-
est virtue. 47  

 And what would the name of Paul mean in Nietzsche’s mouth if not 
the same as Zarathustra? “The self-overcoming of morality, out of truth-
fulness; the self-overcoming of the moralist into his opposite.” 48  If with 
Nietzsche, and if for the sake of truthfulness, Paul returns back to cor-
rect himself in negating himself in his absolute opposition, and not their 
synthesis, it would be a mistake to say that in this way Paul preserves 
himself: instead, in this way Paul erases himself. Nietzsche wants a re-
turn to Dionysus. Nietzsche does not want to preserve the history of 
Christianity. As Paul wanted to conceal noble-morality, the new Paul 
(Nietzsche) wants to forget slave-morality. If that is correct, the Anti-
christ has been legitimized and has proved the existence of its values 
in the revealed noble-morality. On this basis, there remains before 
Nietzsche the task of realizing the out-bringing of those values from 
the depth of the negative to the surface of the positive. And here, 
Nietzsche follows Paul and relies on the Buddhism of Jesus as his 
instrument for the completion of this task. 

 The relationship between noble-morality and slave-morality is one 
between irreconcilable oppositions. On this basis, the Nietzsche-Paul 
dialectical resemblance includes an overcoming-preservation  and  an 
overcoming-without-preservation. With this in mind, the Christian 
overcoming-preservation of Judaism should be formulated in terms of 
sublimation (and not in terms of the Hegelian  Aufhebung ). My point is 
that the logic of the Hegelian  Aufhebung  assumes that universal totality 
according to which the movement of overcoming-preservation does not, 
and cannot, keep anything (such as noble-morality) outside (the Spirit). 
On the other hand, the logic of (the Nietzschean) sublimation relegates 
the movement of overcoming-preservation within the boundaries of an 
instinct: sublimation expresses the refi nement of some instinct. Hence, 
sublimation acknowledges the possibility that something (such as 
noble-morality) can remain outside its limits. The result is then that 
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the Christian faith is the  sublimation  of the Jewish law  and  the  repression 
 of noble-morality. 49  

 Nietzsche points to the birth of the Christian love from the Jewish 
hatred as sublimation. 50  Moreover, one could add that since Salaquar-
da’s point of view had looked for the idea of overcoming-preservation 
elsewhere—that is, between slave and noble moralities—it missed the 
 fi ctional  moment of self-negation in the sainthood of Paul: 

 Let us ask what precisely about . . . [the] phenomenon of the saint 
has seemed so enormously interesting. . . . It was the air of the 
miraculous that goes with it—namely, the immediate  succession of op-
posites , of states of the soul that are judges morally in opposite ways. 
It seemed palpable that a “bad man” was suddenly transformed into 
a “saint,” a good man. The psychology we have had suffered ship-
wreck at this point: wasn’t this chiefl y because it had placed itself 
under the dominion of morals, because it, too,  believed  in opposite 
moral values and saw, read,  interpreted  these opposites into the text 
and the facts? What? The “miracle” merely a mistake of interpre-
tation? A lack of philology? 51  

 Nietzsche corrects the mistake involved in the interpretation of how a 
bad man is suddenly transformed into a saint, a good man: the imme-
diate succession of opposites, the succession bad man and good man, 
the succession Saul and Paul is fi ctional—self-negation is fi ctional. Un-
der the totality of the will to power (that is, the totality composed of 
overcoming-preservation and overcoming-without-preservation), the 
fi ctional character of the negation (in Saint Paul’s self-negation) does 
not refer Paul’s self to the Jewish instinct. Rather, the self here refers 
to the will to power underlying the Jewish instinct: “with Paul the priest 
 again  sought  power   . . .   his  requirement was  power .” 52  Hence, insofar as 
power refers to instincts other than Paul’s Jewish instinct, the Chris-
tian overcoming-preservation of Judaism is reduced to a preservation 
and a fi ctional overcoming. For overcoming as such is found in the noble 
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instinct. And if the Christian overcoming-preservation does not apply 
to both slave and noble moralities, then the overcoming-without-
preservation (that is, negation)  of the Jewish instinct  is fi ctional. Or, to put 
it otherwise, if the Christian overcoming-without-preservation of no-
ble-morality does not erase the fi ctional character of its overcoming-
preservation of Judaism, then the will to power cannot be reduced to 
the terms of the Hegelian Aufhebung: the will to power involves both 
an overcoming-preservation and overcoming-without-preservation. 

 To  re attain power an instrument is needed: “Paul willed the end. . . . 
[ His  requirement was  power  and]  consequently  he willed the means.” 53  As 
anticipated, Jesus was Paul’s instrument: Saul dies with Christ and Paul 
is resurrected with him. The instrument makes the conversion possi-
ble. More precisely, this instrument conceals the sublimation and pres-
ents it as self-negation. In sum, the grounds for Nietzsche’s interpretation 
of (Paul’s) sainthood is the will to power: if “life itself is  will to power ” 54 —if 
it is also true that  the  meaning of asceticism is a will to nothingness 55 —
then the phenomenon of the saint cannot be taken to transcend this 
law of life. 

 Illusory Innocence and Decadence 

 According to the Nietzschean genealogy of slave-morality, Paul, the fi rst 
Christian, resolved the crisis of Priestly Judaism’s economy of sin and 
punishment, which Nietzsche tries to imitate. Yet, Nietzsche’s attempt 
to overcome Christianity turns his criticism into a negative one: 
Nietzsche fi nds the Christian rehabilitation of slave-morality’s concept 
of the good to be problematic. How, then, do these two contradictory 
aspects come together? 

 It is already clear that the Nietzschean genealogy of the priest is the 
place in which the unity of man—or of the aristocrat and the slave—is 
realized as the birth of the human in the history of Christianity. Seen 
from the perspective of Nietzsche’s “artistic conscience,” 56  or his art-
ist’s “good conscience,” 57  this fact is translated into the Nietzschean 
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proposition “in man, . . . [whose Dionysian imperative is to] have it [suf-
fering] higher and worse than ever, . . .  creature  and  creator  are united.” 58  
Accordingly, the aesthetic action of the will to power in this-world is 
translated into the horrible, ugly cruelty and torture of evil in the lan-
guage of slave-morality. This basic Nietzschean text turns to Pauline 
Christian love with the reminder that to love, in this-world, is to act 
out one’s will to power. Despite this, Christian morality masks this evil, 
which is necessarily involved in Christian love as good, or, better, as its 
only positive virtue: “ God on the cross —is the fearful hidden meaning be-
hind this symbol still understood?—Everything that suffers, everything 
that hangs on the Cross, is  divine . . . . We all hang on the Cross, conse-
quently  we  are divine. . . . We alone are divine.” 59  

 Christianity does not denote Christian love (of the transcendent 
other) as evil cruelty, but instead as good sacrifi ce, as the good self-cru-
elty and self-torture. Does this not mean that Christian love corresponds 
to the order of life-affi rmation, that Christianity affi rms suffering in 
order to return back to this-world? The above argument leads toward 
a primary positive answer to this question, which Nietzsche affi rms: 

 The Jews are the counterparts of  décadents : they have been compelled 

to  act  as  décadents  to the point of illusion, they have known, with a 
 non plus ultra  of histrionic genius, how to place themselves at the 
head of all  décadence  movements (—as the Christianity of  Paul —) so 
as to make of them something stronger than any party  affi rmative  of 
life. For the kind of man who desires to attain power through Ju-
daism and Christianity, the  priestly  kind,  décadence  is only a  means : this 
kind of man has a life-interest in making mankind  sick  and in in-
verting the concepts of “good” and “evil,” “true” and “false” in a mor-
tally dangerous and world-calumniating sense. 60  

 And yet, Nietzsche adds this later  ultimate  criticism: “Ultimately the point 
is to what  end  a lie is told. That ‘holy’ ends are lacking in Christianity is 
 my  objection to its means. Only  bad  ends: the poisoning, slandering, 
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denying of life, contempt for the body, the denigration and self-violation 
of man through the concept of sin— consequently  its means too are bad.” 61  

 The ultimate focus of Nietzsche’s criticism of slave-morality is his 
demand for what I shall call an  authentic lie : the lie that does not pro-
duce the illusion of the other world that becomes, as illusion, the ne-
gating alternative of this-world. Seen from this perspective, the Chris-
tian lie is confusing. On the one hand, it produces the illusion that it is 
of the kind of the Dionysian, that is, that it ends tragically. 62  And on 
the other, there remains the danger, which does realize itself, that priestly 
men would act as decadents to the point of illusion: to use decadence 
to that extreme in which the priestly man becomes  naive  and forgets that 
the will to power was acting as decadent, therefore turning to have dec-
adence as an end. And for Nietzsche, this is the problem of the Priestly, 
which starts by affi rming life but ends by negating it. 

 This Nietzschean conception of the  naivety of faith  (as opposed to his 
genealogical consciousness) becomes the keyword for my understand-
ing of Nietzsche’s rejection of slave-morality’s illusion. Seen fi rst apart 
from the problem of the unauthentic priestly lie, naivety can represent 
Nietzsche’s idea of health. Thus, in view of Nietzsche’s history of Chris-
tianity until this point, it can be asserted that Nietzsche’s idea of early 
Greek religion and of Early Judaism refers to the idea of healthy naivety 
in  local particularities . This is the idea of the existence of one sole faith 
that remains true in view of its reference to itself alone, a self-reference 
that equates the naive faith with an unquestionable absolute truth. 
Local, particular life is solitary. This naive life can be seen as lacking all 
contact to other external faiths. Thus, the faith of local life is not brought 
to question or justify itself in the framework of some philosophical-
historical dialectics external to it, and consequently does not fall under 
the danger of losing its innocent naivety. Likewise, Nietzsche does 
not conceive of this naivety as given. Rather, it is a naivety attainable 
through (dialectical) struggle. 

 For the young Nietzsche, this idea of naivety is represented in Apol-
lonian art. Contrary to Schiller, Nietzsche rejects the idea of a stage of 
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the unity of man with nature as if it were a simple and self-evident un-
avoidable state: a state necessarily found at the beginnings of all cul-
tures. 63  This claim becomes clearer by turning to the genealogy of the 
Christian in the  Genealogy of Morals . The genius of Christianity, accord-
ing to Nietzsche, consists in its bringing of humanity’s growing con-
sciousness of debt to a halt. Christianity’s paradoxical relief of human-
ity is one in which God sacrifi ces himself for the guilt of mankind. God 
pays himself since he is “the only being who can redeem man from what 
has become unredeemable for man himself—the creditor sacrifi ces him-
self for his debtor, out of  love  (can one credit that?), out of love for his 
debtor!” 64  

 Everything that precedes the defi nitive ordering of rank of the dif-
ferent national elements in every great racial synthesis, is refl ected 
in the confused genealogies of their gods. The advent of the Chris-
tian God, as the maximum God attained so far, was therefore ac-
companied by the maximum feeling of guilty indebtedness on earth. 
Presuming we have gradually entered upon the  reverse  course, there 
is no small probability that with the irresistible decline of faith in 
the Christian God there is now also a considerable decline in man-

kind’s feeling of guilt; indeed, the prospect cannot be dismissed that 
the complete and defi nitive victory of atheism might free mankind 
of this whole feeling of guilty indebtedness toward its origin, its  causa 
prima . Atheism and a kind of  second innocence  belong together. 65  

 On the one side, Nietzsche anticipates the result of modern atheism 
to be a kind of second innocence after universality’s eradication of lo-
cal particularities, that is, after “its triumph over the independent no-
bility.” 66  On the other, Nietzsche sees that Christianity only “afforded 
temporary relief” to the problem of humanity’s growing bad conscience 
of debt: “Now to him that worketh is the reward not reckoned of grace, 
 but of debt . But to him that worketh not, but believeth on him that 
justifi eth the ungodly, his faith is counted for righteousness.” 67  
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 This points back to Jesus as an instrument in the hands of Nietzsche 
and Paul. For Nietzsche, Jesus (or Buddhism or modern atheism) is 
the instrument toward a new naivety, a new Dionysius, transcending the 
totality of the history of Christianity, that is, transcending its maximum 
God. For (Nietzsche’s) Paul, Jesus (or the resurrecting God after his 
suffering on the cross) was only a temporarily successful instrument 
toward a new naivety (new faith) transcending the totality of the history 
of Judaism, that is, transcending its accumulating debt and punishing 
God. This attempt is temporary due to the fact that it lasted for the 
time between Paul and Nietzsche. For Nietzsche’s genealogy of slave-
morality uncovers the concealed aristocratic other underneath its prop-
osition of good and evil as well as the concealed Jewish God in Priestly 
Judaism’s and Christianity’s sublimated continuum. Thus, Nietzsche’s 
genealogy shows that the Christian faith has become an unauthentic 
lie. If the Nietzschean genealogy reveals the historical dialectics that the 
Christian faith conceals, this faith’s atheism in the Jewish God cannot 
anymore be said to be the innocence of a single and sole faith. 

 Yet, the Nietzschean genealogy of the Christian faith shows this faith 
to have attained an illusory naivety in view of the unauthenticity of its 
lie. This is the illusion of naivety that the only-ness and sole-ness of 
the universal produce. This fact recalls the birth of Christianity from 
skepticism, skepticism that demanded the Christian faith as much as it 
demanded faith as such, or skepticism that demanded the identity of 
the Christian faith with faith as such. This identity represents the Chris-
tian faith as both universal and particular. And here, Nietzsche denotes 
as illusionary the apparent simplicity of the Christian faith’s universal-
ity: Nietzsche claims that the Christian God is universal and yet com-
plex, yet a maximum God. 

 The Nietzschean genealogy of the Christian faith in slave-morality 
demonstrates this fact. This genealogy shows that the illusion of the sim-
plicity of the Christian faith results from the external absence of Chris-
tianity’s others. But this absence is not genuine but the mere conceal-
ment of these others—that is, the plurality (of the complex as against 
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the simple) concealed in the depth of the Christian soul. And in fact, this 
illusion is nothing but the illusion that Christianity is a return to the 
naivety of the local particularity. But it should be kept in mind that 
Nietzsche’s negative criticism does not fall on illusion as such, but on 
unauthentic illusion. For once this unauthentic illusion is believed, then 
this-world’s reality, or the otherness that constitutes the totality of the 
real man as subject and as object, is believed to be sin, and nothingness 
is believed to be the true object of man: to believe in the Christian faith—
or to act as decadents to the point of illusion, to the point of the pos-
sible and of the necessary—is not nihilism; rather, it  leads  to nihilism. 
Nietzsche then rejects that illusion which claims itself to be a universal 
synthesis, that illusion which claims to have overcome historical dia-
lectics and its other within this dialectic. This rejection takes place when, 
on the one hand, the belief in such untrue illusion brings man back to 
innocence  and  when, on the other hand, genealogy reveals the fact that 
such illusion is still involved in historical dialectic. 

 I have already demonstrated how Jesus’s religion and Socratic rea-
son are opposite instruments. Naivety beyond the history of Christi-
anity demands Jesus (Buddhism) as its instrument. Genealogy, on the 
other hand, demands Socratic dialectics as it instrument. Within his-
tory, and on the edge of history, the Nietzschean genealogy is nonin-
nocence par excellence: it binds suspicion in motivations and interests. 68  
And through its usage of the exposing-revealing Socratic dialectics, 69  
Nietzsche’s genealogy keeps revealing before modern consciousness the 
 history  that “we no longer see because it [ the slave revolt in morality ]—has 
been victorious.” 70  

 The Limits of Genealogy 

 Following Paul, Nietzsche’s return to the Dionysian is a return to a na-
ive origin: a return to the authentic lie being the one faith/truth lying 
beyond historical dialectic, 71  where the Dionysian is now seen as in-
nocent rather than as fl awed by original sin. 72  And returning to the 
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sought-after origin raises the question about the proper praxis toward it. 
Thus, under which condition does the idea of the praxis of Nietzsche’s 
Paul come to complete the idea of the strategy of his Paul? This ques-
tion brings into focus the above-discussed opposition between the in-
strumentality of reason and the instrumentality of (Jesus’s) religion. 
More specifi cally, the following idea should be considered here: it is 
through his own  experience of disappointment  that Nietzsche reads the idea 
of instrumentality in Socrates’s and Paul’s experiences of disappoint-
ment. If Nietzsche did indeed go through such an experience, then his 
reading of Socrates and Paul seeks to fi nd the proper instrument for a 
way out from such experience. And as Nietzsche’s reading of Socrates 
follows his reading of Paul, the instrumentality of religion reaches be-
yond the instrumentality of reason. The problem that shall occupy the 
remaining pages of this chapter concerns the limits of the instrumental-
ity of reason, which in turn demand the instrumentality of religion. 

 The fi rst point to be treated in the context of this problem is a short 
elucidation of the idea of Nietzsche’s experience of disappointment. 
One way in which to read such an experience is from the point of view 
of Nietzsche’s biography, as growing from deep religiosity toward strong 
atheism. 73  For it is true that the “man who says  God is dead  and the man 
who now rejects a doctrine he used to hold are in truth not one and 
the same. The one who says  God is dead  is the one for whom God used to 
be alive, used to be a Thou, and we know that for Nietzsche in his youth 
He was certainly that. So we are witnessing a tragedy, that of denial.” 74  
Or, more accurately, we are witnessing a disappointment. Second, and 
more importantly, Nietzsche’s disappointment is founded in his depar-
ture from his earlier Schopenhauer-Wagner world. And that would be 
the dominant script for his life, according to which he viewed his life 
on the model of Saul-Paul with the sudden departure in the middle of 
the fi rst Bayreuth Festival (1876) marking the satisfying dramatic mo-
ment of conversion. 75  Third, what remains primarily decisive in this con-
text is Hegelian philosophy being the background of Nietzsche’s thought. 
If Hegelian philosophy had invented its historical others in order to 
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overcome-preserve them, and if such overcoming-preservation had 
failed, what remains after Hegel is Modernity’s embracing of such other-
ness. It is here that, for Nietzsche, the moral question becomes demand-
ing. It is here where the modern ideal synthesis collapses to give way to 
Nietzsche’s question about the legitimacy of the moral judgment of the 
modern subject before its other. 

 The picture that Nietzsche’s genealogy unfolds before modern con-
sciousness thereby shows that man is the totality of man’s instincts. But 
the history of man does not reveal the totality of man’s instincts. His-
tory reveals before historical consciousness only those instincts that the 
historical narration points to as being part of history. Thus History ren-
ders the idea of the plurality of man’s instincts, yet it can reveal this plu-
rality only partially—in view of the limits of its historical horizon—and 
thus cannot divine man’s future. For the future is open for the realiza-
tion of instincts of which we are not historically conscious (that is, in-
stincts that at least were never realized in genealogically known history). 

 Extending the horizon of the historical consciousness by exploring 
the forgotten regions of the history of the human soul may bring the 
knowledge of man’s future to a higher degree of certainty. But one can-
not be fully certain about man’s future insofar as the idea of the plural-
ity of man’s instincts does not exclude the possibility that this plurality 
can be infi nite. Thus, seeking a practical way toward a future beyond 
nihilism cannot rely on the possibility of its legitimacy as  the mere denied 
depth  (of the deep instinct). Nietzsche’s genealogy, being the extension 
of man’s historical horizon (or his discovery of the Dionysian), becomes 
bound to the task of uncovering the denied depth of man  as repressed , or 
as that which once appeared on the surface and was later repressed into 
the depth of man: for Nietzschean genealogy it is thus not entirely right 
to say there are no facts, only interpretations. There are facts, but only 
insofar as they inhere in interpretations. 76  

 Nietzsche’s turn indeed legitimizes the possibility of the Dionysian 
and delegitimizes slave-morality as man’s sole possible perspective. Still, 
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this turn reduces the horizon of what is legitimate: it produces a   gap 
between what ought to be legitimized (mere depth) and what seems 
to be practically legitimized. One cannot but become suspicious of the 
legitimacy of Nietzsche’s Dionysus as one rooted in the idea of the le-
gitimacy of the deep as such. This suspicion has grown from the mo-
ment in which Nietzsche is witnessed reducing the problem of  modern  
atheism to Christian atheism through his following the path of Pau-
line logic and practice, which delimits the history of man to the con-
cept of overcoming and its following derivations (or  Aufhebung , subli-
mation, and repression). 

 At this point, I want to keep developing this cardinal criticism of 
Nietzsche to a further stage, 77  and turn to ask how Nietzsche is led on 
this path. Nietzschean genealogy exposes the possibly seen horizon of 
human experience as a plurality of instincts before consciousness. In 
this view, genealogy only delegitimizes tyranny before plurality. But the 
consciousness of plurality is that  temporality  from which the question of 
the future challenges Modernity: 

 In an age of disintegration that mixes races indiscriminately, hu-
man beings have in their bodies the heritage of multiple origins, 

that is, opposite, and often not merely opposite, drives and value 
standards that fi ght each other and rarely permit each other any rest. 
Such human beings of late cultures and refracted lights will on the 
average be weaker human beings: their most profound desire is that 
the war which they  are  should come to an end. 78  

 If it is assumed that Nietzsche’s view of Modernity is that of an end—
that is, of an age of disintegration—these words could be taken to re-
fl ect Nietzsche’s genealogical consciousness. This is the consciousness 
that sees the (modern) body comprising the heritage of multiple ori-
gins. One comes to realize that Nietzsche’s problem, emerging from his 
genealogical consciousness, appears in the resulting self-refl ection of the 
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two types of man that he describes. This problem relates to the  equal-
ity  among the instincts that have gathered along man’s genealogical 
experience. Moreover, this equality results in the lack of a principle 
that is  authentic  as well as unifi ed or simple (and not a mere illusion of a 
synthesis) and that alone can make judgments and evaluations possible. 
Genealogical consciousness demands an order that  necessarily  involves 
self-negation: “sabbath of Sabbaths. . . . [on the side of the] weak [type 
of man] . . . [and] self-control, self-outwitting. . . . [on the side of the] 
powerful” 79  type of man. 

 It can here be claimed that it is this Nietzschean genealogical con-
sciousness that leads Nietzsche toward the elaboration of his Pauline 
practical solution, the solution according to which the genealogical 
spectrum of man’s instincts is ordered (that is, narrated, in the form of 
repressed deep history of [Pauline] overcoming). The Nietzschean 
history of Christianity becomes the history of (Socratic) reason. The his-
tory of reason is the history of the teleology of reason insofar as this 
teleology is that of the instrument which had revealed man’s instincts 
along history, and which ends by revealing its instrumental essence in 
the end of its history, in the moment in which it reveals before genea-
logical consciousness,  at the same time , all those instincts that this instru-
ment served. Genealogical reason reveals the dialectical claims of all 
man’s instincts, and thereby becomes that practical solution which re-
jects them in view of their historical character. Genealogical reason 
overcomes the condition of the plurality of equal, indiscriminative, 
and nonunique instincts by way of negating them all as purely histori-
cal (that is, as justifi ed only in the past moment in which they were 
justifi able and as unjustifi ed at this moment). This is the moment in 
which reason justifi es man’s instincts altogether, and thereby negates 
them altogether. In order to connect Nietzsche’s opposition between 
Socratic irony and Jesus’s symbolism with his rejection of irony, 80  it 
can be asserted that the limits of genealogy constitute the end of (So-
cratic) irony: the end of the possibility that one meaning (instinct) 
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appears on the surface when another meaning (instinct) remains la-
tent, in the moment, moreover, in which genealogical reason brings all 
possibly knowable instincts to the surface. 

 As a result of its negation of all historical instinct, genealogical rea-
son not only negates the actual instinct claiming for absoluteness, but 
also negates all past instincts revealed in man’s repressed depth insofar 
as those are historical instincts. Genealogical reason ends the delegiti-
matizing results of both slave-morality and noble-morality. Accord-
ingly, Nietzsche—insofar as he delimits the legitimacy of the Dionysian 
within history rather than within metaphysics—does not secure for the 
Dionysian its legitimacy in nature as such: Nietzsche locates the Dio-
nysian within what may be called natural culture and natural state. This 
is the status of the origin: the starting point of human culture in which 
the singularity of the Dionysian is pregiven. The initial state of human 
culture is historical and yet does not result from, or involve, historical 
dialectics. 81  

 It now appears how the idea of origin  protects  the Dionysian Anti-
christ from the destructive impact of the realization of the teleology of 
the instrumentality of reason in genealogical consciousness. It has thus 
been shown how Nietzsche’s genealogical consciousness leads Nietzsche 
into the path of Paul: First, the overcoming of noble-morality (Paul) 
and slave-morality (Nietzsche) is realized through the negation of all 
laws (Paul) 82  and all instincts (Nietzsche). Second, this negation does 
not necessarily result in a return to nature as such. 83  Third, this nega-
tion can result instead in a return to the original culture: to Abraham 
(Paul) and to Dionysius (Nietzsche). For the origin as such does not 
suffer the relativity from which all laws suffer. It is true that, for Ni-
etzsche, truth is discovered in a process of self-recognition. 84  Nietzsche’s 
attack on Socratism indicates that Nietzsche sought truth without any 
kind of justifi cation (or dialectics). However, as I explain here, the le-
gitimacy of (Dionysian) art as an innocent origin clarifi es how Ni-
etzsche’s truth can be aesthetically justifi ed without being discursively 
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justifi ed. In the  Uses and Disadvantages of History for Life , Nietzsche’s idea of 
the destructive character of history does not differ from his later idea 
of the destructive character of genealogy: 

 When the historical sense reigns  without restraint , and all its conse-
quences are realized, it uproots the future because it  destroys illu-
sions and robs the things that exits of the atmosphere in which alone 
they can live . Historical justice . . . always undermines the living thing 
and brings it down: Its judgment is always annihilating. . . . [This is 
what] one can learn in the case of Christianity . . . under the infl u-
ence of a historical treatment. 85  

 On behalf of this, Nietzsche makes the “demand that man should above 
all learn to live and should employ history only in  the service of the life he 
has learned to live .” 86  But in this essay, Nietzsche neither tells us anything 
directly about life nor conceals it from us. 87  If that is the case, Nietzsche 
(who could not give a defi nition of life  before  the use of history) turns 
the order of the young Nietzsche on its head: after the use of geneal-
ogy, life shall be lived in the form of a new naivety. 
 
 



105

 5 . 

 S C I E N C E  A N D  A R T  A F T E R  T H E  D E AT H  O F  G O D 

 God is Dead 

 Once Nietzsche discovers Christianity as an unauthentic lie with the 
help his  modern  genealogical consciousness, a tight linkage between Chris-
tianity and Modernity comes to the fore, thereby making room for the 
formulation of the following points. First, the Nietzschean criticism of 
Christianity is not independent, but connected to his criticism of 
Modernity. Nietzsche’s criticism of Modernity constitutes the starting 
point, according to which he proceeds to criticize Christianity within a 
history culminating in Modernity. Second, the Christian-modern con-
tinuum, which this history establishes, points to the discovery of Christi-
anity’s lack of naive simplicity as one belonging to Modernity. The case 
is that modern genealogical consciousness conceives of Modernity as 
an  accumulation  of the whole history of Christianity. And this fact ren-
ders the simple naivety of the  purification  of Christianity in   Moder-
nity  as morality  questionable. Or, put in its reversed form, it is due to 
Nietzsche’s discovery of the nonauthenticity of the lie of modern 
morality that Nietzsche is brought to uncover Christianity’s conceal-
ment of the noble-slave dialectics, a concealment that renders impos-
sible a genuine synthesis of this dialectics along the Christian-modern 
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continuum. Third, insofar as Modernity—as the accumulation of the 
whole history of Christianity—contradicts the idea of the simple naivety 
of the purifi cation of Christianity in modern morality, such purifi cation 
is not the synthesis of the noble-slave dialectics. It is rather the con-
clusion of Christianity in Modernity. Moreover, the  naive belief  in mod-
ern morality as a simple synthesis of the history of Christianity is the 
path of Modernity to pure asceticism. 

 If it is assumed that, for Nietzsche, Modernity includes both the pu-
rifi cation of Christianity and the accumulation of the whole of its his-
tory, the defi nition of Modernity becomes one that turns around the 
question of the continuity-discontinuity relationship between Moder-
nity and Christianity. This relationship of continuity  and  discontinuity 
excludes the identity of Modernity with Christianity, something that 
Nietzsche’s own words explicitly affi rm. 1  In addition, and from the 
perspective of the purifi cation of Christianity in Modernity, this 
continuity-discontinuity relationship is developmental: Christianity is 
concluded in Modernity. But such a conclusion does not reduce this 
continuity-discontinuity relationship to an antithetical relationship 
according to which Modernity is the antithesis of Christianity. For 
Modernity is also the accumulation of the history of Christianity. 
Besides its conclusion of Christianity in morality, Modernity includes 
the (possibility of the) immoral Dionysian, that is, the anti-Christian. 
In sum, Modernity has a continuity-discontinuity relationship with 
the Christian and a continuity-discontinuity relationship with the anti-
Christian, that is, the Dionysian. But if Modernity’s continuity with 
Christianity (morality) means its antithetical discontinuity with the 
Dionysian, Modernity’s discontinuity with Christianity does not nec-
essarily mean that Modernity is identical with the Dionysian. 

 It is Modernity’s  discontinuity  with Christianity that defi nes Modernity 
 as other  to both the Dionysian and the Christian. This turns the discon-
tinuity of Modernity with Christianity to the touchstone for a defi ni-
tion proper to Modernity. The development of this initial defi nition 
of Modernity should be furthered in the frame of the Nietzschean his-
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tory of Christianity. How should this task be approached? So far, the 
reconstruction of the Nietzschean history of Christianity saw the ques-
tion of the value of life from the viewpoint of suffering as its axis. Ac-
cordingly, in turning to Modernity as part of this history, it should be 
asked how Nietzsche sees Modernity answering this question, insofar 
as this answer marks Modernity’s discontinuity with Christianity. Ad-
ditionally, the Nietzschean history of Christianity identifi ed science and 
art as being discontinuous with Christianity, and more precisely as anti-
Christian Dionysian. The defi nition of Modernity within the Nietz-
schean history of Christianity (or according to Modernity’s continuity-
discontinuity relationships with the Dionysian and the Christian) may 
be formulated as the following question: what would be the defi nition 
of Modernity according to Nietzsche’s view of the discontinuity of  mod-
ern science  and  modern art  with Christianity, in view of the answer that 
these two give to the problem of suffering? 

 My approach to this question starts with the examination of the con-
tinuity-discontinuity relationship between Christianity and Modernity 
as it is marked by “the greatest recent event—that ‘God is dead’: that 
the belief in the Christian god has become unbelievable.” 2  This great 
event of the unbelief in the Christian God not only marks, as it may 
seem, the relationship of discontinuity between Modernity and Chris-
tianity, but also marks its relationship of continuity, particularly as Ni-
etzsche adds that this event is only “ beginning  to cast its fi rst shadows 
over Europe.” 3  Nietzsche’s  cheerful  4  announcement from  The Gay Science  
that “God is dead” 5  is an event that has not fully ended. In addition, 
this event is a prophecy: 6  It is announced by a madman (wearing the 
mask of Diogenes of Sinope) 7  to men who are God’s murderers and yet 
do not know of what they did. 8  The incompleteness of this event points 
in the direction of the task that Nietzsche sets before himself: “to van-
quish his [God’s] shadow, too.” 9  

 If that is correct, and if the  event  of the death of God speaks of “his-
torical atheism” 10  in the Christian God, 11  then the task of atheism is not 
yet completed: modern man is not cheerful and gay, which is as it should 



108 SCIENCE AND ART AFTER THE DEATH OF GOD

be after this event. The task of Modernity is to overcome the Chris-
tian God completely. Modernity cannot remain continuous-discontin-
uous with Christianity. If God is dead, the modern reproduction, or sec-
ularization, of Christianity—being the remaining shadow of God—is a 
nonauthentic lie insofar as this lie is a dead lie. 

 As the event of the death of God takes place under these circum-
stances (that is, not being fully completed), modern man kills God and 
yet keeps his shadow. Put another way, modern man kills God in order 
to keep his shadow. Thus, God’s  own shadow  is the cause of the death of 
God. Which is then the shadow of God? Following the conversation be-
tween the “retired Pope” and Zarathustra, God’s own pity is the cause 
of his death: God died “choked on his all-too-great pity.” Yet, it is also 
clear from Zarathustra’s questioning of the old pope, who “was blind 
in one eye,” that he takes the old pope’s testimony to be apparently true, 
or better yet as an incomplete testimony. In this conversation, Zarathus-
tra repeats that God might have died in more than one way: “Surely it 
might have happened that way—that way, and also in some other way.” 
Nietzsche’s intention in making Zarathustra thus question the pope is 
not one directed at the possibility that some other cause,  besides  God’s 
pity, has also brought him to his death. Nietzsche wants to say that the 
old pope, despite his close relationship to God (being his servant), does 
not know completely of  how  God died. The pope does not know of this 
 how  more than “what they say.” 12  As I shall demonstrate next, it is a fact 
that the old pope is one-eyed, which explains his lack of complete knowl-
edge about how God died. 

 The case is that God did not only die choked on his all-too-great 
pity, for God was also murdered by “the Ugliest Man.” 13  This is the man 
whom Zarathustra meets immediately after meeting the old pope: 

 Zarathustra. . . . saw something sitting by the way. . . . And all at 
once a profound sense of shame overcame Zarathustra for having 
laid eyes on such a thing [who said]: . . . “Zarathustra! Zarathustra! 
Guess my riddle! Speak, speak! What is  the revenge against the witness ? . . . 
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But when Zarathustra had heard these words . . .  p  ity seized him ; and 
he sank down all at once. . . . But immediately he rose. . . . [and 
said:] “ you are the murderer of God ! Let me go. You could not  bear  him 
who saw  you —who always saw you through and through, you ugli-
est man! You took revenge on this witness! 14  

 God’s pity remains the reason behind his death: pity choked and killed 
God. The killing of God is the riddle that was hidden from the old pope. 
But why could the old pope not know of this despite his close relation-
ship to God? I mentioned that the answer lies in the fact that the old 
pope was one-eyed. How is that? Nietzsche clarifi es this problem in his 
other writings, starting with  The Antichrist . This is where Nietzsche 
“give[s] a few examples of what these petty people [early Christians] 
 have put into the mouth  of their master [Jesus].” 15  The following is one of 
these examples: “ ‘And if thine eye offend thee, pluck it out; it is better 
for thee to enter into the kingdom of God with one eye, than having 
two eyes to be cast into hell fi re: Where their worm dieth not, and the 
fi re is not quenched.’ (Mark ix, 47–48)—It is not precisely the eye that 
is meant.” 16  

 Although later, in the  Twilight of the Idols , Nietzsche writes that “for-
tunately no Christian follows this prescription,” 17  the old pope (to con-
sider the allegorical spirit of  Thus Spoke Zarathustra ) seems to be an ex-
ceptional case here. Yet here, Nietzsche clarifi es that it is not precisely 
the eye that is meant. What is meant is man’s “passions. . . . [and] de-
sires,” 18  which this Christian point of view fi ghts with “methods [that] 
seem like those of a dentist whose sole cure for pain is to pull out the 
teeth.” 19  According to this, Nietzsche is here drawing a contrast between 
the old pope and the ugliest man. But this contrast is not meant to make 
of the old pope the most beautiful: 

 We no longer admire dentists who  pull out  teeth to step them 
hurting. . . . On the other hand, it is only fair to admit that on the 
soil out of which Christianity grew the concept “ spiritualization  of 
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passion” could not possibly be conceived. For the primitive Church, 
as is well known, fought  against  the “intelligent” in favor of the “poor 
in spirit”: how could one expect from it an intelligent war against 
passion?—Church combats the passion with excision in every sense 
of the word: its practice, its “cure” is  castration . It never asks: “How 
can one spiritualize, beautify, deify a desire?”—It has at all times 
laid the emphasis of its discipline on extirpation (of sensuality, of 
pride, of lust for power, of avarice, of revengefulness).—But to 
attack the passions at their roots means to attack life at its roots: 
the practice of the Church is  hostile to life . 20  

 It is clear, then, that Zarathustra’s old pope, as one may deduce from 
his profession (or his practice, his cure), is one who follows the teach-
ings of the primitive church. The primitive church does not fi ght pas-
sion by way of spiritualization but by way of castration. Thus, the old 
pope, after plucking out his eye, is totally unaware that passion can be 
possibly ugly  or  beautiful. In continuity with this, and when Zarathus-
tra rejects the Christian God (for “he [God] wreaked revenge on his. . . . 
never fi nished . . . pots and creations for having bungled them him-
self”), 21  the old pope can imagine another form of piety after the death 
of his Christian God: “O Zarathustra, with such disbelief you are more 
pious than you believe. Some god in you must have converted you to 
your godlessness. Is it not your piety itself that no longer lets you be-
lieve in a god?” 22  Nietzsche here identifi es one kind of atheism. This is 
atheism as the negation of God  as Christianity  ’  s  God. Within this con-
cept of atheism, there remains the possibility that modern man may be-
come a-Christianly religious. 23  This is the possibility “that the religious 
instinct . . . [is] in the process of growing powerfully,” 24  which may bring 
modern man to make even an ass into his God. 25  

 Nietzsche’s previously quoted words now demand more attention: 
“on the soil out of which Christianity grew the concept spiritualization 
of passion could not possibly be conceived.” As anticipated, Christian-
ity’s spiritualization of passion refers to an aspect of Christianity other 
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than that of castration. This is in fact the order of the beautiful and the 
ugly. Christian spiritualization refers to Christianity’s beautifying of man. 
And, in turn, Christian spiritualization makes reference to the ugliness 
of man. Thus, insofar as the ugliest man is the murderer of God, Chris-
tian spiritualization leads to a second Nietzschean conception of athe-
ism, according to which the death of God is an act of murder. 

 It is clear enough that Zarathustra’s ugliest man is the murderer of 
God. Yet, to conceive of this second conception of atheism, I further 
recall my discussion of the idea that the cause standing behind man’s 
murdering of God is man’s  bad conscience . I claim here, accordingly, that 
the ugliness of man represents man’s feeling of bad conscience, and 
thereby that the ugliest man is the later  modern  man, within the  cumulative  
history of Christianity, holding “the maximum feeling of guilty indebt-
edness.” 26  I base this claim on the following two considerations: First, 
the eye, which the old pope does not have, is the eye that the ugliest man 
together with God, as the “witness [of man’s ugliness, . . . the witness 
who] saw [his ugliness]. . . . through and through,” 27  possesses. This is 
the  eye of pessimism . It is the eye that sees the ugly instead of the beauti-
ful “pure forms”: 28  “In the Manu Law-Book . . . only the most spiritual 
human beings are permitted beauty, beautiful things. . . . On the other 
hand, nothing is more strictly forbidden them than ugly manners or a 
pessimistic outlook, an eye that  makes ugly . . . . ‘ The world is perfect ’—thus 
speaks the instinct of the most spiritual, the affi rmative instinct.” 29  

 Being antithetical to Christianity, according to its purposes, 30  the 
Manu Law-Book points in the direction of noble-morality. And accord-
ingly, it leads to a second consideration: considering his talk with Zara-
thustra against “the little people . . . [and] the preacher . . . who himself 
came from among them,” 31  the ugliest man descends from a noble ori-
gin. 32  This noble man has the eye that makes ugly, or the eye that, like 
the eye of God, sees man’s passions in man’s  depth : “he [God] saw man’s 
depths and ultimate grounds, all his concealed disgrace and ugliness.” 33  
And, following my previous analysis, to see the passions in the depth 
of man means to see them with a bad eye, that is, as evil. Accordingly, 
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and in view of his noble origin, the ugliest man, who should affi rm evil, 
suffers from bad conscience, the conscience of his passions being the 
original evil depth. 

 One should ask here whether the idea of the ugliest man’s bad con-
science as his conscience of his passionate original evil depth contra-
dicts the fact that pity was the cause of the death of God. Zarathustra 
answers this question negatively as soon as he departs from the ugliest 
man: “How poor man is after all, . . . how ugly, how wheezing, how full 
of hidden shame! I have been told that man loves himself: ah, how great 
must this self-love be! How much contempt stands against! This fellow 
too loved himself, even as he despised himself: a great lover he seems to 
me, and a great despiser.” 34  

 God does not return in Zarathustra, as Tillich sees it. 35  If the death 
of (the son of ) the Jewish God made a New Testament possible (that 
is, renewed the refl ection of God-man through the Christian love), the 
 modern  death of the Christian God is the ultimate end of such refl ec-
tion; and consequently, it is the birth of a new alternative conception 
of love. 36  On the one hand, and according to God’s love, man’s depth, 
man’s passion, or man’s original sin is pitiful. And when God pities man, 
God knows one solution: God sacrifi ces himself, he dies choked on his 
all-too-great pity. It is according to this Christian way of reasoning that 
the old pope, as seen above, could read a new testament, a new piety 
born from Zarathustra’s atheism. Still, according to (the ugliest) man’s 
new self-love, man’s depth, man’s passion, man’s ugliness is not pitiful 
or sinful but shameful: The new ugliest man kills God because of God’s 
pity, or pity through which this God does not refl ect man anymore. 

 Nietzsche’s idea of bad conscience, as represented through man’s con-
science of his ugliness in  Thus Spoke Zarathustra , resembles the same 
idea in the  Genealogy of Morals . Toward the end of  Zarathustra , the higher 
men “are merry. . . . From them too their enemy retreats, the spirit of 
gravity. . . . They have learned to laugh at themselves. . . . Nausea is 
retreating from [them]. . . .    A  ll stupid shame runs away, they unbur-
den themselves .” 37  In parallel, man’s killing of God, in the  Genealogy of 
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Morals , results in man’s liberating himself from the accumulated debt 
to God. Man succeeds at overcoming the (bad) conscience of guilt. 
And after having killed God, man’s bad conscience becomes the self-
conscience of ugliness, it becomes man’s genealogical consciousness 
for which the history of God is the history of ugly truth s  (that is, dia-
lectical truths governed by the arbitrariness of the passions accumu-
lated in man’s depth). Man thereafter succeeds at connecting atheism 
with naivety: man substitutes the eye that  makes ugly  with the  naive laughing 
eye , which, as such, makes beautiful; Nietzsche points out that man could 
not become conscious of the beautiful and the good without becoming 
conscious of the ugly and evil. 38  I stress that man’s becoming conscious 
of the ugly is bound to the feeling of shamefulness and not to the feel-
ing of guilt: shamefulness follows guilt. Hence, it is not exactly true that 
“with the guilt that he has taken upon himself, the ugliest man returns 
innocence to existence.” 39  Instead, the ugliest man promises (beauti-
ful) innocence, as he becomes shameful and not guilty anymore. 

 The event of the death of God marks a  complete identity  between the 
continuity and the discontinuity between Christianity and Modernity. 
On the one side, Modernity is discontinuous with Christianity in view 
of its murder of the Christian God. On the other, Modernity is con-
tinuous with Christianity in view of this same act of murder. It is God’s 
pity—or slave-morality’s pity—that Nietzsche uncovers as the only cause 
of the death of God. What remains after the death of God is one and 
the same thing: his own shadow, his own pity. The way in which mod-
ern science and modern art come to reproduce the shadow of God is 
the subject of the following sections. 

 Modern Science 

 In  The Gay Science , and immediately after his elucidation of the “mean-
ing of our cheerfulness” 40  resulting from the death of God, Nietzsche 
follows the remaining shadow of God by way of turning directly to the 
realm of modern science. Here, Nietzsche’s starting argument is directed 



114 SCIENCE AND ART AFTER THE DEATH OF GOD

at a criticism of the constancy of modern science’s idea that in “science 
convictions have no rights of citizenship. . . . [o]nly when they decide 
to descend to the modesty of hypotheses.” Nietzsche continues to un-
fold the meaning of this idea: “more precisely, . . . a conviction may ob-
tain admission to science only when it  ceases  to be a conviction.” 41  So he 
concludes: 

 Would it not be the fi rst step in the discipline of the scientifi c spirit 
that one would not permit oneself any more convictions? Proba-
bly this is so: only we still have to ask:  To make it possible for this disci-
pline to begin , must there not be some prior conviction—even one 
that is so commanding and unconditional that it sacrifi ces all other 
convictions to itself? We see that science also rests on a faith; there 
simply is no science “without presuppositions.” 42  

 Since science is still making its fi rst steps within the ongoing history of 
Christianity, it should depend on this history: science must borrow some 
prior conviction from the history it has just entered and, at the same 
time, sacrifi ce all other convictions. It follows that the validity of this 
criticism of modern science is grounded in the assumption that mod-
ern science works within the framework of genealogical consciousness. 
Nietzsche can claim that modern science may borrow one faith from 
many only insofar as modern science is newly born into a reality of a 
plurality of possible faiths. And these faiths belong to the history (of 
Christianity), which genealogical consciousness revealed, and which 
modern science has just entered. Nietzsche’s argument against mod-
ern science loses its validity without this assumption, for otherwise 
Nietzsche cannot mark the difference between science’s hypothesis as 
a pregiven faith and as an independent hypothesis. 

 Against this background, Nietzsche turns to question science’s puri-
fi cation (that is, sacrifi ce) of the accumulated historical faiths before 
its genealogical consciousness into “a [one] faith.” 43  Here, Nietzsche’s 
question does not concern the problem as to whether science should 
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realize this act of purifi cation or not. Additionally, it does not concern 
the problem as to whether such an act puts the truth-value of scientifi c 
inquiry into question. For Nietzsche, this act speaks of a governing ac-
tive will moving scientifi c inquiry from the stage of putting its hypoth-
esis to the stage of proving its truth. That is, in short, science’s  will to 
truth . Accordingly, and as Nietzsche affi rms that there is simply no sci-
ence without presuppositions, modern science’s formulation of such a 
hypothesis must rely on its contextualization within the history of 
Christianity. 

 After this stage, in which it has been made possible for this disci-
pline to begin, Nietzsche takes the question about the latter autonomy 
of modern science in relation to the history of Christianity as one de-
pending only on the meaning of its will to truth. Nietzsche’s question 
turns out to be directed at the meaning of science’s  action  of affi rming 
its one faith: “ ‘truth at any price.’ . . . ‘At any price’: how well we under-
stand these words once we have offered and slaughtered one faith af-
ter another on this altar!” 44  

 The question whether  truth  is needed must . . . have been . . . 
 affi rmed to such a degree that the principle, the faith, the convic-

tion fi nds expression: “ Nothing  is needed  more  than truth.” . . . This 
unconditional will to truth—what is it? Is it the will  not to allow 
oneself to be deceived ? Or is it the will  not to deceive ? For the will to truth 
could be interpreted in the second way, too—if only the special 
case “I do not want to deceive myself” is subsumed under the gen-
eralization “I do not want to deceive.” But why not deceive? But 
why not allow oneself to be deceived? 45  

 Nietzsche’s introduction of the idea of faith in modern science is not 
meant only to conclude that there is simply no science without presup-
positions. The Nietzschean claim that science has its beginning in faith 
renders a genuine questioning of the value of truth possible. Once truth 
is read as faith, the value of truth becomes comparable to the value of 
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untruth. For otherwise, the value of truth remains self-referential: truth 
or nothing. And consequently, the (lack of ) value of untruth also makes 
its reference to truth alone: untruth or truth. Nevertheless, once faith 
becomes the grounds from which both truth and illusion emerge, the 
values of truth and untruth are subjected to the same criteria of use-
fulness. Nietzsche’s critical question becomes the following one: will as 
will to truth or as will to illusion? And since “both truth and untruth 
[are] constantly proved to be useful,” 46  then, 

 “will to truth” does  not  mean “I will not allow myself to be deceived” 
but—there is no alternative—“I will not deceive, not even myself”; 
 and with that we stand on moral ground . . . . Thus the question: “Why sci-
ence?” leads back to the moral problem:  Why have morality at all  when 
life, nature, and history are “not moral”? No doubt, those who are 
truthful in that audacious and ultimate sense that is presupposed 
by the faith in science  thus affi rm another world  than the world of life, 
nature, and history; and insofar as they affi rm this “other world”—
look, must they not by the same token negate its counterpart, this 
world— our  world? 47  

 If that is the case, Nietzsche’s criticism of modern science, thus for-
mulated, is reduced to a criticism of morality. Yet, before moving on to 
see how Nietzsche conceives of “ morality as a problem ,” a further account 
of the continuity-discontinuity relationship of science and Christian-
ity until this point is needed. Nietzsche says that after the death of the 
Christian God, modern science does not affi rm the Christian faith it-
self but “a faith”: “a  metaphysical faith .” Nietzsche does not consider faith 
in science as identical to the Christian faith: this faith “rests [on], . . . 
take[s] . . . [its] fi re, too, from the fl ame lit by . . . [the] Christian faith 
which was also the faith of Plato.” And here he adds: “But what if this 
should become more and more incredible, if nothing should prove to 
be divine any more unless it were error, blindness, the lie—if God him-
self should prove to be our most enduring lie?” 48  In this view, and in 
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harmony with the above conclusion that the shadow of God (pity) con-
stitutes the identity of the continuity and discontinuity of Modernity 
with Christianity, the following claim can be made. For Nietzsche, Chris-
tianity’s faith in the Christian God is,  by itself , an authentic illusion, while 
modern science is Christianity without Christianity’s faith in the Chris-
tian God being such an authentic illusion. More explicitly, one fi nds un-
derneath Nietzsche’s previously quoted words—“if God himself should 
prove to be our most enduring lie”—the penetrating claim that the suc-
cessful case (which is not without an end) of the life and the death of 
the Christian God proves that  it is the will to illusion which moves history . And 
insofar as, in Modernity, the Christian God is not an authentic lie  any-
more , that is, insofar as the Christian God has become a dead truth, sci-
ence’s metaphysical faith in the divinity of truth cannot be said to be 
an authentic lie. Again, Nietzsche holds as truth that lie which transcends 
the dialectics of history (that is, which proves the illusion that it is the 
sole and only truth, through its vital exercise of its will to power). The 
Christian God was just such a Nietzschean truth, or such an authentic 
lie. The death of the Christian God proves that history is the history 
of the will to illusion. Since God is dead, the truth—or the authentic 
lie—of the Christian God is not possible anymore. 49  Accordingly, mod-
ern science’s will to this God is a will to truth, and not a will to the 
Nietzschean illusory truth. Modern science’s will to truth is a nonau-
thentic lie. In sum, the continuity-discontinuity relationship between 
Christianity and modern science is one between the Christian faith 
being an authentic lie and the faith in science being a nonauthentic lie. 

 In what way does Nietzsche take modern science to be a nonauthentic 
lie? For Nietzsche, 

 Science today has absolutely  no  belief in itself, let alone an ideal above 
it—and where it still inspires passion, love, ardor, and  suffering  at all, 
it is not the opposite of the ascetic ideal but much rather  the latest 
and noblest form of it . . . . Today there are plenty of modest and worthy 
laborers among scholars, too, who are happy in their little nooks. . . . 
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They are happy there . . . where so much that is useful remains to 
be done, . . . where it is not the latest expression of the ascetic ideal. 50  

 Nietzsche’s main point here is that modern science is not for itself. Mod-
ern science does not own an independent faith. Thus, if modern sci-
ence is not an ideal in itself, it should be read as being subjected to some 
other ideal above it, that is, subjected either to the ascetic ideal or to 
art as the ascetic ideal’s true antithesis. 51  Otherwise, science remains “a 
 hiding place  of every kind of discontent, disbelief, gnawing worm,  despec-
tio sui  [self-contempt], bad conscience, . . . [a place where scholars are] 
 sufferers  who refuse to admit to themselves what they are, with drugged 
and heedless men, who fear only one thing:  regaining consciousness .” 52  Fol-
lowing this description, one is reminded of the ugliest man. Disbelief, 
self-contempt, and bad conscience bring up the portrait of the ugliest 
man, 53  for in being such a hiding place, modern science conceals the ug-
liness of the murderer of God. 

 Nietzsche does not see such concealment in a positive light. This con-
cealment (of the ugly) is different from the concealment produced by 
the making-beautiful eye of art. Instead, this concealment is reached 
through modern (scientifi c) work [ Arbeit ]. In  Beyond Good and Evil , Ni-
etzsche criticizes the kind of concealment of the “proud of itself, 
stupidly proud, . . . modern, noisy, time-consuming industriousness 
(‘Arbeitsamkeit’), . . . [of the] German middle-class Protestants. . . . 
[and of the] German scholar. . . . [which] educates and prepares people, 
more than anything else does, precisely for ‘unbelief.’ ” What is highly 
important for my discussion here is not this criticism taken alone, but 
Nietzsche’s contextualization of this criticism. This criticism stands 
between Nietzsche’s exultation of religious self-consciousness and of 
religious concealment. On the one hand, the latter refers to piety as the 
most “potent means for beautifying man, . . . [to] the  homines religiosi [ ’s ]. . . . 
impassionate and exaggerated worship of ‘pure forms,’ . . . [their] cult 
of surfaces. . . . [born from] the profound suspicious fear of an incur-
able pessimism” And on the other hand, the former refers to “religious 
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life[’s] . . . self-examination . . . [which] requires a leisure class, or half-
leisure, . . . leisure with a good conscience, from way back, by blood, to 
which the aristocratic feeling that work  disgraces  is not altogether alien.” 54  

 Nietzsche holds the kind of concealment that modern work (includ-
ing modern science’s work) represents to be other to both a genuine 
concealment and a genuine self-consciousness. Accordingly, with its kind 
of concealment, modern science is  totally alien  to Nietzsche’s question: 
what is the meaning of all will to truth? That is, fi rst, through its lack 
of a genuine self-consciousness, modern science cannot begin to raise 
this question. Second, through its lack of a genuine concealment, mod-
ern science cannot begin to answer this question. Thus, the understand-
ing of this total alienation is the understanding of what Nietzsche means 
by the meaning of all will to truth. 

 Nietzsche is making two claims. First, modern science is alienated 
within its happiness—the happiness that its faith in the useful produces. 
Second, scholars are sufferers   who refuse to admit to themselves what 
they are. My claim is that what Nietzsche means by the meaning of all 
will to truth is nothing but the meaning that modern science gives to 
the problem of suffering. For Nietzsche, the problem of modern sci-
ence is the problem of its alienation from the question about the mean-
ing of suffering. This claim does not mean that modern science ignores 
the problem of suffering. Instead, modern science reduces its concept 
of suffering to the context of usefulness. Once the useful becomes the 
answer given to the question of suffering, the realm of the meaning of 
suffering is altogether abolished. For the end of modern scientifi c tech-
nology is the useful application of its knowledge so as “if possible [at 
all]—‘ to abolish suffering .’ ” And since “there is no more insane ‘if possi-
ble’ ” 55  than this, modern science creates for itself the illusion that suf-
fering could be subjected to the treatment of the realm of usefulness. 
With such an idea, modern science does not assume what Nietzsche as-
sumes. It does not assume that suffering is inherent in man as such. It 
thus follows that this assumption demands that suffering be attributed 
a meaning by modern science. It also follows that ignorance of this 
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assumption leads to the idea that the question about the meaning of 
suffering may be avoided. 

 Thus, modern science—which cannot truly avoid this question—has 
to conceal its suffering. Modern science, which appeared to lack the pos-
sibility of providing any new meaning of suffering, should be located 
within the history of suffering. This location should be made by way of 
referring science to the already existing opposite ideals of suffering, 
namely, the ascetic ideal or the Dionysian ideal. The case of modern 
science shows that Modernity cannot be said to be a true synthesis of 
the historical dialectics of the Christian ascetic and the Dionysian ide-
als. This end reasserts once more the fact that the opposition between 
these two ideals is irreducible; soothing that opposition brings Nietzsche 
to demand that modern science should complete its atheist attempt to 
overcome the Christian dogma by way of subjecting itself to art. 

 Before such a completion may take place, the fact remains that mod-
ern science’s idea of truth shows itself to be that of a nonauthentic lie. In 
order that some faith be read as an authentic lie, it should be proved to 
be beyond the dialectics of the history of Christianity. The above discus-
sion has shown that modern science cannot fulfi ll this condition before 
it subjects itself to art. Christianity successfully concealed its Dionysian 
other. And this concealment was revealed through Nietzsche’s criticism 
of modern science’s overcoming-preservation of the Christian dogma. 
Unlike Christianity’s genuine concealment of the Dionysian, modern 
science becomes the hiding place of (the ugliness of ) the Dionysian 
other. And under these conditions, modern science can only  escape  his-
torical dialectics. Modern science’s forgetfulness of its Dionysian other 
can be realized only in its purifi cation of Christianity as asceticism. As-
ceticism stands beyond historical dialectics as a “ will to nothingness. ” 56  Yet 
despite its achievement of such naivety, modern science’s will to truth 
fails to meet life. The idea of being beyond, which Nietzsche demands 
from an authentic lie, is absolutely the opposite of the idea of being 
beyond historical dialectics, which modern science creates for itself, as 
the fi rst affi rms this-world while the latter affi rms the other-world. 
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 The conclusion that modern science’s purifi cation of Christianity 
from its dogma does not fulfi ll the condition that modern science’s truth 
be an authentic lie can be further verifi ed. Namely, science’s resulting 
asceticism should be explored further by turning to Nietzsche’s unifi -
cation of the problem of science and that of morality. This unity is re-
fl ected in the unity of modern science’s overcoming of the Christian 
dogma and modern morality’s (pity’s) causing the death of the Chris-
tian God. Modern morality is a nonauthentic purifi cation of Christi-
anity. A consideration of the truth of this claim requires a short exami-
nation of the Nietzschean conception of the unity in question from the 
viewpoint of modern morality, or better pity. 

 For Nietzsche, pity signifi es the highest point in the course of the 
history of Christianity. Pity, as refl ected in Schopenhauer’s philosophy, 
is the cause of the death of the Christian God and Zarathustra’s “last 
temptation.” 57  The problem, Nietzsche holds, is that the pitying-man 
identifi es suffering in the fellow man as other. 58  Accordingly, pity is 
grounded in the assumption of an  external  division of man, that is, a pity-
ing-man and a pitied-man. For his part, Nietzsche does not take this 
external division to be true. For Nietzsche, the plurality of man, as well 
as man’s being both a subject and an object of some action, is internal 
to the one body. 59  Thus, Zarathustra teaches: “if a friend does you evil 
[ Übles ], then say: ‘I forgive you what you did to me; but that you have 
done it to  yourself —how could I forgive that?’ ” 60  Zarathustra’s point here 
is the following: insofar as man is plural from within, the act of forgive-
ness from the side of the external sufferer is meaningless. For the I of 
the sufferer is found underneath the skin of the person who has caused 
the sufferer’s suffering. Therefore, keeping the idea of forgiveness—
which does not erase suffering—becomes the source for accounting for 
suffering. Consequently, the false idea of the possibility of forgiveness 
may result in  ressentiment . The idea of possible forgiveness assumes the 
caused suffering to be an (evil) act made by an external causer of suf-
fering, where the sufferer can only imagine revenge (as the opposite of 
forgiveness). The idea of possible forgiveness assumes the idea of 
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possible accountability regarding suffering. But if such forgiveness 
cannot be realized, given the internal aspect of suffering, man should 
turn to  ressentiment  against himself, being the source of a suffering  that is 
impossible to combat . 

 Thus, Zarathustra adds: “Thus speaks all great love: it overcomes even 
forgiveness and pity.” The idea of pity is like that of forgiveness: “what 
in the world has caused more suffering than the folly of the pitying?” 61  
The act of pitying (or being together  with  the sufferer in suffering [ Mit le-
iden,  Com passion]) bridges the division between the pitying and the pit-
ied as they become one  in the pitied . Pity doubles suffering in its donat-
ing to suffering. How, then, does pity come to meet its end (that is, 
abolish suffering)? 62  Pity’s only way out from the  accumulation  of suffer-
ing is death: “Thus spoke the devil to me once: ‘God too has his hell: 
that is his love of man.’ And most recently I heard him say this: ‘God is 
dead; God died of his pity for man.’ ” 63  

 Pity’s conception of love is that of Christianity: “the religion of pity.” 64  
Pity is the reproduction of slave-morality and of its concepts of good 
and evil. If pity stands on the ground of the belief of the simple unity 
of the subject (as assumed by the external division of man into a pity-
ing subject and a pitied other), then pity involves an opposition between 
altruism and egoism governed by the principle of a free will. The pity-
ing one is that man who  freely  decides to activate  good altruism , and thereby 
levels himself above  evil egoism  to join the “faith in the community as the 
 savior , . . . in the herd.” 65  To be more precise, given the being-alone of 
the pitied-man before the pitying-man’s act of pitying, the latter does 
not exactly join such a community, but rather  constitutes  it. 66  What is 
highly interesting about this moment is the new concept of the good 
produced by the modern purifi ed slave-morality as compared with its 
traditional concept of the good. Before, slave-morality attributed its con-
cept of the good to God and to the passive “ free  to be weak . . . lamb.” 67  
In its modern version, as pity, the act of demonstrating a free will re-
mains preserved for the pitying-man: the pitied-man, being passive, is 
excluded from such possibility. 
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 Under the condition that pity has man as a simple atomic unity, one 
can imagine a scale at the top of which stands an atomic human agency 
that only pities and does not become pitied, while at its middle stands 
an agency that is both pitying and pitied, and at its lowest level stands 
the agency that can only be pitied. But from the perspective of Ni-
etzsche’s destruction of the atomic subject—according to which the body 
of the individual is plurality—there exists no such thing as the abso-
lutely-pitying or the absolutely-pitied. For Nietzsche, the scale of pity 
described above becomes a circle in which all individual bodies are both 
pitying and pitied. Nietzsche’s immoral speech, as expressed in his con-
cept of “ converse  pity,” 68  directs itself at the potential immorality of the 
pitying in man and not at that of both the pitying and the pitied. Ac-
cordingly, Nietzsche, who identifi es the potentiality of immorality in 
both the absolutely-pitying and the absolutely-pitied, dismisses the lat-
ter one. 69  

 Nietzsche turns his speech to the absolutely-pitying to reverse her 
concept of pity. Nietzsche’s reverse concept of pity, his new concept of 
great love as the reverse of the Christian love that suffers in the pitied, 
pities its own depth. It pities the ugly instinct that is not evil anymore. 
Nietzsche’s egoistical great love suffers in the creator: “All great love is 
even above all its pity; for it still wants to create the beloved. ‘Myself I 
sacrifi ce to my love,  and my neighbor as myself ’—thus runs the speech of all 
creators. But all creators are hard.” 70  

 Nietzsche’s new Gospel of hard love substitutes the pitying and the 
pitied in the moral man for the beautiful diamond and the ugly coal in 
the immoral man: “ ‘Why so hard?’ the kitchen coal once said to the dia-
mond. ‘After all, are we not close kin?’ . . . This new tablet, O my broth-
ers, I place over you:  become hard !” 71  Once again, the Christian love—love 
your neighbor as yourself—fulfi lls the laws of the old tablets of the Old 
Testament in being that positive formulation through which the nega-
tive formulation of the Old Testament is overcome. Nietzsche, after his 
destruction of slave-morality’s concepts of good and evil, does not have 
man’s instincts as evil anymore, but rather as ugly. They remain ugly, 
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for in them the sum-truth revealed before genealogical consciousness 
is seen. This sum-truth is the foolish fatality of the passions, 72  in which 
the eye sees the meaninglessness of suffering. It has been shown that 
the ugly stands consciously naked (as man and woman in paradise) be-
fore two feelings: pity and shame. The logic of pity redeems the ugly 
under the threat of referring it back to evil. Shame, alternatively, keeps 
the ugly negative. For shame seeks to keep the ugly hidden from the eyes 
of its witnesses: the pitying God and the shameful Zarathustra. None-
theless, when the ugliest man murdered God, he remained naked be-
fore Zarathustra’s naked eye as his only remaining redeemer. 

 If Paul sacrifi ced, through the body of Jesus, his body and the body 
of the neighbor to redeem the spirit of the Jewish law from its negativ-
ity, so does Zarathustra’s love: myself I sacrifi ce to my love, and my neigh-
bor as myself. Through the body of the ugliest man, Zarathustra sacri-
fi ces his  most deep self  and the neighbor’s self to redeem the ugly body from 
its negativity. What this analysis of Nietzsche’s criticism of pity intends 
to underline is his demand that modern science should have “a ‘faith’ . . . 
so that science can acquire from it a direction, a meaning, a limit, a 
method, a  right  to exist.” 73  Science needs a faith, that is, an authentic lie. 
It is only art that can provide science with this lie, for in “art . . . [it is] 
precisely the  lie  [that] is sanctifi ed and the  will to deception  has a good con-
science.” 74  To give science its good conscience: this is the task of art. For 
hitherto, the task of science has been to overcome bad conscience: “ Along-
side  the bad conscience, all science has grown so far, break, you lovers of 
knowledge, the old tablets!” 75  

 Modern Art 

 Modern science has been made ready to receive from art its good con-
science. Still, until this moment, the question of whether modern art is 
ready to embrace science remained an open one. If one is to approach 
this question following the idea of the intimacy between modern sci-
ence and the ascetic ideal, this question should be formulated in the fol-
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lowing manner: “What is the meaning of ascetic ideals . . . in the case 
of artists[?]”Immediately after his posing of this question, Nietzsche 
concludes that the meaning sought here is “ nothing whatever !  . . .  Or so many 
things it amounts to nothing whatever!” And insofar as “the artists . . . 
[do not] deserve attention in themselves. . . . [for they] have at all times 
been valets of some morality, philosophy, or religion, . . . [Nietzsche ar-
rives] at the more serious question: What does it mean when a genu-
ine  philosopher  pays homage to the ascetic ideal?” 76  Nietzsche’s argumen-
tation of these two questions shows that his concern is, primarily and 
mainly, the case of Schopenhauer the philosopher and Wagner the Scho-
penhauerian artist. 

 Nietzsche asserts that, “Kant . . . considered art and the beautiful 
purely from that of the ‘spectator,’ . . . [and defi nes the beautiful as that] 
‘which gives us pleasure  without interest .’ ” And “Stendhal. . . . emphasizes 
another effect of the beautiful: ‘the beautiful  promises  happiness’; to him 
the fact seems to be precisely that the beautiful  arouses the will  (‘interest-
edness’).” 77  Here, Nietzsche contrasts the viewpoint of the artist (Stend-
hal) as creator with that of the philosopher (Kant) as spectator. At the 
same time, Nietzsche locates Schopenhauer between these two points 
of view. 78  On the one hand, Schopenhauer’s will is “interested in” Kan-
tian aesthetics, insofar as this aesthetics promises it the standpoint of 
the spectator it longs for. On the other hand, the location of Schopen-
hauer between the creator and the spectator does not mean that Scho-
penhauer belongs to two opposites — the creator and the spectator —
 which do not themselves belong to each other. Nietzsche’s strategy 
behind this location of Schopenhauer is to unfold the manner in which 
the creator and the spectator become  united in the creator . 

 For Nietzsche, Schopenhauer is an example of the “great philoso-
pher,” insofar as there is “something typical [of the great philosopher] 
in him.” By typical, Nietzsche means to refer to the philosopher “in it-
self [as] it just stands there, stupid to all eternity, like every ‘thing-in-
itself.’ ” When translated from Kant’s language back into Nietzsche’s own 
language, there remains nothing but the animal in the philosopher: 
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“Every animal — therefore  la bête philosophe , too — instinctively strives for 
the optimum of favorable conditions under which it can expend all 
its strength and achieve its maximal feeling of power.” 79  

 At this point, when “we no longer trace the origin of man in the 
‘spirit,’ in the ‘divinity,’ [when] we have placed him back among the ani-
mals,” 80  the apparent alienation of the philosopher, as spectator, from 
being an animal demands an explanation. Nietzsche explains that the 
philosopher’s animal instinct is asceticism, that is, there where he at-
tains “an optimum condition for the highest and boldest spirituality.” 81  
How does this explain the fact that Schopenhauer and Kant, “like all 
philosophers,” end by judging the beautiful from the point of view of 
the spectator? For Nietzsche, sublimation guarantees the possibility that 
the philosopher can become a spectator: 

 The sight of the beautiful obviously had upon him [Schopenhauer 
the philosopher] the effect of releasing the  chief energy  of his nature 
(the energy of contemplation and penetration), so that this ex-
ploded and all at once became the master of his consciousness. . . . 
Sensuality is not overcome by the appearance of the aesthetic con-
dition, as Schopenhauer believed, but only transfi gured and no 

longer enters consciousness as sexual excitation. 82  

 The beautiful has become the meeting point of the artist’s instinct 
and the philosopher’s (sublimated) instinct. Since it is the creating-art-
ist who initiates this meeting place, the philosopher’s releasing of the 
energy of the instinct owes its debt to the artist. For Nietzsche, art en-
compass philosophy, while philosophy does not encompass art. Philos-
ophy is interpretable from the viewpoint of art, but art is not interpre-
table from the viewpoint of philosophy. Indeed, reading art from 
philosophy, insofar as the philosopher’s instinct is ascetic, affi rms art 
from the viewpoint of the spectator only. To put it in another way, since 
the philosopher “does  not  deny ‘existence,’ but rather affi rms  his  exis-
tence and  only  his existence,” 83  it becomes impossible for the philoso-
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pher to affi rm the creating artist’s existence. For the realm of the spec-
tator, being the realm of the philosopher’s affi rmation, assumes the 
distance needed for contemplation and penetration between the eye and 
its object. Philosophy excludes the creative activity of the artist, inso-
far as this activity demands that there be no distance of the artist from 
the object. Furthermore, if art is a valet of some morality, philosophy, 
or religion, then the contest is one between Nietzsche’s philosophy and 
the history of philosophy until Schopenhauer: 

 Philosophy began as all good things begin: for a long time it lacked 
the courage for itself. . . . is it not clear that for the longest time . . . 
[philosophy] contravened the basic demands of morality and con-
science (not to speak of  reason  quite generally . . . ) — that if a phi-
losopher  had  been conscious of what he was, he would have been 
compelled to feel himself the embodiment of “nitimur in vetitum” —
 and consequently  guarded  against “feeling himself,” against becom-
ing conscious of himself? . . . Our entire modern way of life . . . has 
the appearance sheer  hubris  and godlessness. . . . We violate our-
selves nowadays, no doubt of it, we nutcrackers of the soul, ever 
questioning and questionable, as if life were nothing but cracking 

nuts; and thus we are bound to grow day-by-day more question-
able,  worthier  of asking questions, perhaps also worthier — of living? 84  

 Here stands  the  question that Nietzsche directs to Modernity: what 
is the meaning of the will to truth  as self-consciousness ? On the one hand, 
the history of philosophy — which Nietzsche unfolds here — is the 
hidden  ugly  history of “ suffer [ ing  and sacrifi cing] for truth.” 85  Accord-
ingly, Nietzsche demands that the philosopher be guarded against feeling 
himself, against becoming conscious of himself. On the other, modern 
philosophy represents exactly the opposite of what has been the good 
conscience of philosophy: modern self-consciousness as the opposite of 
guarding against becoming conscious. But if philosophy is self-violation, 
whether in its past or at present, then the form in which philosophy 
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violates itself in Modernity goes through its self-consciousness. Nietzsche’s 
mere exposition of this fact is the self-consciousness of philosophy. 
This is its historical self-consciousness. This is philosophy’s sin, or its 
striving for the forbidden. This is, in the end, philosophy’s overcom-
ing-preservation of itself. And, for Nietzsche, this is the  fate of Moder-
nity , its pathos. 

 I identifi ed above this self-consciousness as Nietzsche’s modern ge-
nealogical consciousness. Until this moment, art, insofar as it preserved 
a place for the spectator, seems to have guarded against the all-destructive 
impact of the dialectics involved in this self-consciousness. In art, phi-
losophy becomes unconscious sublimation. Yet, Nietzsche’s philoso-
phy of art has now brought the unconscious to the sphere of genea-
logical self-consciousness. As an authentic lie, the sublimation of the 
philosopher’s instinct — through the standpoint of the spectator — is not 
possible anymore. Under these conditions, Modernity is as chaotically 
meaningless as its history: 

 The  historical sense . . .  has come to us in the wake of the enchanting 
and mad  semi-barbarism  into which Europe has been plunged by the 
democratic mingling of classes and races: only the nineteenth cen-

tury knows this sense, as its sixth sense. The past of every form and 
way of life, of cultures that formerly lay right next to each other or 
one on top of the another, now fl ows into us “modern souls,” thanks 
to this mixture; our instincts now run back everywhere; we ourselves 
are a kind of chaos. . . .  Measure  is alien to us. 86  

 As anticipated, and here through its historical sense, Modernity  re-
fl ects itself in its history  as semibarbarism mixture, chaos, the unmeasured, 
all that is not the “perfection and ultimate maturity of every culture and 
art,” 87  and in sum, that which lacks defi nitive form: the creature. Be-
fore this creature, Nietzsche introduces the creator, or the artist. And 
accordingly, the totality of Modernity’s history becomes part of the di-
vision of the unity of man as creature and creator .  Thus, there remains 



SCIENCE AND ART AFTER THE DEATH OF GOD 129

before philosophy the possibility of taking the standpoint of the creat-
ing artist: 

 I taught them all  my  creating and striving, to create and carry to-
gether into One what in man is fragment and riddle and dreadful 
accident; as creator, guesser of riddles, and redeemer of accidents, 
I taught them to work on the future and to redeem with their cre-
ation all that  has been . To redeem what is past in man and to re-cre-
ate all “it was” until the will says, “Thus I willed it! Thus I shall will 
it” — this I called redemption and this alone I taught them to call 
redemption. 88  

 In view of the accidental character, the meaninglessness, of man’s his-
tory, art meets the demand of unifying the division of man into crea-
ture and creator: “In man  creature  and  creator  are united: in man there is 
material, fragment, excess, clay, dirt, nonsense, chaos; but in man there 
is also creator, form-giver, hammer hardness, spectator divinity, and sev-
enth day.” 89  For Nietzsche, man’s overcoming of man through man is 
what constitutes the legitimacy of Modernity. This legitimacy is deduced 
from the ontology of man as defi ned by the history of Christianity. That 
is, that the existence of man is the existence “of an animal soul turned 
against itself, taking sides against itself.” 90  Departing from this view, Ni-
etzsche gives the otherness of man toward himself in this division a 
meaning, a direction. This direction is governed by the law of overcom-
ing. But the end of the law of overcoming is not man: “man is a bridge 
and no end.” 91  If man to man, and if the modern philosophical man did 
not overcome his historical man, then this overcoming is not about 
philosophy’s overcoming of religion or art; rather, it is about the over-
coming of man himself. 

 It is through  tragic  art — the redeemer of accidents — that the “over-
man” 92  can come to meet that which is not history (that is, the eternal 
recurrence of the same according to which the will says, “thus I willed 
it and thus I shall will it”). Tragic art is given the task of overcoming 
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history (to work on the future). It redeems man’s history, through the 
re-creation of all that has been, what is past in man, all it was, from its 
meaninglessness (that is, from its being a fragment and a riddle and a 
dreadful accident). 

 If “since Copernicus, man seems to have got himself on an inclined 
plane — now he is slipping faster and faster away from the center into . . . 
nothingness,” 93  then delivering the problem of the division of man to 
art constitutes Nietzsche’s attempt to return man to the center: 

 The existence on earth of an animal soul turned against itself, tak-
ing sides against itself, was something so new, profound, unheard 
of, enigmatic, contradictory,  and pregnant with a future  that the aspect 
of the earth was essentially altered. . . . From now on, man . . . gives 
rise to an interest, a tension, a hope, almost a certainty, as if with 
him something were announcing and preparing itself, as if man were 
not a goal but only a way, an episode, a bridge, a great promise. 94  

 The fi ndings of Nietzsche’s criticism of Modernity give renewed sup-
port to two main theses. First, the possibility of Modernity’s overcom-
ing-preservation of Christianity cannot be Nietzsche’s goal, insofar as 
he criticizes it as it is already realized in Modernity. Modernity’s over-
coming-preservation of Christianity is exactly the continuity-discon-
tinuity relationship between Christianity and Modernity, under the con-
dition that the continuous and the discontinuous form an identity. For 
Nietzsche, modern morality is the overcoming-preservation of Chris-
tianity. Second, from the perspective of the idea of overcoming-with-
out-preservation, Nietzsche has even broken the unity of Modernity’s 
overcoming-preservation of Christianity; and, as demonstrated, Moder-
nity’s overcoming-without-preservation of Christianity resulted in as-
ceticism. For Nietzsche, asceticism is not genuine overcoming. It is rather 
otherworldliness. If that is correct, there remains ahead the task of ex-
amining what remains from Modernity’s worldliness, that is, examin-
ing preservation within Modernity’s overcoming-preservation. 
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 6 . 

 B E Y O N D  M O D E R N  T E M P O R A L I T Y 

 The Teleology of Self-Preservation 

 The impact of Nietzsche’s genealogical criticism of Modernity implies 
that, until Nietzsche, Modernity held a false self-consciousness of be-
ing affi rmative of life. If this is the case, Modernity should be in some 
form worldly, a form according to which the ascetic character of mod-
ern science-morality remained so far hidden. To approach the form in 
which Modernity appears to be worldly, it is time to recall that, for Ni-
etzsche, paradisiacal science remained a survivor after the priest waged 
a war against it. Now science, which has become modern, remains bound 
to the context of its continuous-discontinuous relationship with Chris-
tianity. Modern science seems to keep  living  as a survivor in spite of be-
ing discontinuous or because of being continuous with Christianity. This 
fact becomes clear as soon as characteristics of science as a survivor fi nd 
their expression in the place in which Nietzsche locates Modernity’s con-
ception of the affi rmation of life in the idea of self-preservation: 

 The wish to preserve oneself is the symptom of a condition of dis-
tress, of a limitation of the really fundamental instinct of life which 
aims at  the expansion of power  and, wishing for that, frequently risks 
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and even sacrifi ces self-preservation. . . . That our modern natural 
sciences have become so thoroughly entangled in this Spinozistic 
dogma (most recently and worst of all, Darwinism with its incom-
prehensibly one-sided doctrine of the “struggle for existence”) is 
probably due to the origins of most natural scientists: in this re-
spect they belong to the “common people.” . . . But a natural scien-
tist should come out of his human nook; and in nature it is not con-
ditions of distress that are  dominant  but overfl ow and squandering, 
even to the point of absurdity. The struggle for existence is only an 
 exception , a temporary restriction of the will of life. The great and 
small struggle always revolves around superiority, around growth 
and expansion, around power—in accordance with the will to power 
which is the will of life. 1  

 Nietzsche assumes that the law of life is one. Accordingly, the will 
of life, or the affi rmation of life, is governed by this one law. Although 
life may fi nd its expression in the different spheres of nature and cul-
ture, the law of life-affi rmation does not recognize the division between 
the human condition and the natural condition. So if the human con-
dition and the natural condition appear to present different wills of life, 
such a difference should be reduced to the one law of will of life, to the 
really fundamental instinct of life according to which one condition 
should embrace and explain the second. Further, Nietzsche criticizes 
the modern natural scientist’s reduction of the natural condition to the 
human condition. From the viewpoint of his human nook, the modern 
natural scientist projects his condition of distress on nature. The mod-
ern scientist makes of the wish to preserve oneself the one law of the 
will of life that extends from the human condition of distress in order 
to embrace and explain the will of life in nature. 

 Nietzsche does not criticize this (Spinoza’s modern) attitude by in-
troducing one will of life suitable for the human condition and another 
will of life suitable for the natural condition. 2  Instead, Nietzsche gives 
nature priority. The natural scientist should come out of his human nook 
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and realize that the will of life is a will to power for which the will to 
survive forms only an  exception . From this viewpoint, the human con-
dition, as refl ected in the modern condition of distress, ceases to be 
the end of some possible teleology of the human condition, or of both 
the unity of the human and the natural conditions. If, for Nietzsche, the 
end of the will of life is power, then the instinct of self-preservation 
should be subjected to the economy of waste of the will to power. 3  It 
appears that Nietzsche brings the relationship between the will to 
power and the will to self-preservation to the limit of  sacrifi ce : life’s fun-
damental instinct whose aim is the expansion of power might sacrifi ces 
self-preservation. 

 Nietzsche’s claim that the will to power constitutes the only fun-
damental instinct of life acquires its far reaching implications for 
Modernity. This claim is the ultimate destruction of Modernity’s idea 
of progress, that is, the idea that man, and thereafter the modern man, 
constitutes the crown of creation. 4  What is of much more signifi cance 
at this stage is the fact that this Nietzschean claim is pointing to the 
role that Nietzsche assigns to Modernity within his history of Christi-
anity. Nietzsche claims that if the will to power is the will of life, then 
the exceptionality of self-preservation in this frame belongs to the or-
der of the  temporal : “The struggle for existence is only an  exception , a  tem-
porary  restriction of the will of life.” 5  If so, and if the instinct of self-
preservation defi nes Modernity, by way of being the instinct through 
which Modernity legitimizes and affi rms (its) life, then Nietzsche’s 
concept of the will to power seems to demand that (temporal) Mo-
dernity itself should be sacrifi ced. 

 This resulting demand to sacrifi ce Modernity seems to me to be in 
absolute harmony with Nietzsche’s previously discussed demand that 
Modernity should be overcome. Such harmony would lead to the task 
of answering the next question: what is the overcoming of Modernity 
as the sacrifi ce of self-preservation? The answer may be formulated as 
follows:  overcoming Modernity (as self-preservation) is the overcoming of the preserved 
self through a true return to nature  .  This short answer rightly follows the 
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logic of Nietzsche’s criticism of self-preservation. Yet, it still demands 
a deeper analysis in order to verify the extent to which it affi rms the 
main claim concerning Nietzsche’s attempt to provide man with an au-
thentic lie as an alternative to Modernity’s uncovered nonauthentic lie. 

 For Nietzsche, a  true  return to nature is not that of Rousseau’s re-
turn: it is an overcoming, a  progress ,   a  going-up , rather than a going-back. 
Going-up to nature is the attainment of the  unity  of nature: the  faith  that 
only what is separate and individual may be rejected, that in the totality 
everything is redeemed and affi rmed. If some separate and individual 
faith affi rms itself and thereby  dialectically  denies other faiths, the Diony-
sian faith of Nietzsche or of the Nietzschean Goethe becomes the 
faith of faiths: the highest of all possible faiths through its  natural  unifi -
cation of all individual faiths. 6  

 For Nietzsche, the return to nature is the overcoming of the shadow 
of God: “when all these shadows of God [humanizations of the world] 
cease to darken our minds . . . we [will] complete our re-defi nition of 
nature . . . [and] may begin to ‘ naturalize ’ humanity in terms of a pure, 
newly discovered, newly redeemed nature.” 7  Second, Nietzsche says that 
if “we still have to vanquish his [God’s] shadow,” 8  “let us [also] beware 
of thinking that the world is a living being.” 9  The unity of nature, which 
Nietzsche sought, is the unity of the dead: “The living is merely a type 
of what is dead.” 10  Thus, “the will to power which is the will of life,” 11  is 
the will of the dead world. Further, Nietzsche states that this pure na-
ture does not “have any instinct for self-preservation or any other in-
stinct. . . . There are only necessities. . . . and the whole musical box re-
peats eternally its tune.” 12  It results that this unity of dead nature is a 
unity without end: the circle of the eternal recurrence of the same. 

 Turning back to Nietzsche’s interpretation of Goethe’s “grand at-
tempt to overcome the eighteenth century through a return to nature” 13  
illuminates how the totality of the  faith  in the eternal recurrence of the 
same becomes the totality of the faith in  eternity , which, as such, rejects 
the timely,  temporal , separate, and individual. The legitimacy of the eter-
nal recurrence of the same is that of the  naive faith in eternity  vis-à-vis the 



BEYOND MODERN TEMPORALITY 135

illegitimacy of the dialectical faith in the historical. It is this aspect that 
shows the idea of the eternal recurrence in harmony with the idea of 
overcoming. The faith in the eternal recurrence of the same dictates a 
necessity; therefore, this faith overcomes or rejects. Its love of its fate 
(“amor fati”) 14  is not passivity depending on metaphysical necessity; 
rather, this love makes its faith: “how one becomes what one is.” 15  

 Goethe’s eighteenth century, like Nietzsche’s nineteenth century, is 
a timely Modernity whose overcoming is demanded by that necessity 
dictated by the faith in the eternal recurrence of the same. Necessity is 
the overcoming of the superfl uous. By way of overcoming, the unity of 
nature is meant to substitute the unity of the world from the viewpoint 
of humanization, or the unity of the teleology of self-preservation as a 
superfl uous teleology: 

 Physiologists should think before putting down the instinct 
of self-preservation as the cardinal instinct of an organic being. 
A living thing seeks above all to  discharge  its strength—life itself 
is will to power; self-preservation is only one of the indirect and 
most frequent  results . In short, here as everywhere else, let us 
beware of  superfl uous  teleological principles—one of which is the 

instinct of self-preservation (we owe it to Spinoza’s inconsistency). 
Thus method, which must be essentially economy of principles, 
demands it. 16  

 Overcoming, as a true return to nature  and  as the overcoming of the pre-
served self, is the overcoming of the superfl uous. If the teleology of the 
instinct of self-preservation is superfl uous, then the preserved-self it-
self, insofar as it constitutes the end of this teleology, becomes super-
fl uous. More precisely, what becomes superfl uous is the  unity  of the pre-
served-self, the unity of the preserved-self in being the  grammatical unity 
of the subject , 17  which is said to be the modern end of the teleology of the 
history of Christianity. The preserved-self of the modern subject ap-
pears before Nietzsche’s genealogical consciousness as the place in which 
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man’s instincts are accumulated without being brought into (a synthetic) 
unity. Thus, if a unity is attributed to this subject, this unity cannot be 
but the mere grammatical unity of the subject. As such, the principle 
of the will to power rejects the idea of preservation. Moreover, if the 
(preserved-)self is not a carrier of the will to power (that is, is not a 
simple instinct), it becomes superfl uous from the viewpoint of the ne-
cessity of the will to power. Thus, Nietzsche warns: “I fear we are not 
getting rid of God because we still believe in Grammar.” 18  This is God 
as a place of accumulation: “the Christian God, as the maximum God 
attained so far.” 19  

 The Modern Katechon 

 Modernity maintains the duality of this-world and the other-world, 
while the legitimacy Modernity’s worldliness is grounded in this dual-
ity. More precisely, the  historical meaning  of Modernity’s worldliness is 
delimited within Christian political theology, or the meaning of man’s 
activity within eschatological time extending from after the resurrection 
of Jesus-Christ and before the coming of the Antichrist. For Christian-
ity, the death and the resurrection of Jesus-Christ mark the beginning 
of salvation, which ought to fi nd its completion in his second coming. 
Jesus-Christ is not the end of history as such, but rather the end of the 
history of the Jewish law and the beginning of the history of the Chris-
tian faith. Eschatological time is the time in which the Christian faith 
lives, becomes a  time of hope  awaiting Christ. At the same time, this 
time is a  time of fear  insofar as the Christian text promises catastrophe 
before salvation. For Christ shall not return before the appearance of 
the Antichrist. 

 It is possible to avoid the contraction resulting from the dual nature 
of Christian time once the Christian believer becomes satisfi ed with in-
dividual salvation that  inner  faith can guarantee. Yet in this way, the con-
tradictory duality of fear and hope is translated from the frame of time 
to that of space. On the ground of the inner character of the Christian 
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idea of salvation, this-world’s space can be divided into an individual 
sphere and a collective one. This is where the fi rst one is meant to cor-
respond to the order of the time of hope and the second to the order 
of the time of fear. The unity of these two spheres assigns to the inner 
sphere the task of furthering the hoped-for salvation and to the sec-
ond one the task of postponing the feared catastrophe. 

 This formulation is one way to observe the birth of the Delayer (Kat-
echon, ) of the coming of the Antichrist in the Pauline text. 20  
Paul’s speech on the Katechon allows supposing that Paul, like the re-
cipients of his letter, the Thessalonians, seems to have known the iden-
tity of the Katechon. 21  The reader should have noticed that my aim here 
is one directed at the interpretation of Paul’s Katechon in relation to 
Nietzsche’s criticism of Modernity’s worldliness from the viewpoint of 
the principle of life-affi rmation. This aim brings the prominent under-
standing of the Katechon to the focus of our attention, namely, the 
otherworldly political one. 22  

 This political identity of the Katechon is also revealed in view of its 
in-between location within the symmetry of good and evil, or between 
Christ and the Antichrist. This is the symmetrical concealment—the 
existence without appearance—of both sides of the opposition of good 
and evil in Paul’s  Christian now  standing between the past coming of Christ 
and his future second coming. On the one hand, from the moment of 
his fi rst coming, Christ is there but shall remain inner until he returns 
to appear. And on the other, also in this now, the mystery of iniquity is 
already at work and the Antichrist might be revealed only in his time. 
In sum, the Katechon’s mere occupation of the political outer-sphere, 
until he be taken out of the way, assures the keeping latent of the already 
existing Christ and Antichrist. On the basis of our Nietzschean-oriented 
reading of the Pauline text, this state of things echoes my analysis of 
Nietzsche’s conception of the concealment of the Dionysian as man’s 
deep evil. Besides that, the Pauline concealment of Christ echoes 
Nietzsche’s criticism of Christianity’s “truly  grand  politics of revenge, of 
a farseeing, subterranean, slowly advancing, and premeditated revenge.” 23  
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 The examination of the Nietzschean idea of the modern as Kate-
chon calls his conception of the modern now to the focus of attention. 
To correspond to the idea of the Katechon, the modern now ought to 
be defi ned as the sphere in which the Katechon appears. This appear-
ance can take place under the condition that this sphere is given its le-
gitimacy by the truth of the Christian faith that lies  beyond and underneath  
the temporality of the Katechon’s sphere. In other words, fi rst, the truth 
of the Christian faith stands underneath the Katechon’s temporality in 
being its (concealed) grounding metaphysics (of good and evil). Sec-
ond, it is beyond this temporality in being its past (the death and res-
urrection of Christ) and in being its future (the second coming of 
Christ). 

 The idea of the modern Katechon fi rst appears in Nietzsche’s early 
writings in the context of his praising of Wagner. Here, Nietzsche’s Kat-
echon are the Germans: “If the Germans have for a century been espe-
cially devoted to the study of history, this shows that within the agita-
tion of the contemporary world they represent the retarding, delaying, 
pacifying power [ die aufhaltende, verzögernde, beruhigende Macht ].” 24  For Ni-
etzsche, such devotion becomes problematic in being conservative, in 
being “a coming to rest within oneself, a peaceful being for oneself and 
relaxation,”  in the context of Modernity , or within the agitation of the con-
temporary world. In continuity with this, the German Katechon is the 
delayer of the Antichrist, being  possibly pregnant , or concealed, in the mod-
ern agitation, “all revolutionary and reform movements, . . . everything 
revolutionary and innovative.” At the same time, this German Katechon 
is the preservation of Christianity. For this “history . . . [is] a disguised 
Christian theodicy, . . . [therefore it] serve[s] as an opiate.” 25  

 Two interesting features appear in this Nietzschean portrait of the 
modern Katechon. The fi rst is the reactive character of the modern Kat-
echon in relation to the revolutionary character of modern times. The 
case of this reactive character is not that of Christian morality’s kind of 
reaction. The latter “direct[s]. . . . [its creative]  value-positing  eye . . . 
outward.” 26  The former directs its conservative eye inward. Thus, this 
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fact speaks of the cleanliness of the modern Katechon’s conservatism, 
of its being preservation-without-overcoming. The second feature is 
the gap between modern Katechonism, being a coming to rest within 
oneself, a peaceful being for oneself and relaxation, on the one side, and 
being “power,” 27  on the other. Here, although the fi rst aspect of this gap 
points to the inner and the second points to the outer, the case of this 
gap is by no means one of contradiction. On the contrary, those two 
aspects preserve the primary characteristics of the Pauline Katechon. 
The otherworldly (political) power is the preservation of what has been 
achieved so far, that is, the preservation of inner salvation. 

 Against the reactive character of the delaying German history, as one 
emerging against the background of modern agitation, Nietzsche draws 
his image of Wagner as its alternative. But one should not rush to the 
conclusion that the early Nietzsche has Wagner as the Antichrist. In-
stead, amid the modern agitation, Wagner “unites what was separate, 
feeble and inactive . . . he possesses an  astringent  power. . . . a spirit who 
only brings together and arranges: for he is one who unites what he has 
brought together into a living structure, a  simplifi er of the world .” 28  

 In his later writings,  German  history continues to signify Nietzsche’s 
conception of the Katechon. And what becomes variable is Nietzsche’s 
view of Wagner together with his view of the Germans. 29  The latter is 
anticipated in the passage just quoted. The fact that German history 
represents the idea of the modern Katechon may lead to the result that 
“some might perhaps turn into a commendation of them [the Ger-
mans].” 30  On the one hand, the latter Nietzsche, who had turned against 
Wagner, does not only preserve the possible commendation of the Ger-
man Katechon. Nietzsche actually turns his above-discussed argumen-
tation, in  Richard Wagner in Bayreuth , upside down. The honoring and 
hope-promising German resistance to Wagner is a sign that they still 
possess some degree of health amid European decadence: “The Ger-
mans, the  delayers  par excellence in history, are today the most retarded 
civilized nation in Europe: this has its advantages—by the same token 
they are relatively the  youngest .” 31  
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 For Nietzsche, this would be the only advantage resulting from the 
fact that the Germans represent the Katechon. Indeed, on the other 
hand, Nietzsche continues to see the German delayers in a negative way. 
Accordingly, Nietzsche’s return to “the old problem: ‘What is Ger-
man?’ ” 32  remains the most important location for the elucidation of this 
conception of the modern German Katechon: 

 We Germans are Hegelians even if there never had been any Hegel, 
insofar as we (unlike all Latins) instinctively attribute a deeper 
meaning and greater value to becoming and development than what 
“is.” . . . It would be. . . . [another] question whether  Schopenhauer , 
too, with his pessimism—that is, the problem of the  value of existence —
had to be precisely a German. I believe not. . . . The decline of the 
faith in the Christian god, the triumph of scientifi c atheism, is a 
generally European event. . . . Conversely, one might charge pre-
cisely the Germans . . . that they  delayed  this triumph of atheism most 
dangerously for the longest time. Hegel in particular was its delayer 
par excellence, with his grandiose attempt to persuade us of the 
divinity of existence, appealing as a last resort to our sixth sense, 
“the historical sense.” 33  

 Nietzsche’s uses of the expression delayer to denote, besides Hegel, Kant, 
Leibniz, Goethe, German music, and Charlemagne. 34  His conception 
of the modern Katechon is mainly bound to German Modernity. 35  Aph-
orism 357 from  The Gay Science  presents, however, Nietzsche’s most com-
prehensive elucidation of his conception of the Katechon. Fundamen-
tally, this aphorism speaks of the idea that “Schopenhauer. . . . [the] 
pessimist. . . . [the] good European” 36  is the Antichrist (of scientifi c athe-
ism), and that the German Hegel is his Katechon. 37  By calling Hegel a 
Katechon, Nietzsche automatically deprives Hegel’s philosophy of what 
it is considered to be, of its being the second coming of Christ insofar 
as this philosophy claims itself to be the making concrete of the Spirit. 
Such a result is anticipated in my claim according to which Nietzsche’s 
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philosophy stands against the background of the Hegelian failure to 
bring the history of the spirit into a genuine synthesis. Here Nietzsche 
arrives at the conclusion resulting from this failure. If Hegel is not the 
second coming of Christ, then Hegel is a Katechon. For, structurally, 
Hegel is back into the now between the fi rst Christ and the second one. 

 Hegel is not the overcoming-preservation of Christianity. He is the 
preservation-without-overcoming of Christianity. Nietzsche’s confront-
ing of Hegel the Katechon with Schopenhauer the Antichrist leads to 
Nietzsche’s Schopenhauer appropriating the idea of self-overcoming 
from Hegel: 

 As a philosopher, Schopenhauer was the  fi rst  admitted and inexo-
rable atheist among us Germans: This was the background of his 
enmity against Hegel. The ungodliness of existence was for him 
something given, palpable, indisputable. . . . [and the] unconditional 
and honest atheism is simply the  presupposition  of the way he poses 
his problem, . . . being the most fateful act of two thousand years 
of discipline for truth that in the end forbids itself the  lie  in faith 
in God. You see what it was that really triumphed over the Chris-
tian god: Christian morality itself. . . . Looking at nature as if it were 

proof of the goodness and governance of god; interpreting history 
in honor of some divine reason . . . that is  all over  now, that has man’s 
conscience  against  it. . . . In this severity, if anywhere, we are  good  
Europeans and heirs of Europe’s longest and most courageous 
self-overcoming. 38  

 Nietzsche’s substitution of the Hegelian self-overcoming with that of 
Schopenhauer’s overcoming-preservation reduces the earlier to the sta-
tus of preservation-without-overcoming—indeed, “for without Hegel 
there could have been no Darwin.” 39  This is, in the end, Modernity’s 
 unauthentic lie . This is the unbelievable idea of a moral world order, or as 
the young Nietzsche had anticipated, “history . . . [as] a disguised Chris-
tian theodicy, . . . written with[out] . . . justice and warmth of feeling.” 40  
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 In sum, for Nietzsche, there has been no second return of Christ and 
there shall be no such return. So far, Modernity reached with Hegel the 
stage of the Katechon’s preservation-without-overcoming and with 
Schopenhauer the stage of overcoming-preservation. From the point 
view of Nietzsche, there remains another stage that Schopenhauer’s 
anti-Christian atheism had not achieved. This is the overcoming-with-
out-preservation of Christianity: 

  Schopenhauer ’s question immediately comes to us in a terrifying was: 
 Has existence any meaning at all?  It will require a few centuries before 
this question can even be heard completely and in its full depth. 
What Schopenhauer himself said in answer to this question 
was—forgive me—hasty, youthful, only a compromise,  a way of 
remaining—remaining stuck  — in precisely those Christian-ascetic 
moral perspectives in which one had  renounced faith  along with the 
faith of God. 41  

 If Schopenhauer is the overcoming-preservation of Christianity, he is 
the Antichrist only partially. More precisely, Schopenhauerian atheism 
represents the Antichrist in relation to Hegelian Katechonism insofar 
as Hegelian Katechonism is the delayer of atheism as such. Hegel de-
lays both the atheism of Schopenhauer and the atheism of Nietzsche 
(or the atheism of Zarathustra meeting the old pope and the atheism 
of Zarathustra meeting the ugliest man). Thus,  within  Schopenhauer’s 
overcoming-preservation, overcoming appears to be his mere positing 
of the question about the meaning of existence, where preservation turns 
to be his hasty Christian-ascetic moral answer. 

 Here Nietzsche provides us with an important differentiation 
between the temporality of preservation within Schopenhauer’s over-
coming-preservation and the temporality of preservation within the 
Hegelian delaying preservation-without-overcoming. From the begin-
ning, the temporality of the Hegelian Katechon is one meant to preserve 
the legitimacy of the Christian Weltanschauung through its delaying of 
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atheism. On the other hand, the starting point of (Nietzsche’s) Scho-
penhauer is atheism, insofar as he assumed the ungodliness of existence 
and has the unconditional and honest atheism as his presupposition. 
The temporality of Schopenhauer’s preservation of the shadow of the 
Christian God turns out to be a later result, a hasty answer, and accord-
ingly a way of remaining stuck. 

 Nietzsche’s Schopenhauer does not provide the legitimacy of the 
modern Antichrist. This legitimacy, like the legitimacy of the Katechon, 
is pregiven within the hermeneutics of the determinism of Christian 
history. This is the case insofar as it is “the most fateful. . . . The event 
[of the death of the Christian God] after which this problem [of the 
 value of existence ] was to be expected for certain—an astronomer of the 
soul could have calculated the very day and hour for it.” 42  Schopenhau-
er’s question merely opened up a new sphere of temporality. For Ni-
etzsche, this is the temporality of the  many  following centuries, insofar 
as “it will require a few centuries before this question can even be heard 
completely and in its full depth.” 43  This is  the temporality of atheism as such , 
insofar as the next centuries will remain stuck where Schopenhauer re-
mained stuck, in Christianity’s ascetic moral perspectives in which faith 
is  renounced  along with the faith of God. Out of these words it can be 
determined that the overcoming-without-preservation, after Schopen-
hauer’s overcoming-preservation, is preserved for some alternative faith, 
which cannot be (dialectically) renounced:  an authentic faith beyond the his-
tory of Christianity , as a history that includes the two—the Hegelian as 
well as the Schopenhauerian—phases of the temporality of German-
European Modernity. 

 So far, the development of the Nietzschean history of Christianity 
has reached its highest point. This is the point at which the “higher man” 
( höhere Mensch ) appears as the  last  man on the stage of this history. In 
this connection, Nietzsche’s rejection of the modern idea of progress 
should be recalled: “ ‘Progress’ is merely a modern idea, that is to say a 
false idea.” This rejection should not entail the result that the history 
of Christianity is not a developmental history: “The European of 
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today is of far less value than the European of the Renaissance; onward 
development is not by  any  means, by any necessity the same thing as el-
evation, advance, strengthening.” 44  

 For Nietzsche, the end of the history of Christianity in Modernity 
is development without progress. What, then, would be Nietzsche’s 
concept of development that forbids the deduction of the idea of 
development as progress? My claim remains that Nietzsche defi nes the 
development of the history of Christianity as the history of the over-
coming-preservation of slave-morality  and  the constant concealment 
of noble-morality. In using the European of today and the European of 
the Renaissance, Nietzsche refers to the higher man and the overman 
[ Übermensch ], respectively. The higher man is the conclusion of the his-
tory of Christianity, or its purifi cation in being the ultimate realization 
of slave-morality’s good man: “But now this God has died. You higher 
men, this God was your greatest danger. It is only since he lies in his 
tomb that you have been resurrected. Only now the great noon comes; 
only now the higher man becomes—lord.” 45  This is the last moment of 
the overcoming-preservation of Christian slave-morality, of the mo-
ment of pity, modern Buddhism, nihilism, pessimism, the wondering 
free spirit, skepticism, laughter, dance, and the good European. 

 The modern higher man has become the lord of the stage of the 
history of Christianity. This is not Nietzsche’s ultimate lord. The higher 
man is rather a temporal lord.  As such , “man is a bridge and no end.” 46  
Thus, the higher man, or the last man, is himself a bridge. Besides 
that, the transformation of the higher man into a lord is a refl ection 
of the transformation of Zarathustra.  Zarathustra  (IV) directs his speech 
“On the Higher Man” to the higher men as he excludes from his audi-
ence the ass that was in their company. 47  He excludes the masses to 
whom  Zarathustra  (I) had turned with such a speech. 48  

 The task of temporal Modernity, meant to by realized through the 
(last) higher man, becomes the overcoming of man so as to reach the 
overman. If that is correct, the  decisive question  that emerges here is 
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the following one: is the overman’s transcending of man one of 
overcoming-preservation? Zarathustra says: “You higher men, do you 
suppose I have come to set right what you have set wrong? . . . No! No! 
Three times no! Ever more, ever better ones of your kind shall per-
ish—for it shall be ever worse and harder for you. Thus only—thus 
alone, man grows to the height where lightning strikes and breaks him: 
lofty enough for lightning.” 49  

 Zarathustra’s answer is negative. If the overman is to appear after 
the higher man, the overman is not to preserve the higher man. And if 
the higher man is to overcome himself, the higher man is to perish: the 
overman represents Nietzsche’s nondualistic vision of human perfect-
ibility. 50  Indeed, a positive answer to the above question would neces-
sarily end in a contradiction. If the overman is more valuable than the 
higher man, and if the overman is the overcoming-preservation of the 
higher man, it should be concluded that the history of Christianity is a 
history of progress. This conclusion is avoidable only if the overman is 
considered as a break, or as an overcoming-without-preservation. Also, 
this conclusion is avoidable only if the history of Christianity did not 
preserve the overman (that is, if it had always concealed the overman, 
even if the overman had appeared along it course), as it is the case of 
the man of the Renaissance. 

 Jerusalem or Athens 

 I have so far demonstrated my stated claim that the development of 
the history of Christianity comprises both the overcoming-preserva-
tion of slave-morality and the concealment of noble-morality. The 
chronological order of this history has been found to consist in three 
parts: the pre-Christian Greek-Jewish, the Jewish-Christian, and the 
modern. And these three parts correspond to one structure consisting 
in the (pre-Christian) Dionysian, the (Priestly Jewish Christian) Christ, 
and the (modern) self-preservation. Taken together, these fi ndings have 
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located Nietzschean thinking in the bosom of Pauline theology, inso-
far as these three parts match its triangle consisting of Christ, the An-
tichrist, and the Katechon. 

 This is, in short, the Nietzsche-Paul dialectical resemblance: (1) Ni-
etzsche’s revaluation of slave-morality, as a return to the Dionysian 
through its overcoming-without-preservation of slave-morality, which 
dialectically resembles Paul’s revaluation of noble-morality, as in turn a 
return to Abraham’s faith through its overcoming-without-preserva-
tion of noble-morality; (2) Modernity’s overcoming-preservation of 
Christianity, which dialectically resembles Paul’s overcoming-preserva-
tion of Judaism; (3) Nietzsche’s truth, as an authentic lie through its 
situating beyond historical dialectics (if that of slave and noble morali-
ties and if that of Modernity and Christianity), which dialectically re-
sembles Paul’s truth, as faith through its situating beyond historical di-
alectics (if that of slave and noble moralities and if that of Christianity 
and Judaism); (4) Nietzsche’s modern Katechon as seen from the per-
spective of the Antichrist, which dialectically resembles Paul’s Roman 
Katechon as seen from the point of view of Christ. The Christian tra-
dition, and the Christian tradition alone, grounds the historical and 
the logical legitimacy of the Nietzschean Antichrist’s revaluation of 
slave-morality. 

 This end raises a crucial question about the signifi cance of the Dio-
nysian, or, better, of Ancient Greek tradition, as it comes to fi ll the con-
tent of the idea of origin within the Christian structure. The matter of 
this question is the inspection of the reality vis-à-vis the virtuality of 
Nietzsche’s Dionysian ideal and its Greek horizon as seen from within 
the Pauline structure. The Dionysian does not seem to be able to tran-
scend its Christian structure. For also when Nietzsche claims noble-mo-
rality’s values to be natural values, Paul also claims slave-morality’s val-
ues to be natural values. 51  And as Nietzsche ends by legitimizing the 
repressed, the truth of the Greek origin becomes relative to the histori-
cal horizon opened by the genealogy of Christianity. 52  Besides, for Ni-
etzsche, the Dionysian remains secondary in relation to the Antichrist. 
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At the last line, Nietzsche’s ideal has been shown to be the naive au-
thentic lie as such, and not some specifi c Dionysian authentic lie. For 
Nietzsche, this lie is meant to provide the overman with the possibility 
of “go[ing]  back  to the innocent conscience of the beast of prey.” 53  

 I opted in this investigation for a path of inquiry into Nietzsche’s 
history of Christianity, or Nietzsche and the Antichrist, in view of my 
criticism of Heidegger’s and Deleuze’s inquiry, which delimits itself to 
the horizon of the history of philosophy, or Nietzsche and the anti-Plato, 
and as an alternative to it. I do not mean that such criticism should di-
rect itself to some Christian source for the idea of the history of phi-
losophy. 54  Instead, I wish to point to the fact that the horizon of the 
history of philosophy is pregiven, and consequently, from the start, does 
not allow the interpretation of Nietzsche’s thought beyond the bound-
aries set by such a horizon. Likewise, the path of inquiry I applied un-
covers an open historical horizon of Christianity. Christianity left the 
name of the Antichrist open to speculations. On the one hand, Chris-
tianity binds its name, Christ, with the eternal truth: “we are bound to 
give thanks always to God for you, brethren beloved of the Lord, be-
cause God hath from the beginning chosen you to salvation through 
sanctifi cation of the Spirit and belief of the truth.” 55  And, on the other 
hand, Christianity binds the name of the Antichrist with any Christian-
other, “for all men have not faith,” 56  that is, those who follow “all de-
ceivableness of unrighteousness” 57  of the Antichrist. For Christianity, 
the Antichrist is  the deceiver as such , whom “all men” believe to be God. 58  
And for Nietzsche, the Antichrist is exactly that any deceiving Chris-
tian-other, truth as deception, as an authentic  lie : to use  Thus Spoke Zara-
thustra ’s style and language, Zarathustra’s  deceiving  Evangelium. 

 It is clear by now that the Antichrist acquires in this case the iden-
tity of the Dionysian in view of its need of a legitimizing origin  and  in 
view of the Dionysian becoming such an origin on the basis of the lim-
its of the historical horizon that Nietzsche’s genealogy opened. Yet, if 
the idea of the eternal recurrence of the same is taken to stand at the 
center of Nietzsche’s Dionysian philosophy, 59  it would be as speculative 
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as it would be excessive to refer the idea of the eternal recurrence of 
the same to Solomon’s  wisdom  in Ecclesiastes. I am not intending to 
lead the reader in such a direction. My intention has been to show that 
Modernity’s way to Athens (philosophy) goes through Jerusalem 
(theology). 60  

 A closer criticism of this misleading fi ctional fi xation of the hori-
zon of man’s history—as it becomes the history of philosophy—further 
supports this claim. The question about the signifi cance of the Greek 
Dionysian origin should then be examined through an assessment of 
its unity, which could refl ect its independence from its location within 
the structure of the history of Christianity. This is, in the end, the unity 
of the idea of the eternal recurrence of the same, insofar as it becomes 
Nietzsche’s “faith of faiths.” I recall here the criticism of Nietzsche’s 
idea of the eternal recurrence as self-contradictory, 61  which implies that 
the reconstruction of the unity of this idea (as metaphysics) is merely 
a possible interpretation. 62  

 It is helpful at this point to unfold a discussion of Löwith’s thesis, 
insofar as Löwith treats the idea of the eternal recurrence from the point 
of view of  Nietzsche  ’  s Philosophy  together with his criticism of the Chris-
tian components in Nietzsche’s thought. 63  Löwith’s fi ndings speak of 
the fact that the idea of the eternal recurrence of the same splits into 
two  irreconcilable  cosmological and anthropological parts. On the one 
hand, the cosmological part describes the goal-less revolution of the uni-
verse. On the other, the anthropological part portrays a superhuman 
act of the human will that consummates the self-overcoming of nihil-
ism. 64  Löwith fi nds the second, anthropological part problematic, since 
it contradicts the positivistic presence of physical energy in the fi rst part. 
For him, the teaching of the eternal recurrence is a self-made legisla-
tion and religion that refl ect Nietzsche’s desire to raise fi nite existence 
to an eternal “signifi cance.” 65  

 Löwith understands Nietzsche’s religiosity as being Christian and un-
Greek. 66  I totally agree with Löwith’s view of the Christian character 
of Nietzsche’s thought. But I remain suspicious of Löwith’s mislead-
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ing assumptions since they lead him to conclude that “the Christian 
pathos . . . caused Nietzsche to speak as an ‘Antichrist’  and no longer as  a 
philosopher.” In taking the viewpoint of Nietzsche’s Dionysian philos-
ophy as his starting point, Löwith condemns Nietzsche’s departure 
from the path of philosophy and his taking of the Christian path. Löwith 
makes philosophy a constant and Christianity a variable. Also, Löwith’s 
philosophical approach creates an  absolute opposition  between Christianity 
and atheism as such. For Löwith, Nietzsche cooks on the eternal fi re 
of the ancient criticism (of Celsus and Porphyry) of Christianity, 
but spoils it all by adding much of the pepper of Christian historical 
dialectics. 67  

 From Löwith’s perspective, this is the historical dialectics of mod-
ern atheism. Its source, according to Löwith, is Paul’s differentiation 
between knowledge—as the wisdom of this-world—and the true wis-
dom of faith, in relation to which the wisdom of this-world is foolishness 
before God. 68  The history of postchristian ( nachchristlische ), or modern, 
philosophy (Descartes, Kant, Fichte, Schelling, Hegel, Nietzsche, Hei-
degger, and Jaspers) becomes a history of the ambiguity of atheism in the 
(church’s) God of revelation and faith in the God of philosophy. 69  

 Löwith, like Nietzsche, fi nds salvation (without Christian-modern 
ideas such as willing and overcoming) in the return to an authentic  Greek 
 origin. According to Löwith, Greek philosophy is as “little atheist” as 
modern philosophy. However, from the viewpoint of Greek philosophy 
there is no opposition between faith and knowledge. The Greek hold-
ing-true ( Fürwahrhalten ) of the doxa and the true knowledge of the 
episteme are different from faith as pistis. 70  Doxa and episteme, or 
the popular religion of the polis and theology/philosophy, 71  build a con-
tinuum, insofar as the latter seeks a higher knowledge. 

 Löwith misunderstands Nietzsche’s problem with the capacity of 
modern atheism to provide an authentic lie, if as truth or as faith. The 
problem with which Nietzsche is concerned is not one inside the polis. 
Nietzsche’s problem is not one between knowledge as such and faith 
as such. Rather, Nietzsche’s problem is one about the dialectics between 
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the many equals: polis and polis, faith and faith, instinct and instinct, 
or knowledge and knowledge. Thus, if Nietzsche’s atheism is Christian 
and not Greek, Löwith should have concluded, as I do, that (1) Ni-
etzsche’s Christian legitimization of the modern Antichrist brought him 
to the idea of the legitimacy of the origin as such; (2) Nietzsche’s in-
nocent “I am” has the original faith of Abraham as its constitutive model; 
and (3) insofar as Nietzsche’s visible historical horizon could not ex-
tend beyond the repressed Greek Dionysus, Nietzsche  becomes  a ques-
tionable Dionysian philosopher. Heidegger goes beyond Löwith. For 
him, Nietzsche’s (anti-Platonic)  philosophy  is not merely problematic (in 
view of its contamination by Christianity) as Löwith has it, but rather 
it is the necessary “completion” of the history of metaphysics, after which 
Heidegger can  return  to Parmenides’s  alētheia  and “think.” 72  Ironically, 
Nietzsche’s becoming a (Dionysian) philosopher turned out to be 
the trap into which Löwith and Heidegger both fell—through their 
immediate identifi cation of the idea of the original innocent “I am,” or 
the authentic lie, with ancient Greece. 
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