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Preface

Nietzsche — Economy and Society:
The Closed and the Open Questions

Jiirgen G. Backhaus? and Wolfgang Drechsler”

&University of Erfurt, Germany
b Tallinn University of Technology, Estonia

Nietzsche’s impact and influence anywhere in and on our civilization was
and is immense. This has by now been widely recognized in almost all areas,
even in the “hard sciences” (see Babich 1999), but Nietzsche is still completely
understudied in the field of economics. This is all the more surprising because
influence paths, both serious (e.g., Joseph A. Schumpeter) and pop ones (e.g.,
Ayn Rand), seem obvious, and because in some of his works, especially Men-
schliches, Allzumenschliches (1878-1886), a focus on economics is hard to
miss. It would thus be only likely that he had some sort of significant influence
there; yet, one can find hardly any references in the Nietzsche or economics
literature on what kind of influence that might have been or still is. !

To remedy this situation, the idea to plan an exploratory conference on
Nietzsche and Economics arose. Because of the difficult and indeed unusual
topic, we found it necessary to even start with a pre-conference, where the
issues, questions, sources and possible approaches would be discussed. This
pre-conference took place in Heilbronn, in the framework of the Heilbronn
Symposia on Economics and the Social Sciences, in June 2000. The frame-
work was an obvious one, inasmuch as the Heilbronn Symposia (see Drechsler
1998, v-vii) were originally conceived to offer a forum for the reconsideration
of a tradition of German economic and social thought that had become almost
entirely lost: the Historical School, which in politics is partially symbiotic with
the movements of Socialism of the Chair and State Socialism. This oblivion
was all the more astounding because it is this tradition upon which much of
the currently dominating socio-economic order in Germany, and to a certain
extent in many other places as well, the Social Market Economy, is based. The
task at Heilbronn is now not only to study the main protagonists of the Histor-
ical School, but to apply their methods and insights to the problems of today;
in other words, to look for their contemporary relevance. As Nietzsche can be
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seen as part of exactly this tradition as well — and this point will be made in
this book, he very much belongs to Heilbronn.

On the basis of these preparations, a regular and very intensive conference
then took place in Venice, the city so closely associated with Nietzsche, in
January 2001.% This was done in the framework of the annual meeting of The
Other Canon group (see www.othercanon.org), through the good offices of its
convenor and chairman, Erik S. Reinert. The papers presented in Venice were
then revised on the basis of the extensive discussion and afterwards subjected
to a rigorous peer review; those which passed are contained in the present
book. Because of the unusual topic, the review took much longer than usual
and explains to a great extent the relatively late publication of this volume.
One essay below, that by Sophus A. and Erik S. Reinert, was especially com-
missioned right after the conference, because the discussion had shown that
at least some exploration of Nietzsche and Kathedersozialisten was absolutely
necessary for the topic.

Nietzsche is difficult to access in any language other than German, and the
older standard translations into English are generally flawed (see also segment
2.4 in chapter below). Still, the present book had to be in English, because the
fact of the matter is that English is the lingua franca of the academic world
these days, and knowledge that is not transmitted in it does get lost. Part of the
mission of the present series, “The European Heritage in Economics and the
Social Sciences”, is precisely to make such language-locked thought acces-
sible to the international audience. Hence also the presentation of Nietzsche
quotes in the running text in a (reliable and up-to-date or personal) English
translation and in the notes in the original German (also based on a reliable
edition).

The editors would like to thank, first, for the support of the Heilbronn pre-
conference, the City of Heilbronn, especially the Lord Mayor and the City
Council; second, for the support of the Venice conference, Erik S. Reinert and
the Norsk Investorforum.

This book cannot be exhaustive; it cannot even hope to give a full overview
of the issue of Nietzsche and Economics. We believe the topic to be very in-
teresting, important, and worthy of futher research, however, and we hope that
this volume will at least be a starting point for those interested in its subject —
or that it will raise interest in a reader coming accidentally across it. If it will
do this, it will have done its job.

NOTES

1. A rare exception from the Nietzsche literature is Ottmann, 1987, esp. pp. 124-146.

2. An atmospheric description of the conference and its surroundings by one of the participants
is Busch, 2001.



Preface xi
REFERENCES

Babich, B., with R.S. Cohen (eds.) (1999). Nietzsche, Theories of Knowledge and Critical The-
ory: Nietzsche and the Sciences, 2 vols. Dordrecht: Kluwer.

Busch, U. (2001). “Nietzsche in Venedig” [Nietzsche in Venice]. In Das Bldttchen IV (6), 14-16.

Drechsler, W. (1998). “Christian Wolff, Law & Economics, and the Heilbronn Symposia in
Economics and the Social Sciences: An Introduction.” In J.G. Backhaus, ed., Christian Wolff
and Law & Economics: The Heilbronn Symposium = Ch. Wolff. Gesammelte Werke, 11Ird
series, Vol. 45. Hildesheim — Ziirich — New York: Olms, pp. v-x.

Nietzsche, F. (1878-1886). Menschliches, Allzumenschliches. Vol. 2 of the Kritische Studien-
ausgabe, 15 vols. G. Colli and M. Montinari, eds. Miinchen — Berlin / New York: DTV —de
Gruyter, 1999.

Ottmann, H. (1987). Philosophie und Politik bei Nietzsche. Berlin — New York: de Gruyter.



1. Friedrich Nietzsche and Economics:
Research Problems

Wolfgang Drechsler
Tallinn University of Technology, Estonia

Abstract This essay introduces the reasons why Nietzsche is interesting for eco-
nomics. It also attempts to set the background for economics-focused
Nietzsche scholarship by detailing the pertinent research problems re-
garding this highly complex and often misunderstood philosopher.

Keywords: Nietzsche, Friedrich

JEL classification: B3, Z0

1. WHY IS NIETZSCHE INTERESTING FOR US?

When Jiirgen Backhaus and 1 first thought about a “Nietzsche and Eco-
nomics” conference, my own assumption was not so much that he had con-
tributed to economics directly, but that economists, especially “real” econo-
mists and business scholars with a hard-nosed propensity for — and I mean
what comes now completely non-pejorative — legitimizing the selfish pursuit
of private gains, would have turned to Nietzsche as a philosophically viable
source (or foundation) for their, after all, traditionally suspect-as-immoral pro-
clivities. A certain Nietzsche could easily have served as the strongest sup-
porter of their views, for surely he was and is more sophisticated than any of
the other protagonists of unalloyed egotism. There are, of course, those who,
because of the use of a more scientific-looking approach, appear even stronger
within a science-based culture (see Freyer, 1921), but Nietzsche does not even
need the excuse that private profit-maximization will in the long run be in
everybody’s best interest, or that it will be inevitable.

For me, one of the most interesting results of research leading up to the
conference was that this has clearly not been the case at all. (Peter Senn’s
contribution to this volume makes this amply clear, albeit indirectly, and with
another impetus.) This could be viewed as a strong indictment of economics;
after all, it appears that the discipline was not even able to utilize the philoso-
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pher most fitting to its mainstream. (One of the contributions by Marcel van
Meerhaeghe to this volume remedies this situation for one subfield.)

But there are other options for “Nietzsche and Economics” as well. In spite
of his amazing impact during the 20" Century, Nietzsche is only coming into
his own now; as Ernst Jiinger has underlined, he was truly writing for the 21
century (Jiinger, 2000, p. 245 et passim). Nietzsche is the great analyst of our
times; by and large, it is difficult to argue that we do not live in a “Nietz-
schean” world.! It seems, thus, reasonable to search in Nietzsche’s work for
what could be used for economics, both indirectly and directly — this, after all,
is not exactly a discipline that could not do with some alternative perspectives
and paradigms right now.

The time for such a research program is especially fortuitous, inasmuch as
the anniversary of Nietzsche’s death in the year 2000, widely celebrated, has
also provided us with some new research tools that could help in finding out
more about Nietzsche and Economics:

— The finally viable, scholarly edition of Nietzsche by Colli and Montinari
is available in a very cheap set edition (Nietzsche, 1999);

— Riidiger Safranski has directed his magnificent powers of insight and
style to Nietzsche by authoring an excellent biography (2000);

— Johann Prossliner’s compilation of Nietzsche quotes (1999), mid-brow
at first glance, is a very easy access road to the various fields and topics
Nietzsche talked about, including the economy (quotes 673-693, pp. 82-
84);2

— the older but still useful edition of Nietzsche’s work by Karl Schlechta is
now available on CD-ROM and thus very easily searchable (Nietzsche,
2000b);

— the catalogue for the Weimar anniversary exhibition provides detailed
access to chronology and many details (Nietzsche, 2000a).

There is also a plethora of secondary and tertiary works and of other con-
ferences.

2. RESEARCH PROBLEMS

In order to access Nietzsche for economics, however, we need to “put some
trash out of the way”. This is especially necessary in this case, as, for Nietzsche
scholars, many things are by now clear that are still not for the general, even the
general scholarly, audience. There are also some specific problems related to
Nietzsche’s work that need to be taken into consideration. Considering them,
at least, should make further research more viable.
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2.1. Nietzsche is one of the most eminent and impactful thinkers of the last
250 years, like him or not. There was a time when it was fashionable to doubt
whether Nietzsche was a philosopher at all; these days are over, at least within
philosophy.

2.2. The popular image of Nietzsche is easy to dislike, and the — popular
or semi-popular — prejudices against him are very robust: the popular myth of
him, ideological proclivities and traditions to see him as “right-wing”, his style
that many find objectionable, and the perceived danger that emanates from his
work. It is not likely that this situation will change, which in turn impedes
access to, and serious debate of, Nietzsche’s work.

2.3. Three of the most damaging clichés concerning Nietzsche are blatantly
untrue:

— Nietzsche was not an anti-semite. Any even cursory look at his work will
show this very quickly (see Kaiser, 1994 for an excellent collection and
interpretation of the respective statements). How many ways are there
to interpret, “An anti-Semite always steals, always lies — he cannot help
it...”?3

— Nietzsche hated the German state. His views on many things changed
during his life, but this really remained stable.*

— Nietzsche did not write a book called The Will to Power. (E.g., “Nietz-
sche” 1964) Rather, his sister Elisabeth Forster-Nietzsche, who “with
almost psychopathic energy tried to take her brother into her unlimited
possession” (Nietzsche, 2000a, p. 777), did. Her “edition” is so faulty that
the book cannot be used as a Nietzsche work; one can study its impact,
but no more.

As can be seen from these points, Nietzsche was not a Nazi, not even a
precursor, although this is the strongest popular prejudice against him, and
indeed the severest indictment possible. But, never mind the general debate on
“forerglnnerdom”: Can one really imagine an anti-German, anti-anti-semitic
Nazi?

2.4. English translations, and Nietzsche scholarship based thereon, are only
viable if they are based on Colli/Montinari (Nietzsche, 1999) or at least on
Schlechta. (Nietzsche, 2000b) Earlier translations are necessarily based on
at best flawed and at worst intentionally forged texts (such as the above-
mentioned “Nietzsche” 1964), and thus not valid. 6

2.5. Nietzsche can be seen in three capacities at least:

(a) Nietzsche as the prophet and analyst of his and later times;
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(b) Nietzsche as a critic and doubter of what is and what will or may come;
(c) Nietzsche as a poet and writer.

Capacity (c) is completely independent from the first two and not our issue.
Capacity (b) can be, but is not necessarily, related to (a); critique and doubt, at
least on the fundamental level of Nietzsche, are valuable in their own right.

2.6. Partially because of the previous point, partially generally, Nietzsche
can be seen as a realist in the sense of Max Weber (in theory), Niccold Machi-
avelli (in practice), or Law & Economics (potentially). In other words, if it is
at all possible to be “realistic”, Nietzsche is frequently a perfect example of
such an approach. It would be difficult to argue, e.g., that his small master-
piece “European Nihilism” (1887) is not realist in this sense: Nietzsche might
even regret what is happening, but that does not stop him from discussing it;
in fact just the contrary. Blaming him for his insights on moral grounds thus
may smack of killing the messenger.

2.7. The different modes, layers and ways of Nietzsche’s thought (and im-
pact) are hardly ever conceptualized and differentiated. I would offer the fol-
lowing model for conceptualization:’

(a) Nietzsche’s direct, even personal, views on economic matters, such as
taxes;

(b) Nietzsche’s explicitly economic statements, such as on ideal sizes of
firms, or privatization issues;

(c) the economics implications of any aspect of Nietzsche’s philosophy.

All three levels overlap with each other and altogether, but the differentia-
tion is crucial, because any point made in one area does not necessarily have
to have any impact on another one. For future research, it is especially note-
worthy that there is no automatic carryover from (b) to (c).

2.8. It is sometimes still unclear whether Nietzsche must be judged by all
his work, perhaps including the unpublished parts, or whether one may peri-
odize and/or select publications. However, Nietzsche’s work is clearly “peri-
odizable”; it is not only completely legitimate, but even necessary, to focus on
“blocks”. One may look at the early “Wagnerian” Nietzsche, at the “Enlight-
ened” or “Critical” Nietzsche, at the “Mid-Level” or “Late” Nietzsche or at
the “Mad” Nietzsche. The periodization can be done otherwise, but it needs to
be done. (One may also attempt a Gesamtschau, but this is more advisable for
works on Nietzsche proper, not for works just utilizing him.) It is, however,
not legitimate to jump around between the periods, juxtaposing a Nietzsche
quote from one period with one from another.
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2.9. Nietzsche’s legacy and impact have been widely researched (see, e.g.,
Aschheim, 1992), but not theoretically satisfactorily. In any case, as with the
phases of his life, it is of crucial importance to make a difference between
Nietzsche’s reception and his work proper. (See 2.7. supra)

2.10. Nietzsche’s psychology, including his insanity and the meaning thereof,
is completely unclear and unlikely to ever be approached in a genuinely illu-
minating way. We simply do not have enough data from his life for such an
enterprise. Any argument based on psychologization will therefore most prob-
ably fail.

2.11. Nietzsche was not non-scientific, whatever that means. His work, es-
pecially the early one that was so much criticized in this respect, is quite in
synchrony with how we understand science today, remembering, one hopes,
that few things are as un-scientific as scientism. (See Gadamer, 1990)8

2.12. If Nietzsche’s premises are right, then so are, in all likelihood, his con-
sequences. We might certainly argue that the premises are wrong and that, e.g.,
God is not dead® — but if He is, then Nietzsche is right in what that means.

3. WHERE DO WE GO FROM HERE?

Where do we go from here? Two promising possibilities present themselves
for productive research (cf. 2.7. supra):

— research on Nietzsche’s specific thought on economics;
— the use of Nietzsche’s general thought for economics.

The former might work on two tiers. First, there is the similarity his thought
seems to have with the Katheder- and Staatssozialisten.'”

Is that similarity just accidental? A construction of Nietzsche’s economics
is the greatest desideratum in this respect. Second, following up on this, Nietz-
sche and the Katheder- and Staatssozialisten, as well as the other economists
he relates to, and who relate to him — Schmoller and Sombart, as well as Sim-
mel, Schumpeter, or the Weber brothers come to mind, although this needs to
be researched further — are protagonists of an integrated concept of Staatswis-
senschaften (see Drechsler, 2001), not of an isolated notion of economics. Seen
from that perspective, Nietzsche’s “economics” will be much more clearly vis-
ible.

Along that path, but not necessarily so, one should also investigate the pos-
sible use of Nietzsche’s general thought for economics, which promises to be
at least as interesting and timely — perhaps even more so, because rebus sic



6 Drechsler

stantibus it might be easier to achieve. Especially the contributions to this vol-
ume by Rainer Kattel, and by Hugo and Erik S. Reinert, as well as the essay
by van Meerhaeghe mentioned previously, take this approach.

A first attempt to clear the path towards “Nietzsche and Economics” was
made at the Venice conference, and now with this book. It is to be hoped that
further explorations will follow.

NOTES

1. Cf. Drechsler, 1997, pp. 330-331. — Nietzsche might be possibly more relevant than ever,
together with Plato and Heidegger, in light of recent advances in genomics, if one’s theories
need to be in line with one’s Lebenswelt. Peter Sloterdijk — never mind his later retractions
or whether one agrees with his argument or consequences — has been completely right in
raising the importance of Nietzsche, once we genuinely try to conceptualize, and deal with,
the challenges genomics, biotechnology, and human engineering present to humankind.
(1999) For this, after all, we need an approach that does not beg the question. And this will
be of crucial importance for economics as well, since it is quite possible that biotechnol-
ogy will be the paradigm-ruling activity for the new century. Literature and discussion are
included up to 2000.

2. The editor’s postscript and commentary, Prossliner, 1999, pp. 387-414, is also one of the
most brilliant Nietzsche essays of the anniversary.

3. “Ein Antisemit stiehlt immer, liigt immer — er kann gar nicht anders...” (Nachlal, Heft
23(9), quoted in Kaiser, 1994, 281) See also the excellent Ottmann, 1987, pp. 249-253.

4. On the historico-biographical reasons that led Nietzsche to this position, see Ottmann, 1987,
pp. 11-21.

5. The contributions by U. Busch and G. Krause to this volume show to what extent anti-Nietz-
scheanism based on this prejudice could even play an identity-creating role. — If we follow
those who see what came up in Nietzsche’s insanity days as the true nucleus of his self (cf.
the contribution of Otto Kaiser to this volume, but see 2.10. supra), then it is not insgnificant
that one of Nietzsche’s last letters, a “Wahnsinnszettel” written on 3 January 1889 to M. v.
Salis, ends “I’ll ... have Wilhelm, Bismarck, and Stocker shot.” (“Ich ... lasse Wilhelm,
Bismarck und Stocker erschiefen”; Nietzsche, 2000a, 750) Those three were at this time
the leading representatives of the German state and of anti-semitism. — On Nietzsche and
Nazism, cf. Ottmann, 1987, pp. 2-5; a good synopsis of the standard arguments in favor of
Nazi ties is Aschheim, 1992, (272-)315-330; against this, again, nicely Horkheimer, 1937.
As regards possible parallelisms, one might best recall Leo Strauss’ dictum that a “view is
not refuted by the fact that it happens to have been shared by Hitler.” (1953, 42-43)

6. One also needs to be very careful in using the English “standard” translations by Walter
Kaufmann. (E.g., Nietzsche, 2000) Even if it ever were wise to use “standard translations”
(it is not, of course), we need to be aware that Kaufmann tried to (re-)establish the validity
of Nietzsche as a philosopher in the post-war United States, where his Nazi reputation was
fairly secure. This led Kaufmann to treat and also translate Nietzsche more kindly than
always appropriate — always, e.g., tending to use the least “offensive” word possible for
translation. (On the treatment which, however, is important within the context of Nietzsche
scholarship, see Sokel, 1983)
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7. T'have done so previously for Gadamer and the sphere of politics in Drechsler, 1998. There,
the spheres would be, (a), Gadamer’s personal politics, such as being in favor of one can-
didate or another for Lord Mayor of Heidelberg; (b), his explicitly political writings, such
as “The Limits of the Expert” (Gadamer 1998), and (c), the possible impact of his larger
theory, such as in Truth and Method (Gadamer, 1990), on political theory or on concepts of
human living-together.

8. Whatever Ulrich v. Wilamowitz-Moellendorff’s merits for Classics might be, his famous
criticism of Nietzsche’s Geburt der Tragodie (1872), which was successful then and still
lingers on as an indictment of Nietzsche as a scholar, was indeed — as Riidiger Safranski
has said in a lecture — pre-senile, and in more ways than one. In light of the disastrous
consequences of purely Wilamowitzian Classics (not a minor part of why the subject is in
such bad shape today), Nietzsche’s alternative (see very nicely Latacz, 1998) seems quite
competitive today.

9. He is not, of course. See Robert Gernhard’s “Gott liest Nietzsche” from “Dichterlesungen”,
in Fahrenberg, 1987, pp. 240-253, p. 245; see also Kaiser, 1999.

10. Cf., e.g., Nietzsche, [1878-1886], epigrams 235, 472-473 in the main text, and 285, 289,
292 in the 2"d Postscript, with Adolph Wagner’s view as described in Drechsler, 1997.
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Abstract This is a study of Nietzsche’s influence on the history of economic
thought. It examines references to him in the histories of economic
thought, the periodical literature and elsewhere, primarily in English, for
any evidence of influence. Nietzsche did not influence the development
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1. INTRODUCTION

Friedrich Wilhelm Nietzsche (1844-1900) is an important figure in intel-
lectual history. His works are known to every student of philosophy. Ac-
cording to the online Encyclopedia Britannica, he was a “German classical
scholar, philosopher, and critic of culture, who became one of the most influ-
ential of all modern thinkers.” (http://www.britannica.com/bcom/eb/article/0/
0,5716,115660+1+108765,00.html?query=nietzsche).

According to the entry by Robert Wicks in the online Stanford Encyclopedia
of Philosophy, ‘“Nietzsche has inspired leading figures in all walks of cultural
life, including dancers, poets, novelists, painters, psychologists, philosophers,
sociologists and social revolutionaries.” (http://search.britannica.com/frm_
redir.jsp?query=nietzsche&redir=http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/nietzsche/).

Since long before the middle of the last century it has been recognized that
the “influence of his [Nietzsche’s] doctrines has been tremendous and has been
felt in the most diverse branches and levels of cultural life.” (Andler, 375)
Nietzsche was influential in the development of political science and sociol-
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ogy. He has a place in the histories of anthropology and psychology. Some
people think he had or ought to have had an influence on economic thought.

Was Nietzsche influential in the development of economics? Does he have
a place in the history of economic thought? These are the questions that this
paper answers. A century after his death what economists and historians of
economic thought have said about his contributions are an interesting part of
the history of economic thought.

Today the lingua franca of the economics world is English. It is the most
widely spoken and read language, although this was not always the case. Now
most economic books and journals are published in it. English has also become
the language of the Internet. Nietzsche cannot be said to have a place in the
development of economics unless substantial evidence exists in English. For
these reasons the search for material about Nietzsche’s possible influence in
the history of economic thought was focused on English. The search was not
limited to English language resources however.

What signs might show that Nietzsche influenced the history of economic
thought? Two certain indications would be references to him in the histories
of economic thought and in the journals of economics. Absence from both
sources would not necessarily indicate that he had no influence but certainly
would raise questions about any influence he might have had.

Is it possible that important contributions by Nietzsche have gone unno-
ticed? There are a few cases in the history of economics where important con-
tributions went unnoticed for years. For example, Antoine Augustin Cournot
(1801-1877) sold not a single copy of his 1838 book Recherches Sur Les
Principes Mathématiques De La Théorie Des Richesses [Researches in the
Mathematical Principles of the Theory of Wealth], which is now recognized
as a classic.

There is no case in the history of economic thought where important con-
tributions have gone unnoticed for a century. As Mark Blaug (b 1927) put it,
“Discovering ‘new’ (and perhaps forgotten) ideas is less frequently mentioned
if only, because there are not many examples in history of economic thought
of the phenomenon in question.” (148)

The first place to search for influence is in the histories of economic thought.
If significant references to Nietzsche exist, it is reasonable to say that he was
influential. It is important to recognize, however, that there is no certain mea-
sure of influence. Different authors have different viewpoints, approaches and
emphases. Every study of influence must rely on the judgment of the author of
the study because there are no generally agreed upon measures of influence.
For example, simply counting index entries or the number of times an author
is referred to, while often indicative, can never be conclusive.

Many of the same caveats apply to searches of the periodical literature. Jour-
nals have their own limitations. One of the most important of these limitations
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is that journals vary greatly in quality. Another reason for caution is that jour-
nal editors represent special viewpoints and exclude material about persons or
subjects that do not fit their approach.

It is possible that a person’s ideas could be important in economic thought
at the present time without any reference or other attribution to the person who
developed them. Marginal analysis is but one of many possible examples. The
“discussion” speculates on some possibilities in the case of Nietzsche.

For the purposes of this paper, “economics”, “mainstream economics” and
“conventional economics” is defined by what can be found in the sources ex-
amined below.

With these warnings in mind, it is still true that the best signs of the influence
of a person on the development of economics are how he is referred to in the
histories of economic thought and the periodical literature.

2. THE HISTORIES OF ECONOMIC THOUGHT

Nietzsche is not referred to in most of the major works in the history of
economic thought. Twenty eight histories by the following authors were ex-
amined: Mark Blaug, Stanley L. Brue, Robert B. Ekelund Jr. and Robert F.
Hébert, John M. Ferguson, Charles Gide (1847-1932) and Charles Rist (1874-
1955), Allan G. Gruchy, Louis Henry Haney (1882-1969), Eduard Heinmann
(1889-1967), E.K. Hunt, John Kells Ingram (1823-1907), William Ernest
Kuhn (b 1922), Harry Landreth and David C. Colander, Philip Charles New-
man, Jiirg Niehans, Ludwig H. Mai, Wesley Clair Mitchell (1874-1948), Frank
Amandus. Neff, Jacob Oser and William C. Blanchfield, Karl Pribram (1877-
1973), Eric Roll (Sir, b 1907), Ingrid Hahne Rima, Lionel Robbins (Baron
1898-1984), Joseph Alois Schumpeter (1883-1950), Othmar Spann (1878-
1950), Henry William Spiegel (b 1911), Overton H. Taylor, Edmund Whittaker
and Ferdinand Zweig (b 1896).

Nietzsche is discussed in only five of the twenty eight histories, Whittaker,
Gide and Rist, Neff, Pribram, and Spann.

2.1. What the Histories Say

By far the most extensive discussion of Nietzsche occurs in Whittaker’s
1940 history of economic ideas. All the references are in the chapter “Social
Evolution And Social Thought”, and the section on social leadership. Whit-
taker says, “The idea that men are unequal and that society is (or should be)
controlled by the individuals or groups who possess the position or quality of
leadership has been developed by certain writers. The doctrine of class gov-
ernment, formulated by Marx, is an example. In modern society, according to
Marx, the capitalist class was in the controlling position.” (52)
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Nietzsche is then one in a list of four philosophers who “adopted a dif-
ferent approach.” “Not economic conditions, as Marx had argued, but human
qualities, were in their opinion the important factors in social control.” (52) In
the next paragraph Whittaker describes the romantic outlook of Ernst Renan
(1823-1892), the French philosopher and historian of religion. He says that
Nietzsche was influenced by Renan’s ideas.

Nietzsche’s views are then given for almost a full page. His evolutionary
theory of ethics when “carried to its logical conclusion involved the rejection
of absolute systems of morals, like Christianity, substituting the principal that
right is whatever induces to social survival. It was the Darwinian law of sur-
vival of the fittest applied to ethics.” (52)

Whittaker includes two long quotations from Nietzsche’s collected works.
He concludes his discussion, “Nietzsche appears to have had in mind not
merely the dominance of the Teuton race but that of a ruling class of Teu-
tons. However, his general idea was of wider significance and it is possible
that more than one of the modern dictatorial regimes have looked upon them-
selves as fulfilling his prophecy.” (53)

Later in the same chapter and still on the subject of social leadership, Whit-
taker says,

Even dictators have to keep their subjects in good humor, or at all events prevent
their getting into very bad humor. To some extent these subjects can be molded at
the will of their ruler, so that the latter is enabled, in the words of Nietzsche, to
work as an artist upon man himself. To what degree men’s minds can be altered
by propaganda and coercion remains to be seen. It must be remembered that the
latter may go to considerable lengths, making it difficult for objectors to earn a
livelihood, or even to live at all. But it has yet to be demonstrated that governments
can change their subjects indefinitely. Leadership is not the same as unlimited
control. (55)

Nietzsche is discussed several times in Gide and Rist’s history. All the ref-
erences occur in “Book V: Reconstruction of Doctrines at the End of the Nine-
teenth Century and Birth of Social Doctrines.” The first mention is in Chapter
II: “Doctrines That Owe Their Inspiration To Christianity, Part IV, The Mys-
tics.” Among the mystics on the borderline of Social Christianity is Thomas
Carlyle (1795-1881). Gide writes, “But we could hardly put him among the
Christian Socialists because of his extreme individualism, and if he were to
be given a place at all it would be with such writers as Ibsen and Nietzsche.”
(541)

The next discussion of Nietzsche occurs in Chapter V: “The Anarchists,
Part I: Stirner’s Philosophical Anarchism and The Cult Of The Individual.”

Alongside of the political and social anarchism which form the principal subject
of this chapter there is also the philosophical and literary anarchism, whose pre-
dominant characteristic is an almost insane exaltation of the individual. The best
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known representative of the school, which hails from Germany, is Max Stirner,
whose book entitled Der Einzige und sein Eigenthum appeared in 1844. The work
was forgotten for a long time, although it enjoyed a striking success when it first
appeared, and was bitterly criticized by Marx. Later when Nietzsche was begin-
ning to win that literary renown which is so unmistakably his today, it was seen
that in Stirner he had a precursor, although Stirner’s works probably remained
quite unknown to Nietzsche himself, with the result that Stirner has since enjoyed
a posthumous fame as the earliest immoraliste. A few words only are necessary to
show the difference between his doctrines and those of Proudhon, Bakunin, and
Kropotkin.! (611-612)

The footnote reads as follows. “Some may perhaps wonder why Nietzsche
is not included, especially as he was a successor of Stirner’s. But Nietzsche’s
interests were always exclusively philosophical and ethical. Stirner’s work, on
the other hand, is mainly social and political. We have already pointed out
that even Stirner’s book has only a rather remote connection with economics,
and a detailed study of it would be more in keeping with a history of political
ideas. Nietzsche’s work would lead us still further afield, and would force us
to examine every individualistic doctrine as it cropped up.” (612)

Neff is like many histories of economic thought. The work is not well in-
dexed. Although his name is not in the index, Nietzsche is discussed in a sec-
tion on the origins of Nazi philosophy. “Nietzsche and Hegel presented other
elements which fit the National Socialist philosophy, the former by his advo-
cacy and glorification of force, and the latter by his conception of the state as a
great creation. In their conception, privileged classes giving direction to a state
autocratic in form provide for individuals the most favorable setting for fullest
development.” (467)

Nietzsche is mentioned but once in Pribram’s history. The reference occurs
in Part VII “Organismic Economics,” Chapter 25, “Totalitarian Economics”.
The reference is in connection with Walter Kurt Heinrich Eucken’s (1891-
1950) survey of the development of the historical methodology. “Eucken had
connected the relativistic aspects of that methodology with the influence of
the Marxian doctrine, with Wilhelm Dilthey’s neo-Kantian philosophy and the
speculations of Friedrich Nietzsche and O. Spengler and with the ‘sociology
of knowledge.” According to Eucken, economics, along with jurisprudence
and psychology, thus had been deprived of any solid scientific foundation, and
the search for general problems of economic theory had become meaningless.
Eucken went on to attack this relativistic approach as applied to the social
sciences...” (391)

Spann touches upon Nietzsche. “The student should also be on his guard
against Schopenhauer and Nietzsche. They were both men of outstanding ge-
nius, but were morbid and eccentric, so that their works are not appropriate
reading for one who still has his way to make in philosophy.” (310)
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Zweig writes about economic writers who “think only with their head” and
includes “economists of the marginal and psychological schools whose analy-
ses are often brilliant but make no distinctions in regard to economic programs
or policy, being based entirely on hypothetical assumptions. In a way Nietz-
sche was right when he said: ‘I distrust all systematizers and avoid them. The
will to a system shows lack of honesty.” And what is more precious in a writer
than honesty?” (181)

2.2. Comment on What the Histories Say

What do the discussions in the history of economic thought show about
Nietzsche’s influence on the development of economics? Whittaker begins his
history, “If economic thought is to be understood, it must be related to its
environment.” (1) In general, he traces the evolution of economic ideas, trying
as best he can to relate these ideas to their times and conditions. This is an
almost impossible task. His tracing of ideas is much better than his attempts
to relate them to their environment. Issues of social control are important in
economics but Whittaker does not establish beyond any reasonable doubt that
Nietzsche had any kind of a strong influence on economic thinking on that
subject.

In his 1960 book, Schools and Streams of Economic Thought, both “a com-
plement and a successor” (Preface, vii) to his 1940 history of economic ideas,
Whittaker dropped all references to Nietzsche.

Gide also refers to Nietzsche in connection with social doctrines, which he
distinguishes from economic theory. He holds that the growth of these doc-
trines, which occurred in the period between the Franco-German War and
First World War, was closely related to the “almost uninterrupted peace in
Europe.” (486) He explains that he does not discuss Nietzsche in any detail
because “Nietzsche’s interests were always exclusively philosophical and eth-
ical.” (Footnote 1, 612) It is clear that Gide and Rist do not give him any
significant role in the development of economic thought.

Neff’s book was published in 1940 at a time when American intellectuals
were deeply concerned with developments in Nazi Germany. Most could not
understand what was happening. Neff makes a feeble attempt to relate Nietz-
sche to developments in Nazi Germany. His attempt is not very profound. It
says nothing about an important role for Nietzsche in the development of eco-
nomic thought.

Pribram records Walter Eucken’s view of Nietzsche’s influence on the rel-
ativistic aspects of the historical methodology that Eucken opposed. It is of
interest that Eucken thought Nietzsche had an influence in the development of
German economic thought.
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Eucken’s reference to Nietzsche was part of an intellectual struggle among
German economists at that time, 1940. Eucken and some other German econo-
mists were attempting to break the hold the historical school had on German
economics in favor of a more theoretical approach. As it turned out, Eucken
won a partial victory. The historical school lost its influence. German eco-
nomics is now part of the mainstream.

The reason that Eucken’s victory was called partial is because the baby was
thrown out with his bath water. It is only in recent years that the strengths
of the historical school are being rediscovered. Pribram certainly did not give
Nietzsche any significant part in the development of economic thought. Eu-
cken thought his role in the development of German economic thought was
negative. It is even possible that Eucken was indirectly attacking the infamous
Nazi appropriation of Nietzsche to validate their ideology.

Spann held that if Nietzsche contributed anything to economics it was harm-
ful and certainly not important in its development.

Zweig uses Nietzsche to support his view that “the noblest task of the econo-
mist” is to “present alternatives to the public, pointing out those which are most
consistent with the ‘good life’ of a society as he sees it.” (187-188)

In summary, Nietzsche is discussed in only five of the twenty-eight histo-
ries studied here. None of them give Nietzsche credit for any influence in the
development of mainstream economics.

3. THE PERIODICAL LITERATURE

3.1. General

There are many ways to examine the periodical literature of economics. By
far the best is usually the digitized versions of the full text of economic journals
in the JSTORE collection of economic journals on line on the World Wide
Web. At the time the search was made, this resource contained the complete
text of the following economic journals in English:

American Economic Review, Vols. 1-84, 1911-1994
Econometrica, Vols. 1-62, 1933-1994

Economic Journal, Vols. 1-104, 1891-1994

Journal of Applied Econometrics, Vols. 1-9, 1986-1994
Journal of Economic History, Vols. 1-54, 1941-1994
Journal of Economic Literature, Vols. 1-32, 1963-1994
(continues Journal of Economic Abstracts)

Journal of Economic Abstracts

Journal of Economic Perspectives, Vols. 1-8, 1987-1994
Journal of Industrial Economics, Vols. 1-42, 1952-1994
Journal of Money, Credit and Banking, Vols. 1-26, 1969-1994
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Journal of Political Economy, Vols. 1-102, 1892-1994
Quarterly Journal of Economics, Vols. 1-109, 1886-1994
Review of Economic Studies, Vols. 1-63, 1933-1996
Review of Economics and Statistics, Vols. 1-76, 1919-1994.

Although the journal coverage is not completely up to date, the sample cov-
ers enough time and is comprehensive enough so that one can have reason-
able confidence in the results for the century that has passed since Nietzsche’s
death. Only if there were a vast shift in economists’ views of Nietzsche in
the last five years would the results from the search of the journals support
incorrect conclusions.

To see if this kind of shift has occurred, another database was searched,
the Journal of Economic Literature bibliographic database, EconLit. It is pub-
lished by the American Economic Association. EconlLit is a comprehensive
index of journals, books, dissertations, citations to articles in collective vol-
umes and the full text of the Journal of Economic Literature book reviews
from 1969 to the present. It is updated monthly and contains over 440,000
records.

Using the search term “Nietzsche,” only one reference was found, strong ev-
idence that there was no shift in economists’ views of Nietzsche in the last five
years. The reference was to an article by Enrico Santarelli and Enzo Pescia-
relli, “The Emergence of a Vision: The Development of Schumpeter’s Theory
of Entrepreneurship.”

According to the abstract, a rereading of Schumpeter’s “early writings is
helpful in analysis of Schumpeter’s approach to entrepreneurship, showing
its links, among others, with the German philosophical tradition (Nietzsche).”
(677)

3.2. Articles in Journals

Using the search term, “Nietzsche,” JSTOR turned up seventeen references
to Nietzsche in journal articles. Like all machine searches, each had to be
carefully checked. Two of them were false leads, those in the articles by R.
Preston McAfee and Charles Kennedy. McAfee gave credit to one Fred Nietz-
sche in a footnote and the Kennedy reference contained nothing about Nietz-
sche. In all of the journal articles there were but fifteen references to Nietzsche
by eleven different authors.

More than twenty five percent of the references were in articles by Carlos
C. Closson (1896a, 1896¢, 1896d, 1899). The first reference (1896a), in a long
article on social selection, is simply a footnote, two, referring to Alexander
Tille’s book, Von Darwin bis Nietzsche. (157) The second reference (1896¢)
is in a short comment on the recent progress of social anthropology in 1896.
He mentions Nietzsche in a list of authors whose works “without using the
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technical methods of social anthropology, apply to social, ethical and histor-
ical problems the conception of social selection in its relation to the perma-
nent quality of population.” (412) No specific reference to Nietzsche is given.
A footnote, four, refers to Tille’s book. (412) The third reference to Nietzsche
(1896d) occurs in the context of a review of a book by a French author on
social selection. Clossen refers to Tille’s book in footnote one, where Clossen
says it “leaves much to be desired.” (451)

The last reference to Nietzsche [by Closson (1899)] occurs in his 30-page
review of and comments upon William Z. Ripley’s book, The Races of Europe.
Closson points out that there are some surprising omissions, one of which is
that of Nietzsche. In his discussion of Ripley’s systematic scheme of shading,
Closson says, “If no mention is made of Friedrich Nietzsche it may be be-
cause our author does not take seriously his doctrine of the superiority of the
‘the noble blonde beast of prey.” ” (62) No reference is given for the Nietz-
sche quotation. Closson’s references to Nietzsche provide no evidence of any
influence of Nietzsche on economic thought.

As is the case with social anthropology, Nietzsche has a larger place in the
history of sociology than he has in the history of economics. Some evidence of
this is given by Edward Alsworth Ross (1866-1951) in his discussion of recent
trends in sociology in 1903. Nietzsche is mentioned three times.

Ross is discussing the application of Darwin’s ideas of natural selection
to society. According to Ross, Nietzsche is an ultra-Darwinist. “A European
reverberation has been wakened by Nietzsche’s furious assault on the reigning
ideals. According to this ultra-Darwinist, Christianity, the apotheosis of pity,
‘the religion of the suffering,” is a drug for paralyzing the arm of the strong.”
(440-441) Nietzsche’s views, according to Ross, are summarized in the rest of
the paragraph.

After that, Ross writes, “A regime of peace and law does, indeed, slow up
elimination among men, just as perpetual June would check it among insects.
But when Nietzsche, going further, imagines that order and equality before
the law somehow hinders the finest men from marrying the finest women,
and begetting the ‘beyond man’ as promptly as nature will let them, he parts
company with the sane.” (441) It is interesting that Ross translates Ubermensch
as “beyond man.” The last reference, to Nietzsche’s book Jenseits von Gut und
Bose [Beyond Good and Evil], is in the bibliography. (455)

Paul Anthony Samuelson (b 1915, Nobel Laureate 1970) in his Presidential
Address to the 74" Annual Meeting of the American Economic Association
in 1961 in his discussion of John Stuart Mill (1806-1873) says, “Also, Mill
had what Nietzsche once referred to as an offensively clear style.” Samuelson
goes on to say, “Yet so great was Mill as a thinker and reflector that he was
able to overcome these handicaps.” (1962, 11) It is not often one finds wit in
economic writings.
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Samuelson liked the reference so much he used it again in his rejoinder to
Charles Kennedy’s comments on his (Samuelson’s) views on induced inno-
vation which begins, “Nietzsche once complained of the offensive clarity of
Mill’s style.” (1966, 444) He never says where the Nietzsche reference came
from. This reference to Nietzsche was not as a determiner of any aspect of
economic thought although many economists do appear to share Nietzsche’s
aversion to clarity.

Only three of the eleven authors who refer to Nietzsche actually quote him.
When they do, they are displaying their knowledge of philosophy rather than
making any substantive points about economics. For example, Gottfried von
Haberler (1900-1995), in his moving obituary of Schumpeter, quotes Nietz-
sche when Haberler is discussing Schumpeter’s independence. “But he did not
really relish being in a minority all the time. His independence was not a pose.
One could truly say of him what Nietzsche said about Schopenhauer:

‘Seht ihn nur an —
Niemandem war er untertan.’ ”

[Just look at him — He was never subject to anyone] (344) One has the im-
pression that Haberler is displaying his literary knowledge in an appropriate
way.

Jacob H. Hollander (1871-1940) also quotes Nietzsche in his Presidential
Address at the 34 Annual Meeting of the American Economic Association in
1921. He is discussing change in the economist’s task and how “by the sheer
virtue of his scholarship, will he prevail upon affairs.” (20)

The Nietzsche quote occurs in his discussion of change. “In currency disor-
ders, in price fluctuations, in industrial disputes, in agriculture unrest, in trade
depression, in social reaction — this likeness appears: ‘everything goes, every-
thing returns, eternally does the wheel of being roll.” ” (2) The citation is taken
from a secondary source, not directly from Thus Spoke Zarathustra.

The last of the authors of articles in which Nietzsche is quoted is Robert
M. Solow (b 1924, Nobel Laureate 1987). In defending his statement that “re-
source markets may be rather vulnerable to surprises,” Solow concludes his
thoughts on the subject, “It may be quite a while before the transvaluation of
values — I never thought I could quote Nietzsche in an economics paper — set-
tles down under the control of sober future prospects. In between it may be
a cold winter.” (7) Solow’s attitude about quoting Nietzsche in an economics
paper is probably typical of the vast majority of economists.

Three articles mentioning Nietzsche appeared shortly before and during the
Second World War. Leo Rogin (1893-1947) published an article on Werner
Sombart (1863-1941) and the uses of transcendentalism just before the Sec-
ond World War. Rogin is discussing the role in which Sombart cast himself,
a seigniorial one, in his book Hdandler und Helden [Traders and Heroes].
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Sombart is said to use the term seigniorial as synonymous with heroic and
aristocratic. “The polar concepts, hero and trader, occur with particular fre-
quence in his Quintessence of Capitalism, published in 1913. His preference
between the two types is clearly indicated in the following from that volume:
‘It has been asserted that the whole of modern civilization is marked by this
self righteous jealousy, which. .. Nietzsche made responsible for the substitu-
tion of aristocratic values by that of the crowd morality. ... ” (495)

Rogin believes that “Sombart did not so much surrender to National Social-
ism as espouse it.” (494) This is a subject about which there has been much
controversy. See the Senn references.

German industry was highly cartelized even before Hitler. The National
Industry Group was the Nazi organization set up to consolidate control over
the cartels and other business associations. Robert A. Brady has an extensive
and evenhanded history of the organization. He refers to Nietzsche only in a
footnote. Brady is discussing “this idea they refer to as Stdndestaat-literally,
‘a state of estates,” or classes or social economic castes>©.” (1942, 89) Footnote
fifty six refers us to Aurel Kolnai’s book (The War Against the West, New York,
1939), and Kolnai’s discussion of Nietzsche’s views on the subject. (1942, 89)

Abram Lincoln Harris (1899-1963), in his discussion of Sombart and Ger-
man National Socialism states that Sombart thinks “Above all, German so-
cialism is national in character. It is based upon the idea that ‘there can be
no universally valid social order (allgemeingiiltige Ordnung) but only one that
is suited to a particular nation (Volk).”” Nietzsche is said to be included by
Sombart as a past exponent of this type of socialism. (809)

Written during the Second World War, several of Harris’s interpretations of
Sombart’s views about National Socialism are today controversial. Nietzsche
was opposed to socialism.

Frank Hyneman Knight (1885-1972), in his classic article, “The Ethics of
Competition,” has one of the most substantial discussions of one of Nietz-
sche’s ideas. After pointing out that “the system tends to mold men’s minds
in the channels which will justify the system itself, and in this sense there is
a partial truth in the ‘economic interpretation,” which we have gone to such
lengths to attack and repudiate. But the matter does not, cannot rest there. The
whole question is, are we to accept an ‘ethics of power’ a la Nietzsche, or
does such an acceptance involve a contradiction in terms and really mean the
rejection of any true ‘ethics’ altogether?” (615)

The reference to Nietzsche occurs in the third part of the paper in which
Knight is discussing the question “of the ethics of competition as such.” Knight
rejects Nietzsche’s view of the ethics of power. His conclusion to this part
of the paper is “Finally we have called in question from the standpoint of
ideal ethics the predominance of the institution of sport, or action motivated
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by rivalry, and in particular have contrasted it with the Pagan ethics of beauty
or perfection and the Christian ideal of spirituality.” (624)

William J. Baumol (b 1922), in his discussion of different views about com-
munity indifference says, “I doubt whether it is necessary to cite examples
from the philosophers? to further corroborate these views.” (48) Footnote two
reads, “For example, see Nietzsche, Beyond Good and Evil, Chapter 7, Sec-
tion 225.” (48) This is one of the very few examples of an actual citation in the
economic literature.

Baumol is very skeptical about the possibility of developing propositions of
universal applicability in the field of welfare economics. He concludes his arti-
cle, “May it not sometimes be better, then, to begin by setting out our “political
postulates’ boldly and preceding from there? If nothing else, this procedure
would relieve us of the burden of (unattainable) proof and replace it in the lap
of the positivist philosopher.” (48)

The Journal of Political Economy had five references to Nietzsche. The
American Economic Review had four references to him as did the Quarterly
Journal of Economics. The Review Of Economic Statistics had two references
to him and the Review of Economic Studies, one.

A third (five) of the references to Nietzsche were in connection with so-
cial anthropology (Closson) and sociology (Ross). The majority of references
(seven) by economists were either approving or neutral (Haberler, Hollander,
Solow, Samuelson 1962, 1966, Baumol, Brady, 1942). Three of the references
rejected Nietzsche’s ideas (Harris, Rogin, Knight).

None of the approving or neutral references point to any substantial role
by Nietzsche in the development of economics. The references are mainly to
support an argument. The attempts of Harris and Rogin to tie Nietzsche to the
Nazis can be written off as wartime enthusiasm. Knight rejects a key idea of
Nietzsche as a possible foundation for economic thought.

It is clear that Nietzsche has no significant place or role in the articles that
have appeared in the main economic journals.

It may be objected that this kind of count and analysis does not adequately
cover the issue of the quality of the references. The few that directly quote
Nietzsche are primarily concerned with ethics. Even in the case of Knight,
who mentions Nietzsche, it is to reject his views.

3.3. Obituaries, Book Reviews and Other Notices

Of the thirty journal references to Nietzsche that were not in articles, only
one occurred in the context of an obituary. Writing, in the middle of the Second
World War, the obituary of a famous German professor and onetime member
of the Reichstag, E. Rosenbaum avoided the excess of partisanship to which
so many other economists were prone.
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Rosenbaum says of Gerhart von Schulze-Grivernitz (1864-1943) that “like
Jacob Burckhardt and the younger Nietzsche, he looked with deep concern on
the development of the new German Reich, its mixture of scientific materi-
alism and boisterous nationalism, nor did he, trained in Kantian philosophy,
approve of the Marxian brand of German socialism, which he regarded as ut-
terly unrealistic.” (451)

By far the most references to Nietzsche, twenty six of thirty, were found in
book reviews. Nineteen were signed: Closson (1986), Brady (1943a), Epstein,
Foster, Cowen, Ferguson, Thomson, Suranyi-Unger, McKay, Bober, Brady
(1943b), Cahnman, Palyi, Wallace, Hansen, Handman, Hooper, Wallas and
Robertson.

34. Nietzsche and the First World War

Of the signed book reviews, almost half (seven) referred to Nietzsche in
the context of the two World Wars. Two occurred during the First World War
(Wallas, Hooper). In 1915 Graham Wallas (1858-1932) reviewed Thorstein
Bunde Veblen’s (1857-1929) Imperial Germany and the Industrial Revolution.
Wallas refers to Nietzsche in one of the few criticisms in what is generally a
favorable review.

At this point I should like to suggest to Professor Veblen that a more ex-
tended analysis than he gives us of the psychological questions involved in his
position is desirable. He is in effect arguing against the doctrine (which before
the war almost became the official Prussian ethic) that the Will to Power is the
one universal and dominant human instinct. Hobbes said, a couple of centuries
ago, that the “general inclination of all mankind” is “a perpetual and restless
desire of power after power, that ceaseth only in death.” Nietzsche declared,
“Life itself is a Will to Power. It is this that every man in his inmost heart
desires — to assert himself against the world without, to appropriate, injure,
suppress, exploit.” (Beyond Good and Evil, p. 259) (182)

It is interesting that in all of the 47 places where Nietzsche is mentioned
in the economic journals, this is the only place where he is quoted with a
citation and a primary source reference. Hollander’s direct quotation is from a
secondary source.

In 1916, Wynnard Hooper reviewed Maurice Millioud’s The Ruling Caste
and Frenzied Trade in Germany. ‘“Professor Millioud does not believe in the
theory widely accepted in England and many other countries that Germany
and Austria were debauched by studying Nietzsche, or Clausewitz, or by the
Pan Germanic propaganda, or that they were driven by a ‘political necessity’
which, it is suggested by some friends of Germany, compelled her to free her-
self from being ‘strangled’ by alliances and ententes. His own opinion is that
the chief consideration which made the rulers of Germany determined to fight
in 1914 was an economic one.” (238)
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Millioud thought that “big bankers and manufacturers actually advocated
war.” Hooper thought that “It is more likely that they were reluctantly induced
to accept it by assurances from the Imperial Government and the Great General
Staff that victory, and an indemnity, were certain.” (239)

It is noteworthy that both discussions, occurring during the First World War,
were less passionate than those that occurred during the Second World War.

3.5. Nietzsche and the Second World War

The next group of references in a war time context occurred during the
period 1939-1949. In 1939, Benjamin B. Wallace reviewed Italy’s Foreign
and Colonial Policy, 1914-1937 by Maxwell H.H. Macartney and Paul Cre-
mona. In a discussion of Mussolini’s desire to seize Abyssinia before Great
Britain rearmed herself it is said that Mussolini, ‘“believes in Nietzsche’s Will
to Power.” (904) It is not clear whether the reviewer, Mussolini or the authors
of the book said this.

In December of 1941, in a review that must have been written just before
America’s entrance into the Second World War, Melchior Palyi (1892-1970)
reviewed Germany Rampant: A Study in Economic Militarism by Ernest Ham-
bloch. Palyi summarizes Hambloch’s thesis, “Germany of today is a perfectly
logical evolution of Germany’s past as a whole.” (951) Palyi ends his short
and highly critical review, “The candid reader cannot help but feel that the link
connecting, say, Hegel and Nietzsche with the aski marks or Luther with the
Bagdad-Bahn is just as artificial as the ‘logical sequence’ from Arminius to
Hitler.” (952)

In 1943, Robert Alexander Brady (b 1901) reviewed The Nazi State by
William Ebenstein. Much of the review, of an otherwise good book, is devoted
to Brady’s criticism that Ebenstein does not make the existence of Nazism
intelligible in the stream of history. In this connection Brady says, “The oc-
casional references to Bismarck, Nietzsche, and their contemporaries show
only a few blood-stained steps from the past before this Frankenstein monster,
appearing from nowhere, leaps with headless and pointless ferocity upon the
good, the beautiful, and the true.” (551)

In another review published in 1943, Brady (1953a) reviewed The Roots of
National Socialism by Rohan D’O. Butler. Brady summarizes his criticism of
Butler as follows. “Now, of all the times, is not the time to repeat the mistakes
made in the heat of battle in the last World War. Of all those mistakes, the
worst one we could make — either in the councils of state or on the printed
page — is the indictment of a whole people. That, in effect, is what Mr. Butler
has done.” (392)

Brady supports his view with a long quotation from Butler, of which the
following is part. “The exultation of the heroic leader goes back to Moeller
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Vandenbruck, Spengler, Lamprecht, Chamberlain, Nietzsche, Lassalle, Rod-
bertus, and Hegel, back to Fichte’s Zwingherr zur Deutschheit.” And further
on, “The abasement of the individual before the state finds precedent with
Hegel. The Nazis say that might is right; Spengler said it; Bernhardi said it;
Nietzsche said it; Treitschke had said as much; so had Haller before him, so
had Novalis.” (Butler, 276-277, Brady, 390)

In 1949, M.M. Bober reviewed European Ideologies edited by Felix Gross.
Nietzsche appears in a chapter written by Friedrich Stampfer, “Nazism: Its
Spiritual Roots.” Stampfer, a former member of the Reichstag, “concentrates
on the ideas of Gobineau, Sorel, Le Bon, Carlyle, Chamberlain, Tille, Moeller,
and Alfred Rosenberg. Denying any influence of Hegel or Fichte, he admits
some possible influence of Nietzsche.” (453) In short, this reference is another
about the possible influence of Nietzsche on the origins of Nazism.

3.6. Nietzsche and Population

Three of the signed book reviews mentioned Nietzsche in the context of
population policies or theories of social progress. Closson (1896b) reviewed
Von Darwin bis Nietzsche: Ein Buch iiber Entwicklungsethik by Alexander
Tille. He thought that Tille had “a disposition to overestimate both the origi-
nality and importance of Nietzsche’s work™ in the growth of selectionist ethics.
(395)

Max Sylvius Handman reviewed Social Adaptation: A Study in the De-
velopment of the Doctrine of Adaptation as a Theory of Social Progress by
Lucius Moody Bristol. Adaptation is one theory of social progress. One as-
pect of adaptation is “passive physical adaptation or the notion of biological
evolution”. “Under this head he [Bristol] discusses the work of ... the neo-
Darwinian sociologists: Nietzsche, Kidd, Galton, Pearson, and Lapouge, as
well as the environmental school: Marx, Buckle, Ratzel-Semple, and Ripley.”
(515)

J.M. Robertson reviewed Pre-Malthusian Doctrines of Population: A Study
in the History of Economic Theory by Charles Emil Stangeland. Nietzsche is
mentioned in part of the review that is critical. “For a loose sentence about the
teaching of “The Sacred Book of Zororaster, the Zendavesta’ the sole authority
offered is again the Grande Dictionaire, and for the next sentence, as to Per-
sian philoprogenitiveness, the only references are to Madam Blavatsky and to
Nietzsche’s Thus Spoke Zarathustra — and without page at that.” (404-405)

3.7. Nietzsche on a Variety of Topics

The other signed reviews covered a variety of topics.
Max Epstein reviewed Das Philosophische-Okonomische System des
Marxismus by Emil Hammacher. Epstein states that Hammacher “draws a
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most interesting parallel between the views of Marx and Nietzsche! (Be it
remembered that Nietzsche was one of the bitterest opponents of social-
ism.)” (69)

Tyler Cowen reviewed Liberal Utilitarianism: Social Choice Theory and
J. 8. Mill’s Philosophy by Jonathan Riley. Cowen states that “Riley’s use of
Mill thus needs to be supplemented by a strong dose of Nietzsche, who draws
our attention to the value of the unchosen fate, the surprise, the paradoxical,
and the irrational.” (77)

John Foster reviewed Monopoly in Money and Inflation by H. Geoffrey
Brennan and James M. Buchanan. Foster thinks, “In sum the paper is a piece
of propaganda which will be impressive to the unenlightened. Irrespective of
good intentions, it is another small step on the road to fascism.” (1105) The ref-
erence to Nietzsche occurs when Foster writes, “This is not Adam Smith who
emphasized the underlying structure of moral values, but is more reminiscent
of Nietzsche!” (1105)

C.E. Ferguson reviewed On Political Economy and Econometrics: Essays
in Honour of Oskar Lange. He called it “doubtless the worst festschrift ever
published.” One item in a long list of “naiveté and nonsense” was “Mirz [state-
ment] that Nietzsche was a dominating influence on Schumpeter.” (225)

David Thomson reviewed Political Theory: Philosophy, Ideology, Science
by A. Hacker. Thomson complains that Nietzsche is omitted in this “large scale
exposition and interpretation of the ideas of great political theorists.” (843)

Theo Suranyi-Unger (b 1898) reviewed The Law of Freedom as the Rem-
edy for War and Poverty by Emil Korner. Unger states that “F. Nietzsche,
A. Schopenhaur, J.W. Goethe, and F. Schiller are quoted scores of times.
Yet, American and English students of economics will deplore the fact that
the author entirely ignores the relevant standpoints of, for example, J.B. and
J.M. Clark, T. Veblen, and F.H. Knight.” (914)

Donald C. McKay reviewed War and Human Progress: An Essay on the
Rise of Industrial Civilization by John Ulric Nef (b 1899). He wrote that “Mr.
Nef looks back nostalgically to a period that witnessed the growth of toler-
ation, the cultivation of moderation, proportion, and reason, and the relative
absence of the excesses that were to follow, first from the spread of modern
nationalism and later from the rediscovery of ‘evil’ by Nietzsche, Freud and
company, and its exploitation by the totalitarians.” (283-284)

Alvin H. Hansen (1887-1975) reviewed World Social Economic Planning:
The Necessity for Planned Adjustment of Productive Capacity and Standards
of Living by The International Industrial Relations Institute. This was a two
volume compilation of addresses at the World Social Economic Congress at
Amsterdam, in August of 1931.

In Hansen’s view, “economic organization is in a fundamental sense noth-
ing more than economic planning.” (818) For him, “The problem of economic
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organization is, in the final analysis, a problem of human organization. This
modern economic problem is enormously complicated by the fact that the
world’s population is divided into many nations, each having reached a dif-
ferent stage in the development of economic techniques and social control.
One delegate significantly quoted the words of Nietzsche: “There approaches
inevitably, hesitantly, terrible as fate itself, the great problem and question:
How shall the world as a whole be administered?’ ”” (818)

3.8. Unsigned Reviews and Notices

Seven of the references found in book reviews were unsigned (Editors —
1908a, 1908b, 1908c, 1912, 1913, 1914, 1971). None were of any conse-
quence: A notice of a book in French that includes a discussion of Nietzsche
(ed. 1908a, 316); A notice of the publication of a translation of Nietzsche’s Hu-
man, All Too Human (ed. 1908b, 408); A notice of a publication of an article
about Nietzsche in a socialist journal (ed. 1908c, 571); Vida D. Scudder’s re-
jection of Nietzsche’s impossible aristocratic solution to “the dilemma” which
faces the modern world in favor of socialism (ed. 1912, 646); James Ramsay
MacDonald’s (1866-1937) attack on the philosophy of syndicalism. He claims
that Georges Sorel (1847-1922), syndicalism’s leading philosopher, was mis-
led by Nietzsche (ed. 1913, 373); According to the reviewer of The Larger
Aspects of Socialism, the author, socialist Willam English Walling, “brings a
crowd of witnesses” to testify for socialism, “some of them strangers in the
Socialist camp as we have commonly thought — [Stirner? PRS] and Nietzsche
for example.” (ed. 1914, 196); A notice in an annotated listing of new books
which includes Ben D. Seligman’s book Molders of Modern Thought that dis-
cusses Nietzsche (ed. 1971, 939).

All but one of the remainder, the obituary by Rosenbaum, were trivial book
notices. There were two advertisements for books with Nietzsche’s name in
the title (Back Matter 1986, New Books, New Books. 1915) and a note in an
advertisement that Nietzsche was one of their authors (Back Matter 1988).

4. OTHER EVIDENCE

Because it is so useful and fast, one of the first places to look for information
is the World Wide Web. But, a word of caution — it is virtually worthless for
general information about people or subjects that are beyond the chronological
range of the major databases and research engines. The Web is also of little use
for finding materials specific to a topic like this one.

Occasionally, one can be lucky. Usually, unless one has much experience,
the Web is a great time waster. For example, hours of searching found an article
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by Johannes M. Bauer, “Market Power, Innovation, and Efficiency in Telecom-
munications: Schumpeter Reconsidered.” (IPU Working Paper #97-01, Pub-
lished in Journal of Economic Issues, June 1997)

In footnote three Bauer writes, “It has been pointed out that Schumpeter’s
conception of the heroic entrepreneur is similar to Weber’s charismatic leader
as well as to Nietzsche’s Ubermensch (overman). The latter distinguished
between ‘overmen’ and the so-called ‘mass’ or ‘herd’ that may have in-
fluenced Schumpeter’s distinction between the energetic type and the adap-
tive type [Santarelli and Pesciarelli 1990, 689].” (http://www.bus.msu.edu/
ipu/market.htm)

The internet search also turned up an article by Douglas Collins, “L’Amour
intellectuel de Dieu: Lacan’s Spinozism and Religious Revival in Recent
French Thought.” It has much about Schumpeter and Nietzsche but is written
in a version of postmodern English I do not understand. (http://www.anthro-
poetics.ucla.edu/Ap0301/collins.html)

Other important sources for information about the role of economists in
the history of social thought are the works by Edwin Robert Anderson Selig-
man (1861-1939) editor of Encyclopaedia of the Social Sciences, Harry Elmer
Barnes (1889-1968) and Howard Paul Becker (1899-1960) Social Thought
From Lore to Science, Berthold, (Bert) Frank Hoselitz (1913-1995) A Reader’s
Guide to The Social Sciences and David Lawrence Sills (b 1920) editor of the
International Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences.

4.1. The Encyclopaedia of the Social Sciences

There are two discussions of Nietzsche in the Encyclopaedia of the Social
Sciences. The first, by Robert Eisler (1882-1949), was in his article “Free-
thinkers.” The “great immoralist,” Nietzsche, is given credit for reviving “the
polemic arguments of antiquity against Judaeo-Christian democratic, humani-
tarian ethics.” (Vol. 6, 470)

The most important entry is “Nietzsche, Friedrich Wilhelm” by the French
expert, Charles Philippe Théodore Andler (1866-1933). Two pages long, in
keeping with the high biographical standards of the Encyclopaedia, it is an
excellent article. (Vol. 11, 373-375) There is nothing about economics in the
article.

4.2, Social Thought From Lore to Science

The references to Nietzsche in the three volumes of Barnes and Becker are
but six, all trivial for our purposes. The first reference is in Volume I, Chapter
VII, “The Meeting of East and West and the Advance of Secularism.” “One
can understand, if not sympathize with, Nietzsche’s raptures; men of mighty
energy, astounding versatility and appalling wickedness appear on the scene,
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men released [original italics] from the bonds of ‘The Thirteenth, Greatest of
Centuries.” Culture contact had done its work.” (258)

In Volume II, in the section “Theories of the Total Process of Historical
Change,” Nietzsche’s name is one in a list of those to be excluded from the
field of historical sociology on the grounds that his writings show traces of the
“relative but transcendent philosophy of history.” (767)

There are four references in Volume III. Two are references to Ernst
Troeltsch’s (1865-1923) labeling of Max Scheler (1874-1928) as a “Catholic
Nietzsche.” (908 and 912) The next reference is to August Strindberg (1849-
1912) who was an “uncompromising opponent of the emancipation of women”
and took Nietzsche’s injunction seriously. “When thou hast to do with women,
do not forget thy whip.” (945-946) The final reference is to a work by a Rou-
manian tracing conceptions of culture from Rousseau to Nietzsche. (1094)

4.3. A Reader’s Guide to The Social Sciences

Hoselitz does not mention Nietzsche.

4.4. The International Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences

There are four discussions of Nietzsche in the International Encyclopedia
of the Social Sciences. The first, “Literature: Political Fiction,” is by James C.
Davies. He has a long section on “Nitzschean and anti-Nitzschean Themes.”
(Vol. 9, 436-438) Although Davies also has a section, “The Economic Class
Struggle,” his article is devoted to fiction about it as it relates to politics. He
points out that Jack London, in Martin Eden (1908) has Eden reflecting “Per-
haps Nietzsche had been right. Perhaps there was no truth in anything, no truth
in truth — no such thing as truth.” (Vol. 9, 433)

The second discussion of Nietzsche occurs in the article “Spengler, Oswald”
by Klemens von Klemper. Spengler is said to have acknowledged the influence
of Goethe and Nietzsche from whom he acquired the ‘questioning facility.’
Klemper asserts that Spengler’s “ponderousness and lack of humor in fact took
him far afield from both Goethe and Nietzsche.” (Vol. 15, 128)

The third reference is in Edward A. Tiryakian’s article “Typologies.”
“Jung’s treatment of personality types owes some of its inspiration to Nietz-
sche.” Later, he adds, “Nietzsche’s influence has loomed particularly large in
the attempt to characterize types of sociocultural systems which has been one
focus of attention in cultural anthropology.” (Vol. 16, 184)

The last reference is in “Utopianism: Utopias and Utopianism,” the con-
cluding section, “The Antiutopian Reaction,” by George Kateb. “The roots of
antiutopianism are to be found in the writings of Dostoevski and Nietzsche
.... Scattered throughout Nietzsche’s writing are found ideas that mock utopia
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(explicitly or implicitly) by praising heroism, excess, and grandeur of soul.”
(Vol. 16, 270)

The Social Science Citation Index covers hundreds of economic journals.
See http://www.bids.ac.uk/journallists/jcat/soc.html. It aims at completeness,
includes many languages and in general, is not useful for this kind of search.
A search on a topic like this will turn up an enormous number of citations,
most of which will not be relevant. The time required to track down all the
journals and analyze the citations is usually not worth the effort.

None of the sources examined challenge the conclusion that Nietzsche did
not influence economics even though he did influence the development of sev-
eral other social sciences.

S. DISCUSSION

“Nietzsche did not directly influence the development of economics” is an
example of a negative existential proposition. For centuries philosophers have
disputed the question of whether such negative propositions can be proved.
One argument for the idea that negative existential propositions can be proved
to be false is that it may be possible to demonstrate the opposite proposition,
“Nietzsche did influence economics.” If Nietzsche did influence economics,
the negative proposition could be considered disproved or falsified.

If it is not possible to prove the positive proposition, “Nietzsche did influ-
ence economics” it does not necessarily mean that the negative proposition
holds, only that it is a possibility. One method philosophers use to determine
the non-existence of something is to carefully search for it. If the thing sought
for cannot be found, some philosophers accept that as proof that the thing does
not exist. Most other philosophers accept that not finding something provides,
at the least, strong evidence that the thing does not exist.

One cannot logically prove that Nietzsche did not influence economics. The
best that can be done is to search for evidence that he did. None was found. No
one has yet presented any clear proof that Nietzsche had any important influ-
ence on the development of economic thought. It remains to explore possible
reasons for the situation.

There are several reasons why Nietzsche did not directly influence the de-
velopment of economics. The most obvious and important reason is that he
wrote practically nothing about economics as the subject is understood by
most economists. Gide and Rist explicitly exclude him as shown in the ear-
lier quotation. (612)

What can be construed as references to economic subjects are to be found in
his writings. Most of those that I have found are in Human, All Too Human, e.g.
aphorisms 48, 209, 283, 447, 472. An examination of one of them will suffice
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to indicate the problems of associating Nietzsche’s thoughts with mainstream
economics.

48

Economy of kindness. Kindness and love, the most curative herbs and agents in
human intercourse, are such precious finds that one would hope these balsamlike
remedies would be used as economically as possible; but this is impossible. Only
the boldest Utopians would dream of the economy of kindness. (48)

The original German is:

48

Oekonomie der Giite. — Die Giite und Liebe als die heilsamsten Kréiuter und Krifte
im Verkehre der Menschen sind so kostbare Funde, dass man wohl wiinschen
mochte, es werde in der Verwendung dieser balsamischen Mittel so konomisch
wie moglich verfahren: doch ist dies unmdoglich. Die Oekonomie der Giite ist der
Traum der verwegensten Utopisten.

(Full online text at http://german.about.com/homework/german/gi/dynamic/offsite.
htm?site=http://gutenberg.aol.de/autoren/nietzsch.htm)

Although questions about the translation are possible, the crucial issue con-
cerns Nietzsche’s approach to economics. It is far removed from that of con-
ventional economists.

Some conference participants felt that, because Nietzsche made comments
about several subjects that are included in economics, he may be considered
to have contributed to the development of economics. For most economists,
fragments about economic subjects are not enough to signify a contribution.
No one important in the history of economic thought gained recognition by
way of scattered comments about some of the subjects of economics.

The few remarks that Nietzsche made about economists themselves were
almost universally derogatory. The most notorious is his comment on Mill.
“John Stuart Mill: oder die beleidigende Klarheit” [or the insulting clarity].
(Streifziige eines Unzeitgemissen, 1 [Excursions of an Old-fashioned One]
in Gotzen-Ddammerung [Twilight of the Idols]). Full text online in German at
http://www.gutenberg.aol.de/nietzsch/goetzend/goetze10.htm

Nietzsche poses difficult problems of translation. One must understand what
he is saying in German before even thinking about doing the English. The
translation of Nietzsche from German to English is always an issue. Nietz-
sche carefully chose his words so that his sentences could be understood in
several ways. Often the German terms have several meanings. Some of his
remarks are difficult even for German scholars. An example is his comment
about Carlyle. “Carlyle: oder Pessimismus als zuriickgetretenes Mittagessen.”
(1, Meine Unmoglichen, Gétzenddmmerung)

There are many other reasons that Nietzsche is not in the mainstream of eco-
nomic thought. Important among these reasons are his rejection of reason and
the contradictions to be found in his work. Nietzsche’s views about logic and
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mathematics are also in sharp contrast with those of mainstream economists
both now and during his time.

As is always the case in studies of influence, the time covered is of impor-
tance. From about the middle of the nineteenth century to about the time of the
First World War, German was one of the important languages of economics.
In his comments at the conference, Drechsler pointed out that the main stream
English language journals may not fully reflect Nietzsche’s influence during
the first half of the twentieth century.

It may well be that Nietzsche was more influential in the German economic
literature of the time than he was in the English language literature. Even if
this was the case, German economics of the time was importantly influenced,
if not dominated, by the views of the German Historical School which was
losing its importance on the world scene.

If Nietzsche affected the development of some individual, German, eco-
nomic thought, any influence on mainstream economics by this path would
have to be very indirect. To be important, the influence would have to manifest
itself in ideas accepted in mainstream economics. It would also seem reason-
able to add the condition that ideas of the person having the influence must
also be clearly evident in the ideas of the person influenced. The most famous
German economists for whom this might have been possible are Schumpeter
and Sombart.

The case has been made that some of Schumpeter’s ideas about entre-
preneurship were inspired or influenced by Nietzsche. See, for an example,
Santarelli and Pesciarelli.! Many of Schumpeter’s ideas about entrepreneur-
ship are now part of mainstream economics. One condition for influence is
met — an important idea or conception generally accepted.

The other condition — that the idea must be clearly identifiable in Nietz-
sche — is not clearly met. It is possible that Nietzsche may have influenced
Schumpeter’s thinking. If Nietzsche influenced Schumpeter’s thinking, then
other interesting issues arise. Some of Nietzsche’s ideas that Schumpeter is
supposed to have been influenced by are the “will to power,” the need for
and roles of leaders and change in society and individuals, which Schumpeter
might have related to his ideas about creative destruction. Nietzsche’s ideas
about these things are subject to a wide variety of different interpretations, as
the above survey shows.

Itis not obvious that any of Nietzsche’s relevant ideas were stated unequivo-
cally in a way that an impartial judge could say Schumpeter took them directly
from Nietzsche.

Nietzsche wrote on many subjects. Why would Schumpeter have selected
such elements from Nietzsche’s thinking as the “will to power” or the need
for and roles of leaders or ideas about change and focus them on either his
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conceptions of entrepreneurship or on creative destruction? He could have se-
lected many others, which would have led him to arrive at very different out-
comes. Groups from mystics to Nazis have taken some of Nietzsche’s thought
and used it for their own purposes.

Both Nietzsche and Schumpeter were Darwinians of a sort in their belief
that competition will weed out the weak. But this kind of evidence is not
enough to force the conclusion that it was Nietzsche whose ideas influenced
Schumpeter. Almost every intellectual of the time thought Darwin had found
a good explanation for evolutionary change. Ideas that are generally accepted
can hardly be considered of great importance in determining the influence of
one person on another when they are part of the intellectual milieu.

If it is accepted that Nietzsche did influence Schumpeter’s ideas about en-
trepreneurship or creative destruction, the most that can be said is that Nietz-
sche’s influence on economics was indirect. This raises questions about what
might be meant by an indirect influence.

Most often, questions of indirect influences arise when someone tries to
make a case that difficult-to-define factors, such as gender, climate, social en-
vironment, ideology, philosophy or race, are important causes of some event.

In tracing what influenced the development of an author’s ideas, there are
many persons, things and events that inevitably operate. Students of the his-
tory of science have generally accepted the premise that complicated concepts,
such as entrepreneurship or creative destruction, involve ideas from many
sources. What makes a genius put these concepts into a system or general-
ization that is useful has never been exactly determined.

It is for this reason that conclusions about indirect influences must always
remain speculative, even when they are useful and interesting. An example of
an interesting speculation about indirect influences is Schumpeter discussing
the possibilities of Sigmund Freud’s (1856-1939) approach. (798)

Another approach to Nietzsche’s possible influence is that one must
metaphorically read both Nietzsche and those economists he has allegedly
influenced. For example, it has been suggested that Nietzsche influenced the
importance that Sombart gives to monopolies in his work. The idea seems to be
that Sombart gives to the role of monopoly much of the importance Zarathus-
tra gave to the mountain on which he spent ten years. Mainstream economics
has never had a place for metaphorical thinking of this kind.

Backhaus, in his comments on the paper, thought that the basic research
question and results were “perfectly correct” from the point of view of main-
stream economics. However, “From the point of view of hermeneutics it makes
no sense.” (Personal Correspondence) He is certainly right about that.

Two points need to be made about the use of hermeneutics in understand-
ing the development of economic thought. The most important relates to the
possibility that this kind of approach will yield a more profound intellectual
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grasp of the subject. In order to decide that, the first question must be: “Whose
version of hermeneutics will be used?”

The modern use of hermeneutics began in theology. It remains a theo-
logical term used to explain the science of Bible interpretation. It is now
used in philosophy to refer to the science and methodology of interpretation.
Friedrich Ernst Daniel Schleiermacher (1768-1834) extended the theory be-
yond scriptural interpretation. Later, Wilhelm Dilthey, (1833-1911) developed
it into a general methodology for all the social sciences and humanities. In the
twentieth century, Martin Heidegger (1889-1976) and his student Hans-Georg
Gadamer (b 1900) rejected the basis of the earlier formulations. Gadamer, the
most important of the living exponent of hermeneutics, bases the philosophy
on the study of linguistic phenomena.

An important reason that hermeneutics has no significant role in under-
standing the history of economic thought is that economists generally do not
understand hermeneutics. Whether economics would be richer if it had a place
for hermeneutics or metaphorical thinking is beyond the scope of this paper.

For some people, another question is whether being part of mainstream eco-
nomics is any kind of compliment at all. We must leave to other scholars the
discovery of productive ways to measure the contribution of Nietzsche to the
history of economic thought from that point of view.

6. CONCLUSION

Nietzsche did not influence mainstream economics, despite the fact that he
did influence the development of several other social sciences. Any influence
he had on the development of economic thought was very indirect.

NOTE

1. I have not been able to determine if the Mirz referred to in the Ferguson review is the same
Eduard Mérz who wrote the biography cited in the references.
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Dort, wo der Staat aufhort,
Da beginnt der Mensch.

F. Nietzsche

Son défaut (de la philosophie) est un penchant a blamer,
et une prédilection pour le doute.

Alain

Nietzsche and economics? At first sight a relation seems problematic.
Nietzsche is not known for economic discoveries nor even for economic con-
siderations. I am not aware of any publication dealing with Nietzsche’s influ-
ence on economics or studying the impact of economics on Nietzsche’s work
(see, however, below the reference to Miiller-Lauter).

Nietzsche certainly read a lot of economists, such as Bagehot, Carey,
Galiani, Malthus, Mill, and many other authors like Bentham, Carlyle,

*I thank Professor Jiirgen Backhaus, to whom I am indebted for very useful guidelines on this
subject, and Professor Wolfgang Drechsler, who was kind enough to comment on a previous
draft of this text.
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Mirabeau, Montesquieu. He could not be aware of Schmoller and Marshall.
He felt the need to study more economics: on 19 July 1875 while in Steiner
Bad, he wrote to a friend in Basel:

To enable myself to relax, I occupy myself with a science I have scarcely had time
for up to now, although it deserves to be made time for, viz. Business and Business
Administration and Development of World Trade, as well as National and Social
Economics. !

Hereafter, I shall examine the place of economics in Nietzsche’s work. I
shall deal successively with his references to the economists of his time and
the economic statements in his publications. The passages quoted offer the
advantage of bringing together Nietzsche’s most important texts relating to
economics. Of course, it is not an exhaustive list. Then follows a short conclu-
sion.

The source of Nietzsche’s quotations is Colli and Montinari’s Kritische Stu-
dienausgabe. Since Nietzsche’s focus of attention, areas of interest, style, and
not least state of mind changed so considerably, it is necessary to know the
period of his life to which each quotation corresponds. Needless to say, Niet-
zsche’s general philosophy is presumed to be known.

Since most English translations are not always reliable and some quotations
have not even been translated, I was fortunate in having contacts who assisted
me in this field.

1. QUOTED ECONOMISTS

As said above, the number of economists cited by Nietzsche is fairly lim-
ited and it is not necessarily the most important ones that are referred to. For
example, both Carey (e.g. Nachlass 1875-1879, 8, p. 587, Kommentar zu Band
1-13, July 1879, 14, p. 621) and Bagehot (e.g. Unzeitgemdsse Betrachtungen
11,1874, 1, p. 420, Nachlass 1869-1874,7, p. 710) are mentioned three times.
On 8 June 1879, Nietzsche ordered Carey’s (translated) Volkswirtschaftslehre
and according to the same source he was (re)reading the book in July 1881
(Benders and Oettermann, 2000, p. 454, p. 490). Like Bagehot Nietzsche is
against abstract, unproven principles (Unzeitgemdisse Betrachtungen I11, 1874,
1, p. 420).

From the French physiocrat Mirabeau some aphorisms are quoted. The
best one: ‘If I said the truth, why should my violence in expressing it lower
its price?’ (‘Si j’ai dit la vérité, pourquoi ma véhémence en 1’exprimant,
diminuerait-elle de son prix’ (Nachlass, 1869-1874, 7, p. 672). Montesquieu
is quoted a few times (e.g. ‘For a man to rise above all others is too costly for
all the others’: ‘Pour qu’un homme soit au-dessus de I’humanité, il en cofite
trop cher a tous les autres’, Nachlass 1885-1887, 12, p. 222), but without a
reference to or a discussion of his work.
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Nietzsche does not exaggerate in labelling the pre-Smithian Galiani ‘the
most profound, astute, ... human being of his century’ (‘dem tiefsten, scharf-
sichtigsten ... Menschen seines Jahrhunderts’: Jenseits von Gut und Bose,
1886, 5, p. 45). In another passage (Nachlass 1884-1885, 11, p. 442) he is
among the ‘the finest brains of the preceding century’ (‘feinsten Kopfe des
vorigen Jahrhunderts’), a distinction shared by Hume, Stendhal, and Toc-
queville.

And further he is considered ‘the most profound and thoughtful buffoon,
produced by that cheerful jolly good century’ (‘jener tiefste und nachdenklich-
ste Hanswurst, den jenes heitere Jahrhundert hervorgebracht hat’: Nachlass
1887-1889, 13, p. 18, cf. Kommentar zu Band 1-13, 14, p. 477). Nietzsche even
calls him ‘my late friend’ (‘meines verstorbenen Freundes’ Nachlass 1884-
1885, 11, p. 427). But he does not stress Galiani’s scepticism in regard to the
universal validity of practical principles (cf. Schumpeter, 1954, p. 292).

Hence, he often refers to Galiani and his Lettres a Mme d’Epinay (e.g. Jen-
seits von Gut und Bose, 1886, 5, p. 156, p. 233, Nachlass 1884-1885, 11,
p. 212, p. 425, p. 445, p. 571, p. 646, p. 697, Nachlass 1885-1887, 12, p. 344,
Nachlass 1887-1889, 13, p. 13, Kommentar zu Band 1-13, 14, p. 351). How-
ever, these passages do not relate to Galiani’s economic opinions. Nietzsche, a
man of wide reading, admires the ‘esprit’ of Galiani:

Nothing is more charming, more exquisite than the French ‘esprit’ of foreigners,
such as Galiani, prince de Ligne, Henrich Heine. 2

That Nietzsche quotes the following passage from Galiani, can hardly sur-
prise his readers:

Philosophers are not made to love one another. Eagles do not fly in company.
That is for partridges and starlings. Gliding above with claws, is the destiny of
geniuses.3

There is a reference to Malthus: ‘Malthus and nature shouldn’t be mis-
taken one for the other’ (‘Man soll nicht Malthus mit der Natur verwechseln’:
Gotzen-Dammerung, 1889, 6, p. 120) and another rather elementary comment
on his population theory (Nachlass 1875-1879, 8, pp. 167-170).

Nietzsche could not foresee the tremendous increase in the world popula-
tion (especially the population of the less-developed countries): from 1 bil-
lion at the day of his birth to 6 billion at present with a strong progression
in recent decades: 1925: 2 billion, 1960: 3 billion, 1975: 4 billion, 1988: 5
billion). He is not aware of the impact of extraordinary population growth
on the standard of living. Taking the dangers of overpopulation into account
is ‘old-age myopia’ (‘greisenhafter Kiirzsichtigkeit’: Menschliches, Allzumen-
schliches, 1886, 2, p. 635).
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Twice Nietzsche refers to Emanuel Herrmann, a less known economist
(Kommentar zu Band 1-13, 14, p. 742, p. 744), but to attribute to him an influ-
ence on Nietzsche seems rather far-fetched (cf. Miiller-Lauter, 1999).

As an adherent of utilitarianism John Stuart Mill is, of course, often criti-
cised and even ridiculed (Morgenrithe, 1881, 3, p. 55, Nachlass 1880-1882,
9,p.36,p. 116, p. 121, p. 176, p. 368, p. 392, Nachlass 1884-1885, 11, p. 100,
p. 650, Nachlass 1887-1889, 13, p. 60, p. 70, p. 197, p. 583, Kommentar zu
Band 1-13, 14, p. 367, p. 370).

Mill is among Nietzsche’s ‘impossible ones’ (‘Unmoéglichen’: Gotzen-
Ddmmerung, 1889, 6, p. 111), and ‘defined’ as ‘offensive clarity’ (‘beleidi-
gende Klarheit’). Others are given a similar ‘definition’: Kant (‘cant as intelli-
gible character: ‘cant als intelligibler Charakter’), Seneca (‘toreador of virtue’:
‘Toreador der Tugend’), Carlyle (‘pessimism as undigested lunch’: ‘Pessimis-
mus als zuriickgetretenes Mittagessen’), Rousseau (‘Return to nature in im-
puris naturalibus’: ‘Riickkehr zur Natur in impuris naturalibus’), and many
novelists (such as Schiller, Dante, V. Hugo, G. Sand, Zola).

An outright attack on Bentham, a utilitarian philosopher, is again quite nor-
mal. Nietzsche refers to the

... undefatigable and inevitable English Utilitarians ... how they walk clumsily
and respectfully in the footsteps of Bentham, up and down, down and up, as he
himself already walked in the footsteps of the revered Helvétius ... No new idea,
no finer wording or expression of a former idea, not even a real history of what
was thought in the past.4

Another passage is as explicit: ‘Bentham considers himself as legislator’
(‘Bentham fiihlt sich als Gesetzgeber’: Nachlass 1882-1884, 10, p. 289).

Nietzsche quotes economists but comments are lacking or else do not refer
to economic aspects. He seems ill at ease when dealing with economists. The
difference when discussing authors of other disciplines is manifest.

A comparison with, for example, Carlyle, the Scottish essayist, historian
and philosopher, is instructive. Here comments are abundant. Carlyle is a
literary ‘reverbator’ (‘Nachklinger’) of christianity (Kommentar zu Band I-
13, 14, p. 370), a ‘scatterhead and a bore’ (‘Wirr- und Murrkopfe’: Mor-
genrothe, 1881, 3, p. 222), ‘this great coiner without knowing or willing it’
(‘jenes grossen Falschmiinzers wider Wissen und Willen’: Ecce homo, 1888,
6, p. 300), who tried in vain ‘to make the minds of his English compatriots
romantic’ (‘die Vernunft seiner Englinder romantisch zu machen’: Morgen-
rothe, 1881, 3, p. 222).

Nietzsche denounces his ‘verbosity resulting from his pleasure in racket and
tangled perception’ (‘Geschwiétzigkeit aus innerem Wohlgefallen an Larm und
Wirrwarr der Empfindungen’: Frohliche Wissenschaft, 1882, 3, p. 451) and
his ‘frightful stupidity and intellectual rashness’ (furchtbare Dummbheit und
intellektuelle Leichtfertigkeit’: Kommentar zu Band 1-13, 14, p. 163).
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In fact, Carlyle is ‘an English atheist who takes pride in not being it’
(‘ein englischer Atheist, der seine Ehre darin sucht, es nicht zu sein’: Gotzen-
Dédmmerung, 1889, 6, p. 119, cf. Nachlass 1887-1889, 13, p. 22). What is

missing in Carlyle is
real power of the mind, . . . real depth of the inner eye, in one word . . . philosophy. 5

The reason: ‘Jean-Paul has wrecked Carlyle and turned him the worst writer
of England’ (‘Durch Jean Paul® ist Carlyle zu Grunde gerichtet und zum
schlechtesten Schriftsteller Englands geworden’: Nachlass 1875-1879, 8,
p- 588). Carlyle mixes up longing for belief and the will to truth (‘verwech-
selt — das Verlangen nach Glauben — mit dem Willen zur Wahrheit’: Nachlass
1887-1889, 13, p. 446). Of course, his work on great individuals is criticised
(ctf. Gotzen-Dimmerung, 1889, 6, p. 145, Nachlass 1885-1887, 12, p. 202; cf.
in this respect Safranski, 2000, p. 272).

2. ECONOMIC STATEMENTS

First, I shall examine the reasons why economists do not take Nietzsche
seriously. Then I shall deal with the economic principles enunciated by Niet-
zsche and finally with his opinions about European unification.

2.1. Reasons for Neglect of Nietzsche’s Economic Observation

One of the reasons for the neglect of Nietzsche’s economic considerations is
their rather disparaging stance. He certainly has no strong feelings about com-
merce. Just a few examples: ‘Commerce is essentially diabolic’ (‘Der Handel
ist, seinem Wesen nach, satanisch’: Nachlass 1887-1989, 13, p. 85).

The mercantile spirit has the important task of procuring for those people who
cannot surpass themselves an ardour that offers a wide horizon, a meaningful oc-
cupation in which to spend their days. At the same time, however, it exhausts them
so thoroughly that it levels out all individuality and protects them from mental as
from physical excesses. It creates a new type of human being who has the same
importance as the slaves in antiquity. 7

More and more we are witnessing how a social culture is developing for which
trading is as much the core as personal competition for the ancient Greeks and as
war, victory and law for the Romans. The trader succeeds in evaluating everything
without producing it ... whenever something is produced, he weighs up supply
and demand to determine the value for himself. This is what will make you people
of the next century proud: the ideas mentioned above elaborated into the minutest
details and providing the foundation of everything that people are up to and wise
to reach, at least when the prophets of the trading class are entitled to give this to
you. But I do not trust those prophets too much. 8

The mercantile class ... everywhere the law of supply and demand and judging
people and things on this basis. This is why I abhor them. 9
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The preponderance of the businessman and the middleman, also in matters
spiritual. 10

The mind of each trader is completely vitiated. ... Commerce is satanic, being an
expression of egoism. 11

The last contention has to be taken with a pinch of salt. It is one of the many
contradictions in Nietzsche’s work. Indeed, Nietzsche is one of the heralds of
‘egoism’ (see my other contribution in this publication).

Nietzsche often stresses the dangers of riches and the necessity to restrain
the pursuit of more wealth, warnings usually not to be found in textbooks on
economics. Some examples:

Only one who has intelligence should have possessions: otherwise property is a
public danger. The one who has property and cannot use the leisure hours enabled
by property will always continue to go for property. This aspiration will be his
relaxation, his stratagem in the struggle against boredom. Thus real affluence re-
sults in the final analysis from moderate possessions, which would suffice for a
spiritual human being; it is the glittering outcome of mental poverty and lack of
mental self-reliance. 12

In order for mental property to instil more confidence and to become more ethi-
cal, all roads to small property on the basis of labour must be kept open, sudden
and effortless enrichments should be opposed. Deprive private persons and private
companies of all forms of transport and of commerce that further the accumulation
of large-scale property, especially the banking business. Consider both those who
possess too much and those who own nothing as a public hazard. 13

Our age tolerates only one type of wealthy people: those who are ashamed of their
affluance. 14

Nietzsche despises ‘an appalling impatience at the fact that money is too
slow to accumulate and an appalling lust and passion for accumulated money’
(‘eine furchtbare Ungeduld dariiber, dass das Geld sich zu langsam hauft und
eine ebenso furchtbare Lust und Liebe zu gehduftem Gelde’: Morgenroithe,
1881, 3, p. 180). The reason: ‘fanaticism of the lust for power’ (‘Fanatismus
des Machtgeliistes: Ibid., 3, cf. also p. 209).

He does not trust the way prices are determined

In the competition between the workmen and the salesmen, the public has been
turned into a judge of crafts. But this public has no relevant knowledge and judges
by the outward appearance of the goods. As a consequence, the art of semblance
(and possibly even taste) will increase under the rule of ruthless competition,
whereas the quality of the product will deteriorate. So what looks nice and is inex-
pensive is preferred. On the other hand, on account of its high speed and the ease
of production the machine in its turn promotes what sells most easily: otherwise
no appreciable profit can be made. It would be used too infrequently and it would
lie idle too often. 1

A similar comment refers to wages:
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The labourer neither chooses whether he works, nor how he works. Only the aspect
of its utility, in a narrower or a broader sense, has brought about an evaluation of
labour. 16

Although he believes in the possibility of progress (Menschliches, Allzu-
menschliches, 1886, 2, p. 45), he is not its unconditional admirer: One must
not pay a too high a price for the improvement of labour conditions (‘Man
muss die Erleichterung der Arbeit nicht zu teuer kaufen’: Ibid., 2, p. 683) and
explains:

The machine is impersonal; it deprives a piece of work of its pride, of its unique

qualities and its imperfections, which are inherent to what is not machine-made,
in other words, a little bit of its humanity. 17

Elsewhere he concludes: ‘The labourer obeys the blind tyrant’ (‘Der Arbeiter
gehorcht dem blinden Despoten’: Nachlass 1875-1879, 8, p. 578). He is op-
posed to the division of labour:

Division of labour is the principle of barbarism, the dictatorship of mechanism. In
organism there are no separable parts. 18

Finally, Nietzsche combats economic optimism (cf. Nachlass 1885-1887,
12, p. 463). Of course there have been pessimists in economics, but Nietzsche
is an optimist as regards the views of Malthus, who is one of them (cf. supra).
He is, for example, a pessimist as regards economic development: ‘the grow-
ing economic expenditure by the human being and by humanity’, ‘the ever
increasing intertwining of interests and achievement (‘immer 6konomischeren
Verbrauch von Mensch und Menschheit’, ‘immer fester in einander verschlun-
genen ‘“Maschinerie” der Interessen und Leistungen’) give rise to

adjustment, levelling off, more bureaucracy, repressing of instincts, contentment

with the disparagement of the human being — a kind of stagnation in the level of
humanity. 19

That being so, an opposite movement is necessary that will produce

the synthetising, summarising, justifying human being, for whom this mechani-
sation of humanity is a condition of life, an underpinning of his higher form of
existence. 20

2.2, Basic Economic Principles

Nevertheless, Nietzsche knows the importance of basic economic princi-
ples. As a strong individualist (‘the humblest status of the “Wille zur Macht™:
‘die bescheidenste Stufe des Willens zur Macht’: Nachlass 1885-1887, 12,
p- 503), he is in favour of competition (cf. Nachlass 1882-1884, 10, p. 273). It
was the fundament of ancient Greece:

The individual that excels is put aside, for competition of forces to reappear: an
idea that is antagonistic to the “exclusiveness” of genius in the present-day sense
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of the term, but we may assume that it lies in the natural order of things: there are
always several geniuses who help each other within the obvious limits. That is the
core of the hellenistic conception of competition. It detests autocracy and fears its
hazards. It wants a second genius as a preventive against the sole genius.21

The principle implies distrust of the state (e.g. in the cultural field: cf. the
‘Nachwort’ of G. Colli to volume 1, p. 907, of the Kritische Gesamtausgabe,
ed. G. Colli and M. Montinari). Although he admits that the state ‘guarantees
protection of the weaker, who cannot defend themselves against the crimi-
nal’ (‘gewihrt Schutz dem Schwiicheren, der sich selber gegen den Ubelthiiter
nicht schiitzen kann’: Nachlass 1882-1884, 10, p. 259), Nietzsche is very
clear in this respect: ‘As little government as possible’ (‘So wenig als moglich
Staat’: Morgenrothe, 1881, 3, p. 157). He often comes back to this important
Statement:

People, whose lust for power no longer rages as blindly as that of the ancient
Greeks, no longer need that idolatry of the notion of state that kept that lust within
bounds in those days. 2

The state is a clever organisation to protect one individual from another. When its
exaltation is exaggerated, the individual is finally weakened, even annihilated and
this destroys the original purpose of the state. 23

Nietzsche foresees the gradual progress of privatisation:

Eventually — one can say this with certainty — mistrust of all governments . .. will
lead people to a completely new decision: the abolition of the notion of state,
the elimination of the antithesis between ‘private’ and ‘public’. Step by step the
private companies swallow the state enterprises: even the toughest remainder of
the time-honoured old governmental responsibilities (e.g., those activities which
are designed to protect private companies from one another) will ultimately be
assumed by private companies. 24

Hence, he is aware of the dangers of socialism and its pursuit of more state
power, especially in order to further ‘redistribution’ (cf. Menschliches, Allzu-
menschliches, 1886, 2, p. 679, Nachlass 1875-1879, 8, pp. 481-483, p. 599).
Some of his warnings:

Socialism can serve to indicate the danger of amassed government power in a
ruthless and probing manner and as such it can lead to mistrust of the state itself.
When its coarse voice joins in the cry of ‘as much government as possible’, this
cry first gets louder than ever, but soon the opposite is shouted all the louder: ‘as
little government as possible?25

The people are the most remote from socialism when it is a doctrine of change of
acquisition of property and once it has the tax screw in its hands, through the vast
majority it has in parliament it will attack bastions of capitalism, including the
stock exchange with progressive taxation and gradually create a small-business
class that can forget socialism like a disease that has been come through. 26
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How ridiculous I think socialists are with their stupid optimistic notion of ‘the
good person waiting in the wings’ if only the present ‘order’ is abolished and all
natural impulses are given free course. 2’

I dislike ... socialism, as it dreams in a very naive way of this nonsense of the
good, the true and the beautiful and of equal rights. 28

Socialism or the tyranny, thought through to the end, of the pettiest and the most
stupid people, the superficial ones, the jealous ones and the third-rate actors ... is
... on the whole a hopeless, sour business: and nothing is as comical to behold
as the contradiction between the venomous, desperate faces made by the socialists
nowadays — and of what crushed feelings their style bears evidence — and the
guileless, lamblike happiness of their hopes and desires. 29

Nietzsche considers education as a ‘system of means’ ‘to ruin the exception
in favour of the rule ... to direct taste towards rejection of the exception, in
favour of the average’ (‘um die Ausnahme zu gunsten der Regel zu ruiniren,
... um den Geschmack gegen die Ausnahme zu richten, zu gunsten der durch-
schnittlichen’: Nachlass 1887-1889, 13, p. 484). Hence his preference for a
‘condensation and a concentration of education’ (‘Verengerung und Concen-
tration der Bildung’: Nachlass 1869-1874,7, p. 298).

2.3. Europe

Nietzsche is not a chauvinist, not even a nationalist. His criticisms of
German institutions (e.g. the Hohenzollern) and his German contemporaries
are numerous. He prefers, for example, French books, but the passage con-
cerned is entitled ‘European books’ (Menschliches, Allzumenschliches, 1886,
2, p. 646). He does not like ‘nonsense of nationalities and loutishness of patri-
otism’ (‘Nationalitdten-Wahnsinn und ... Vaterlands-T6lpelei’) and not even
‘Deutschland, Deutschland tiber Alles’ (Nachlass 1885-1887, 12, p. 70).

He is an enthusiastic European. Goethe is ‘not a German phenomenon, but a
European one’ (‘kein deutsches Ereignis, sondern ein europdisches’: Gotzen-
Ddmmerung, 1889, 6, p. 151). The united states of Europe is a greater idea
than the association of the German governments into one state (Nachlass 1875-
1877, 8, p. 348). The multiplicity of languages

is the most important obstacle to seeing what is the heart of the matter — the disap-
pearance of national characteristics and the creation of the homo europeus. 30

When considering other geographical entities his comparisons rarely refer
to Germany, but relate mostly to Europe. Nietzsche is mainly interested in the
progress and future of Europe and many of his considerations refer to that
continent. Thanks to Napoleon ‘the most eminent continuator of the the Re-
naissance’ (‘der grossten Fortsetzer der Renaissance’) there was a revival of
‘a great deal of the spirit of antiquity’ (ein ganzes Stiick antiken Wesens’),
which could again
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secure control of the national movement and, in a positive way, become Napoleon’s
heir and successor ... who, as known, aspired after a unified Europe and a Europe
dominating the world. 31

In fact it is ‘the task and destiny of Europe to continue the tradition of
ancient Greece’ (‘Europa’s Aufgabe und Geschichte zu einer Fortsetzung der-
griechischen zu machen’: Menschliches, Allzumenschliches, 1886, 2, p. 311).
Europe is

Greek culture, originating from Thracian, Phoenician elements, Hellenism, the
Philhellenism of the Romans, its empire Christian, Christianity as the guardian
of elements of antiquity. From these elements science will ultimately germinate
and so will philosophy from Philhellenism. Now Europe extends as far the bounds
of scientific thought. 3

Although not blind to its disadvantages, Nietzsche recognises the merits of
democratisation.

The democratic institutions are ‘quarantine’- institutions against the old plague of
tyrannical rapacity. As such they are very useful and extremely boring. 3

Moreover, democracy in Europe conduces not only to material wellbeing,
but also to the creation of ‘Ubermenschen’ and even tyrants:

The democratisation of Europe seems to be a link in the chain of those enormous,
prophylactic measures, which are the shell of ideas typical of modern times. With
those ideas we turn our back on the Middle Ages. Now at last we have the era of
cyclopean edifices. At last the foundations are secure so that the whole future can
safely build on them. 34

While, then, Europe’s democratisation leads to the production of a type fashioned
for slavery in the most refined way, in only one, exceptional case will the strong
human being become stronger and richer than he may have been thus far. Thanks to
his unprejudiced schooling, thanks to his enormous multiplicity of training, art and
drama . .. the democratisation of Europe at the same time involuntarily promotes
the breeding of tyrants in all senses of the word, including the spiritual one. 35

Nietzsche’ s predictions are topics of the day:

The practical result of spreading democratisation will be, to begin with, a European
League of Nations, in which each nation, demarcated according to considerations
of geographical expediency, has the position of a ‘canton’ with its specific rights:
in this context the historical backgrounds of the former nations, because the feeling
of reverence for them, will gradually be eradicated through the drive for innovation
and experiment and the desire for the supremacy of the democratic principle. 36

It is as if Nietzsche already knew what would happen later in the European
Community when he continues:

The adjustments of the borders which still manifest themselves are made in such
a way as to benefit the large ‘cantons’ while at the same time serving the common
purposes; but not the remembrance of any days long past. 37
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3. CONCLUSION

It is difficult to place Nietzsche in a particular train of thought. It is evi-
dent from the passages quoted above relating to socialism and the role of the
state that he was not — like many economists of his time — a Kathedersozial-
ist (academic socialist), although some of his contentions could give another
impression: e.g., ‘now I still see the terrible gap between those willing to help
and those in need’ (‘ich sehe jetzt die schreckliche Kluft zwischen dem Hiil-
freichen und dem Hiilfebediirftigen immer vor mir’: Menschliches, Allzumen-
schliches, 1886, 2, p. 694). The socialists do not claim him as one of them:
they do not like his elitism.

A similar observation can be made with respect to the liberals. Nietzsche
should be attractive to a free-market economist, given his contempt for state
activity and his strong individualism. His satires of the herd-animal morality
are still worth rereading. Here again, the liberals fear his reputation as a cham-
pion of elitist theories.

In his lifetime Nietzsche, one of the most brillant brains of his century, was
not ‘politically correct’ and consequently often very original. However, one
cannot say that Nietzsche’s economic observations are sensational. He regards
economic activity with suspicion, to say the least. As in his entire work, oppo-
site opinions on the same subject are not rare. His views on the economic role
of the state and on socialism are mostly right, but not original. Nevertheless, he
deserves praise for his profound distrust of the economic activity of the state,
a view not largely shared until a century after his death.

Although the literate Nietzsche read many economists of his time, his
knowledge was rather superficial. He makes, for example, the classical mis-
take of a neophyte student of economics: maximising and minimising at the
same time (‘economics, which with less and less effort achieves more and
more’: ‘Okonomie, welche mit immer weniger Kraft immer mehr erreicht’:
Nachlass 1869-1874, 7, p. 535).

But, la critique est aisée. Since so many aspects of Nietzsche’s writings
have been examined, an analysis of his economic observations is quite nor-
mal. But Nietzsche himself never announced his intention of delivery of such
observations.

This does not mean that Nietzsche, ‘a laboratory of thinking’ (‘ein Labora-
torium des Denkens’: Safranski, 2000, p. 365), is of no use to the economist.
He remains the philosopher who has formulated many ideas which are the
driving forces of life of modern man: the death of God, the will to power, the
need for strenuosity and a leading elite. Moreover, his philosophy would af-
ford a better way of analysing some fields of economics (see my other paper
in this publication).
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NOTES

10.

11.

. Um mir rechte Zerstreuung zu machen, treibe ich eine Wissenschaft, zu der ich bisher fast

keine Zeit hatte und die es verdient Zeit fiir Sie ausfindig zu machen ‘Handels-Betriebslehre
und die Entwicklung des Welthandels’, nebst ‘National- und Sozialokonomie’ (Janz, 1878-
1879, p. 615).

. Rien de plus charmant, de plus exquis que I’esprit frangais des étrangers, 1’esprit de Galiani,

du prince de Ligne, de Henri Heine (Nachlass 1887-1889, 13, p. 123, cf. p. 533).

. Les philosophes ne sont pas faits pour s’aimer. Les aigles ne volent point en compagnie. Il

faut laisser cela aux perdrix, aux étourneaux ... Planer audessus et avoir des griffes, voila
le lot des grands génies (Nachlass 1887-1889, 13, p. 13).

. unermiidlichen unvermeidlichen englischen Utilitarier. .., wie sie plump und ehren-
werth in den Fusstapfen Bentham’s, daher wandeln, dahin wandeln . . . sowie er selbst schon
in den Fusstapfen des ehrenwerthen Helvétius wandelte . . . Kein neuer Gedanke, Nichts von
feinerer Wendung und Faltung eines alten Gedankens, nicht einmal eine wirkliche Histo-
rie des frither Gedachten (Jenseits von Gut und Bose, 1886, 5, p. 164, cf. also Nachlass
1884-1885, 11, p. 432, p. 500, p. 523).

. Eigentlicher Macht der Geistigkeit, ... eigentlicher Tiefe des geistigen Blicks, kurz ...

Philosophie (Jenseits von Gut und Bose, 1886, 5, p. 195).

. Nietzsche on this German romantic novelist (Johann Paul Richter): ‘To sum up, he was the

strongly smelling tare that grew by night in Goethe’s and Schiller’s tender cornfields’ (‘Im
ganzen war er das starkriechende Unkraut, welches iiber Nacht auf den zarten Fruchtfeldern
Schiller’s und Goethe’s aufschoss’) (Menschliches, Allzumenschliches, 1886, 2, p. 597).

. Der kaufminnische Geist hat die grosse Aufgabe, den Menschen, die der Erhebung un-

fahig sind, eine Leidenschaft einzupflanzen, die ihnen weite Ziele und eine verniinftige
Verwendung des Tages gibt, zugleich aber auch sie so aufbraucht, dass sie alles Individu-
elle nivellirt und vor dem Geiste wie vor eine Ausschweifung schiitzt. Er bildet eine neue
Gattung Menschen welche die Bedeutung haben wie die Sklaven im Alterthum (Nachlass
1880-1882, 9, p. 248).

. Man sieht jetzt mehrfach die Cultur einer Gesellschaft im Entstehen, fiir welche das Handel-

trei ben ebenso sehr die Seele ist, als der personliche Wettkampf es fiir die dlteren Griechen
und als Krieg, Sieg und Recht es fiir die Romer waren. Der Handeltreibende versteht Alles
zu taxiren, ohne es zu machen ... er fragt bei Allem was geschaffen wird, nach Nachfrage
und Angebot, um fiir sich den Werth einer Sache festzusetzen. Dies zum Charakter einer
ganzen Cultur gemacht, bis in’s Unbegrinzte und Feinste durchgedacht und allem Wollen
und Konnen aufgeformt: das ist es, worauf ihr Menschen des néichten Jahrhunderts stolz
sein werdet: wenn die Propheten der handeltreibenden Classe Recht haben, dieses in euren
Besitz zu geben! Aber ich habe wenig Glauben an diese Propheten (Morgenrithe, 1881, 3,
pp. 155-156).

. Die Handeltreibende Klasse ... iiberall Nachfrage und Angebot und demnach der Werth

aus Sachen und Menschen! Dies macht sie mir widerlich! (Nachlass 1880-1882, 9, p. 340).

Das Ubergewicht der Hzndler und Zwischenpersonen, auch im Geistigen (Nachlass 1885-
1887, 12, p. 434).

Der Geist jedes Handeltreibenden ist vollig vicié. ... Le commerce est satanique, parce
qu’il est une des formes de 1’égoisme (Nachlass 1887-1889, 13, p. 85).
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12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

Nur wer Geist hat, sollte Besitz haben: sonst ist der Besitz gemein gefdhrlich. Der Be-
sitzende ndmlich, der von der freien Zeit, welche der Besitz ihm gewéhren konnte, keinen
Gebrauch zu machen versteht, wird immer fortfahren nach Besitz zu streben: dieses Streben
wird seine Unterhaltung, seine Kriegslist im Kampf mit der Langenweile sein. So entsteht
zuletzt, aus méissigem Besitz, welcher dem Geistigen geniigen wiirde, der eigentliche Re-
ichtum: und zwar als gleissende Ergebnis geistiger Unselbstdndigkeit und Armuth (Men-
schliches, Allzumenschliches, 1886, 2, p. 505, cf. Nachlass 1875-1879, 8, pp. 550-551).

Damit der Besitz fiirderhin mehr Vertrauen einflosse und moralischer werde, halte man alle
Arbeitswege zum kleinen Vermdgen offen, aber verhindere die miihelose, die plotzliche
Bereicherung; man ziehe alle Zweige des Transports und Handels, welche der Anhdufung
grosser Vermdgen giinstig sind, also namentlich den Geldhandel, aus den Hénden der Pri-
vaten und Privatgesellschaften — und betrachte ebenso die Zuviel- wie die Nichts-Besitzer
als gemeingefahrliche Wesen (Ibid., 2, p. 681).

Unser Zeit vertrdgt nur eine einzige Gattung von Reichen, solche, welche sich ihres Re-
ichthums schidmen (Ibid., p. 643).

Bei der Concurrenz der Arbeit und der Verkdufer ist das Publicum zum Richter iiber das
Handwerk gemacht: das hat aber keine strenge Sachkenntnis und urtheilt nach dem Scheine
der Giite. Folglich wird die Kunst des Scheines (und vielleicht der Geschmack) unter
der Herrschaft der Concurrenz steigen, dagegen die Qualitit aller Erzeugnisse sich ver-
schlechtern miissen. . . Also: was Effect auf das Auge macht und wenig kostet, das bekommt
jetzt das Uebergewicht, -und das wird natiirlich die Maschinenarbeit sein. Hinwiederum
begiinstigt die Maschine, das heisst die Ursache der grossten Schnelligkeit und Leichtigkeit
der Herstellung, auch ihrerseits die verkduflichste Sorte: sonst ist kein erheblicher Gewinn
mit ihr zu machen; sie wiirde zu wenig gebraucht und zu oft stille stehen (/bid., 2, pp.
675-676).

Es steht nicht im Belieben des Arbeiters, ober arbeitet; auch nicht, wie er arbeitet. Nur
die Gesichtspuncte des Nutzens, engere und weitere, haben Werthschitzung der Arbeit
geschaffen (Ibid., 2, p. 681).

Die Maschine ist unpersonlich, sie entzieht dem Stiick Arbeit seinen Stolz, sein individuell
Gutes und Fehlerhaftes, was an jeder Nicht-Maschinenarbeit klebt, — also ein Bisschen
Humanitit (/bid., 2, pp. 682-683).

Arbeitstheilung ist Prinzip des Barbarenthums, Herrschaft des Mechanismus. Im Organis-
mus giebt es keine trennbaren Theile (Nachlass 1869-1874,77, p. 73).

die Anpassung, die Abflachung, das hohere Chinesenthum, die Instinkt-Bescheidenheit,
die Zufriedenheit in der Verkleinerung der Menschen — eine Art Stillstand im Niveau des
Menschen (Nachlass 1885-1887, 12, p. 462).

Erzeugung des synthetischen, des summirenden, des rechtfertigen den Menschen, fiir den
jene Machinalisierung der Menschheit eine Daseins-Vorausbedingung ist, als ein Un-
tergestell, auf dem er seine hohere Form zu sein sich erfinden kann (/bid., 12, p. 463).

Man beseitigt den iiberragenden Einzeln, damit nun wieder das Wettspiel der Krifte
erwache: ein Gedanke, der der ‘Exclusitidt’ des Genius im modernen Sinne feindlich ist,
aber vorausgesetzt, dass, in einer natiirlichen Ordnung der Dinge, es immer mehrere Ge-
nies giebt, die sich auch gegenseitig in der Grenze des Maasses halten. Das ist der Kern
der hellenischen Wettkampf-Vorstellung: sie verabscheut die Alleinherrschaft und fiirchtet
ihre Gefahren, sie begehrt, als Schutzmittel gegen das Genie — ein zweites Genie (Basler
nachgelassene Schriften 1870-1873, Homer’s Wettkampf, 11, p. 789).
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31.

32.

van Meerhaeghe

Menschen, deren Machtgeliist nicht mehr so blind wiithet, wie das jener vornehmen
Griechen, haben auch jene Abgotterei des Staats-Begriffes nicht mehr n6thig, mit welcher
damals jenes Geliist im Zaune gehalten wurde (Morgenrothe, 1881, 3, p. 174).

Der Staat ist eine kluge Veranstaltung zum Schutz der Individuen gegen einander; tibertreibt
man seine Veredelung, so wird zuletzt das Individuum durch ihn geschwicht, ja aufgelost,
— also der urspriingliche Zweck des Staates vereitelt (Ibid., 2, p. 197).

Zuletzt — man kann es mit Sicherheit aussprechen — muss das Misstrauen gegen alles
Regierende, ... die Menschen zu einem ganz neuen Entschlusse dringen: zur Abschaffung
des Staatsbegriffs, zur Aufhebung des Gegensatzes ‘privat und offentlich’. Die Privatge-
sellschaften ziehen Schritt vor Schritt die Staatsgeschifte in sich hinein: selbst der zéheste
Rest, welcher von der alten Arbeit des Regierens iibrigbleibt (jene Thitigkeit zum Beispiel
welche die Privaten gegen die Privaten sicher stellen soll), wird zu allerletzt einmal durch
Privatunternehmer besorgt werden (Menschliches, Allzumenschliches, 1886, 2, p. 305).

Der Socialismus kann dazu dienen, die Gefahr aller Anhdufungen von Staatsgewalt recht
brutal und eindringlich zu lehren und insofern vor dem Staate selbst Misstrauen einzu-
fléssen. Wenn seine raue Stimme in das Feldgeschrei ‘so viel Staat wie moglich’ einféllt,
so wird dieses zunichst dadurch ldrmender, als je: aber bald dringt auch das entgegengeset-
zte mit um so grosserer Kraft hervor: ‘so wenig Staat wie moglich’ (Ibid., 2, p. 308).

Das Volk ist vom Socialismus, als einer Lehre von der Verdnderung des Eigenthumer-
werbes, am entferntesten: und wenn es einmal die Steuerschraube in den Hinden hat,
durch die grossen Majorititen seiner Parlamente, dann wird es mit der Progressivsteuer
dem Capitalisten-, Kaufmanns- und Bérsenfiirstenthum an den Leib gehen und in der That
langsam einen Mittelstand schaffen, der den Socialismus wie eine iiberstandene Krankheit
vergessen darf (/bid., 2, p. 684).

Wie mir die Socialisten ldcherlich sind, mit ihrem albernen Optimismus vom ‘guten Men-
schen’, der hinter dem Busche wartet, wenn man nur die bisherige ‘Ordnung’ abgeschafft
hat und alle ‘natiirlichen Triebe’ losldsst (Nachlass 1884-1885, 11, p. 245).

Ich bin abgeneigt . . . dem Socialismus, weil er ganz naiv vom Heerden-Blodsinn des ‘Guten
Wahren Schonen’ und von gleichen Rechten traumt (Ibid., 11, p. 480).

Der Socialismus — als die zu Ende gedachte Tyrannei der Geringsten und Diimmsten, der
Oberflichlichen, der Neidischen und der Dreiviertels-Schauspieler — ... ist ... im Ganzen
eine hoffnungslose, siduerliche Sache: und nichts ist lustiger anzusehen als der Widerspruch
zwischen den giftigen und verzweifelten Gesichtern welche heute die Socialisten machen
— und von was fiir erbdarmlichen gequetschten Gefiihlen legt gar ihr Stil Zeunniss ab! — und
dem harmlosen Lammer-Gliick ihrer Hoffnungen und Wiinschbarkeiten (/bid., 11, p. 586).

verhindert am meisten, das zu sehen was im Grunde vor sich geht — das verschwinden des
nationalen und die Erzeugung des Europdischen Menschen (1bid., 8, p. 348).

Die nationale Bewegung Herr werden und sich im bejahenden Sinne zum Erben und fort-
setzer Napoleon’s machen ...: — der das Eine Europa wollte, wie man weiss, und dies als
Herrin der Erde (Froliche Wissenschaft, 1882, 3, p. 610).

Griechische Cultur aus thrakischen phonizischen Elementen gewachsen, Hellenismus Phil-
hellenismus der Romer, ihr Weltreich christlich, das Christenthum Tréger antiker Elemente,
von diesen Elementen gehen endlich die wissenschaftlichen Keime auf, aus dem Philhel-
lenismus wird ein Philosophenthum: so weit an die Wissenschaft geglaubt, geht jetzt Europa
(Nachlass 1875-1879, 8, p. 566).
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33. Die demokratischen Einrichtungen sind Quarantine Anstalten gegen die alte Pest tyran-
nenhafter Geliiste: als solche sehr niitzlich und sehr langweilig (Menschliches, Allzumen-
schliches, 1886, 2, p. 683).

34. Es scheint, dass die Demokratisirung Europa’s ein Glied in der Kette jener ungeheuren pro-
phylaktischen Maassregeln ist, welche der Gedanke der neuen Zeit sind und mit denen wir
uns gegen das Mittelalter abheben. Jetzt erst ist das Zeitalter der Cyclopenbauten! Endliche
Sicherheit der Fundamente, damit alle Zukunft auf ihnen ohne Gefahr bauen kann! (/bid.,
2, p. 672).

35. Wihrend also die Demokratisirung Europa’s auf die Erzeugung eines zur Sklaverei im fein-
sten Sinne vorbereiteten Typus hinausléduft; wird, im Einzel- und Ausnahmefall, der Starke
Mensch stirker und reicher gerathen miissen, als er vielleicht jemals bisher gerathen ist,
— Dank der Vorurtheilslosigkeit seiner Schulung, Dank der ungeheuren Vielfiltigkeit von
Ubung, Kunst und Maske . .. die Demokratisirung Europa’s ist zugleich eine unfreiwilige
Veranstaltung zur Ziichtung von Tyrannen, — das Wort in jedem Sinne verstanden, auch im
geistigen (Jenseits von Gut und Bose, 1886, 5, p. 183).

36. Das praktische Ergebnis dieser um sich greifenden Demokratisirung wird zunéchst ein eu-
ropdischer Volkerbund sein, in welchem jedes einzelne Volk, nach geographischen Zweck-
missigkeiten abgegrinzt, die Stellung eines Cantons und dessen Sonderrechte innehat: mit
den historischen Erinnerungen der bisherigen Volker wird dabei wenig noch gerechnet
werden, weil der pietitvolle Sinn fiir dieselben unter der neuerungssiichtigen und versuch-
sliisternen Herrschaft des demokratischen Princips allméhlig von Grund entwurzelt wird
(Menschliches, Allzumenschliches, 1886, 2, p. 684).

37. Die Correcturen der Grinzen, welche dabei sich noch zeigen, werden so ausgefiihrt, dass
sie dem Nutzen der grossen Cantone und zugleich dem des Gesammtverbandes dienen,
nicht aber dem Gedéchtnisse irgendwelcher vergrauter Vergangenheit (Ibid.).
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Abstract This paper argues that the idea of ‘creative destruction’ enters the so-
cial sciences by way of Friedrich Nietzsche. The term itself is first
used by German economist Werner Sombart, who openly acknowledges
the influence of Nietzsche on his own economic theory. The roots of
creative destruction are traced back to Indian philosophy, from where
the idea entered the German literary and philosophical tradition. Un-
derstanding the origins and evolution of this key concept in evolution-
ary economics helps clarifying the contrasts between today’s standard
mainstream economics and the Schumpeterian and evolutionary alterna-
tive.
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‘From the heart of all matter
Comes the anguished cry —
‘Wake, wake, great Siva,
Our body grows weary

Of its law-fixed path,

Give us new form.

Sing our destruction,

That we gain new life ...’

Rabindranath Tagore, Indian Poet

1. CREATIVE DESTRUCTION IN VOGUE

The 1990’s brought Joseph Alois Schumpeter (1883-1950) into the center
stage of the economic debate. The Austrian-born economist had been teach-
ing at Harvard from 1932 until his death. As the phenomena surrounding the
‘New Economy’ temporarily seemed to have cancelled the normal laws of
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economic gravity, Alan Greenspan heralded Schumpeter as the theoretician
and prophet of the events.! At the core of the phenomenon was the process
of creative destruction that had become associated with the name of Schum-
peter. This concept seemed tailor-made to describe the process by which in-
formation and communication technology destroyed previous technological
solutions and laid waste old companies in order to make room for the new.

In today’s standard economic theory, Schumpeter stands out as being highly
original. However, his great intellectual independence is generally misinter-
preted as meaning that his ideas appear on the scene only with him. This is
far from the truth (see Reinert 2002), also as it applies to the key concept of
‘creative destruction’. This idea itself is a very old one. In this paper we shall
argue that the idea of ‘creative destruction’ enters the late 19 Century Zeit-
geist through the works of Friedrich Nietzsche. Going back further in time, the
process of creation and destruction plays a central role in Hinduism, the reli-
gion which so inspired Nietzsche’s Erzieher (educator) Arthur Schopenhauer.
Nietzsche’s own ideas about creative destruction, as popularized through his
Also Sprach Zarathustra, had a profound and wide-ranging influence on gen-
erations of German-speaking artists and intellectuals (Sokel 1959). We shall
further argue that — contrary to the firm beliefs of the economics profession —
the term ‘creative destruction” was brought into economics not by Schumpeter
but by Werner Sombart (1863-1941), the economist who was probably most
influenced by Nietzsche.

Nietzsche saw it as his task to bring about the regeneration of Western cul-
ture. This he sought to achieve by attacking its decadent institutions and philo-
sophical foundations. Perceiving the impossibility of basing a modern moral
system on God, and the imminent danger of nihilism, Nietzsche sought to
set up an alternative, immanent morality of the ‘super-human’, or the Uber-
mensch, to replace the old transcendental morality. In order to create this new
morality, it was necessary for Nietzsche to destroy the old one: the new moral-
ity must quite literally stand on the ruins of the old. We shall argue that this
new morality is based on a concept of creative destruction, insofar as it de-
mands of each individual human being that it ‘write its own tablets’, thereby
destroying the ‘old tablets’. Nietzsche’s central work Zarathustra is thus at the
same time both a meditation on creative destruction, because it presents this
new ‘morality of innovation’, and a practical example of the same, insofar as
it attacks the existing morality and seeks to replace it with this new moral-
ity.

To Hegel certain people epitomize the spirit of the age they live in. He cites
Alexander the Great, Caesar and Napoleon as examples. Although he would
himself strongly have disliked the reference, Nietzsche was decidedly one of
these world-historical individuals who shaped the Zeitgeist in a decisive way,
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individuals about whom Hegel says that their ‘... own particular purpose con-
tain the substantial will of the World Spirit’ (Hegel 1953:39-40). The influence
of such individuals on their time goes beyond references and footnotes.

Schumpeter was himself somewhat of an Ubermensch, which was definitely
also an image he wished to project. In his obituary to Schumpeter, his Har-
vard colleague Gottfried Haberler indeed quotes Nietzsche’s laudatory remark
on Schopenhauer: ‘Seht ihn nur an — Niemandem war er untertan’ (Haberler
1950:344). At the age of 25 Schumpeter published a book on the methodology
of the economics profession (1908), at 29 he wrote his celebrated Theory of
Economic Development (1912) and at the age of 31 he published a history of
the economics profession (1914). Schumpeter was never a beginner. The most
popular anecdote about Schumpeter is that he is said to have remarked that
he only had three ambitions in life: to be Vienna’s best lover, Austria’s best
horseman, and the world’s best economist. With hindsight he admitted having
had some problems with the horses.

Schumpeter left no school of economics, and in spite of his encyclopedic
writing on the history of economic thought and the filiations of economic ideas
over time, he was himself very unclear as to the origins of his own ideas. He
is therefore, somewhat mistakenly, generally seen as an isolated and highly
original thinker. Although Schumpeter usually is classified as a member of
the Austrian school of economics, in many ways his views were not those
prevailing in Vienna at the time. Schumpeter did not wish to take sides in the
famous Methodenstreit between Carl Menger and Gustav Schmoller; in fact, in
his first book the 25-year-old Schumpeter solomonically attempts to settle the
dispute by suggesting, in effect, that theories at different levels of abstractions
ought to be seen as complementary rather than in conflict with each other
(Schumpeter 1908).

Technological innovation and the role of the entrepreneur had been standard
features of German economics since its inception with Gottfried von Leibniz
and Christian Wolff (Reinert & Daastgl 1997). With Nietzsche’s Ubermensch
and Zarathustra’s ‘creative destruction’, however, these ideas were brought
into focus in a wider societal context, and they acquired both new heroic di-
mensions and a new vocabulary. Indeed, the main features of Schumpeter’s
economics, both the entrepreneur, the instigator of change, and his ‘will to
power’ and creative destruction, are truly Nietzschean creatures. In the social
sciences, bestsellers like Oswald Spengler’s Untergang des Abendlandes (The
Decline of the West, 1939) — influencing the intellectual climate in the period
between the World Wars — and Ayn Rand’s Atlas Shrugged (1957) — influ-
encing the Cold War debate — reflect the Nietzschean moral value of ‘create
or decay’. In contrast to Schumpeter, Oswald Spengler specifically mentions
Nietsche’s influence on his Decline ... (Spengler 1939:xiv).
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2. CREATIVE DESTRUCTION BEFORE NIETZSCHE

2.1. Creative Destruction as a Universal Idea

The idea that the birth of something new is founded on the destruction of
previous existence is an old one. From the Egyptians, the Greek inherited the
myth of Phoenix, the bird Bennu which was a symbol for the rising sun. This
bird lived for five hundred years at a time, and at the end of that time it built
its own funeral pyre and lightened it with the beating of its wings. Bennu or
Phoenix was consumed to ashes, but out of the ashes grew a new Phoenix
which, in time, repeated the 500 year cycle. In medieval Christian writings
Phoenix was a symbol of the Resurrection of Christ, in itself a prime example
of creative destruction.

Nowhere is the concept of creative destruction more clearly outlined than in
Hinduism: here we find one of the most complex and certainly one of the rich-
est cosmological illustrations of the dynamics of creation and destruction. At
its heart are the three supreme godheads of the pantheon: Brahma the Creator,
Vishnu the Preserver and Shiva the Destroyer. Brahma creates the universe;
Vishnu protects what comes into being: his role includes rescuing mankind in
times of need; Shiva, in turn, is the destroyer of the universe, fated to destroy it
as it winds down in order to bring about its regeneration. After Shiva finishes
his work of destruction, Brahma in turn begins the creation of the universe:
thus the cycle is infinite.

In other traditions, Shiva is both the creator and the destroyer: in this ca-
pacity he is often represented as the Shiva Nataraja, the Lord of the Dance.
His dance is the dance of the universe as it endlessly moves from creation
to destruction, destruction to creation. It is in his nature to embody both, as
one is not possible without the other. The reclusive philosopher-god was also
said to reside in solitude on a mountaintop, from whence he gazed across the
world with his eagle eyes sharpened by ascetic practices. It is said that his
burning gaze once incinerated the young god of love, when the latter foolishly
disturbed Shiva’s meditations.

Echoes of these myths and their themes are easy to find in Nietzsche. Nietz-
sche himself never referred directly to the theme of creative destruction in
Hindu mythology, but we know that Indian ideas and myths, including the
myth of Shiva, were current and circulated in Nietzsche’s intellectual milieu.
Nietzsche’s older colleague and close friend at the University of Basel, the his-
torian Jacob Burckhardt discusses the regenerative role of Shiva: ‘Not without
cause do the Indians worship Shiva, the God of destruction. Filled with the joy
of destruction, wars clear the air like thunderstorms, they steel the nerves and
restore the heroic virtues, upon which states were originally founded, in place
of indolence, double-dealing and cowardice’ (Burckhardt 1979:217).
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2.2. Creative Destruction as a ‘German’ Idea: From Goethe to
Nietzsche and Sombart

‘And the cobweb, shall it be eternal?
If the maid does not destroy it, the spider itself will tear it up.’2

Goethe, Zahme Xenien VIII

Admiration for Asian ideas, particularly Chinese, were common among
German 18" Century social scientists, both the philosopher Christian Wolff
(Wolff 1750) and the economist Johann Heinrich Gottlob von Justi (Justi 1762)
wrote books exalting the virtues of Asian rulers and institutions. However, it
was Johann Gottfried Herder (1744-1803) who first brought the Indian myths
of creative destructions into German philosophy. Herder’s very positive atti-
tude towards Indian civilization and form of government appears in the context
of a four-volume Philosophy of History of Human History (Ideen zur Philoso-
phie der Geschichte der Menschheit) (Herder 1790-92). Among Herder’s pub-
lications we also find a book on what we could call ‘science policy’, with the
title On the Influence of Government on the Sciences and Sciences on the Gov-
ernment (Herder 1781). His very sympathetic treatment of India (Herder 1790-
92:111 41-64) contrasts sharply with his negative views on what he calls oriental
despotism (Despotismus des Orients) (1781:17). Herder’s negative judgment
also extends to the hierarchical forms of government of the Hebrews and the
Egyptians (1790-92:Vol. III). Also the Roman Empire failed to satisfy Herder’s
standards for freedom and human rights (Kantzenbach 1970:103).

The man who brought Herder to the court of Archduke Carl August in
Weimar was Johann Wolfgang von Goethe (1749-1832), and also in Goethe we
find clear references to the need for destruction in order to create. Nietzsche’s
early interest in Indian philosophy is documented by Figl, who records his
wish for a book on ancient Indian mythology for his 17 birthday (Figl 1991:
52). If we are to explore intellectual filiations, in Schumpeter’s tradition, the
cosmology of Indian religions also reaches Nietzsche through his ‘educator’
Arthur Schopenhauer (1788-1860) by way of the orientalist Friedrich Majer
(1772-1818), himself a disciple of Herder.

In the following poem, Goethe powerfully relates the pain of creation, al-
ready on Day One of existence: the pain of overcoming what Nietzsche later
would call the vis inertiae, the powers of inertia and status quo:

‘As the world, deep down

lay at God’s eternal breast,

He arranged for the first hour

With sublime joy of creation (Schopfungslust),
And he spoke the word: let there be light!
Then a cry of pain sounded,
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As reality with all its power
broke into being.’ 3

Goethe, Divan, Buch Suleika

The key role of Schopfungskraft — of the power to create — is reflected in Ger-
man economics of the time, where the productive powers were seen as being
the key to national wealth. Friedrich List (1789-1846), whose early works were
written when Goethe was still alive, is a key example here. In 19" Century US
economics, the term ‘productive powers’ is equally frequent. We have argued
that during the 19" Century the term ‘increasing productive powers’ played
a role similar to that of ‘increasing competitiveness’ in today’s discourse: a
way of increasing national wealth (Reinert 1995). The emphasis in German
economics on what Werner Sombart calls ‘das Werdende, das ewig wirkt und
lebt’ (Sombart 1930:299) (‘the becoming, which forever is active and lives’)
stands in sharp contrast with the English barter-based theories of the time, a
fact frequently emphasized by German economists.

A necessary corollary to Schopfungskraft (the power to create) is the term
Goethe here uses about God’s creation: Schopfungslust (the desire and joy of
creation). The power to create is intimately tied to joy of the process of cre-
ation. This reflects the Renaissance idea that Man is created in the image of
God, and it is therefore his pleasurable duty to invent (Reinert and Daastgl
1997). In the 20" Century, this same idea was to be reflected in Schum-
peter’s entrepreneur as a ‘routine breaker’ who innovates, motivated not only
by profit, but also by an inner urge that this is what he or she has to do. But, as
in Goethe’s poem, this act is painful: As God said ‘let there be’, a ‘cry of pain’
— of what must have been the original Weltschmerz — was heard as the world
was created.

Another typical trait of Goethe and German philosophy at the time is the
holistic emphasis, the role of die Ganzheit, of the totality. Again Werner Som-
bart is the economist who constructs the bridges which carry these ideas into
the economics profession. The key work here is Sombart’s Die Drei Nation-
alékonomien® (‘The Three Types of Economics’) (Sombart 1930), his main
methodological work. In this book the many entries on Ganzheit are interwo-
ven with references to Goethe and Nietzsche. In fact the Swedish economist
Sven Helander, who worked and published in Germany between the two wars,
refers to German economics as ‘Faustian economics’. This carries over to the
emphasis by German economists on their science extending to and including
whatever is relevant for the working of the economy. The last chapter, chapter
seven, of Schumpeter’s Theorie der wirtschaftlichen Entwicklung was entitled
‘The Economy as a whole’. Characteristically, Schumpeter left this chapter
out of the second 1926 edition of the book, as he was developing an economic
theory that was more compatible with the rising Anglo-Saxon and neoclassical
tide (see Industry & Innovation, No. 1-2, 2002 for discussions).
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Qualitative understanding — Verstehen® — of the totality requires the
understanding of structural connection (Strukturzusammenhdnge) of the
whole economy. In his book on economic methodology, Die Drei Nation-
alokonomien, Sombart quotes from Goethe’s Faust:

‘I acknowledge, what in the innermost
Keeps the world together,

Behold all will to power and seeds

And do no longer poke around in words. 6

(Sombart 1930:106)

On the same page Sombart, using a quote from Faust, refers to Man’s cre-
ation in the image of God, his Gottihnlichkeit, and the risk that Man may fear
his own godlike qualities. Here Sombart uses the above quote from Goethe to
express the core Renaissance insight of Man’s pleasurable duty to invent as
originating in his Gottdhnlichkeit. Noble (1997) provides a fascinating discus-
sion on this same subject — on Man’s Gottihnlichkeit — as it relates to modern
inventions and innovation.

In Die Drei Nationalokonomien, the heredity of German economics from
the Renaissance via Goethe and Faust is neatly drawn in a few sentences on
page 106. Goethe’s Willenskraft as main moving force is closely related to
Nietzsche’s Geist- und Willenskapital, Man’s wit and will, which is the most
conspicuously absent factor of production in today’s mainstream economics.
It may indeed be argued that Sombart’s Drei Nationalokonomien indeed has
Zarathustra-like qualities; a somewhat rambling discourse around the essence
of the creative nature of Man, filled with references to philosophers Greek and
German.

2.3. Creative Destruction, Cyclicality, and German Economics
‘...denn im irdischen Kreise ist denn doch alles wiederkehrend.’

Goethe, letter to August von Goethe, 3.6.1808.

The vision of creative destruction leads to a particular view of history. Just
as with the bird Phoenix and its 500-year cycles, creative destruction leads
to cyclical rather than linear patterns of history: an example is Schumpeter’s
‘clustering of innovations’ as the basic cause of business cycles. Early theories
of human history tended to consist of such cycles, as those of the influential
Arab historian Ibn-Khaldun (1332-1406). Warrior tribes conquer a city, flour-
ish and decay, only to lose the city to a new tribe. We find a similar historical
view in Niccolo Machiavelli (1469-1527). Only with Jean Bodin (1520-1596),
one of the path-breakers of the Renaissance, comes the idea that historical cy-
cles may have a cumulative and upward trend: the idea of progress (Reinert
2000).
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Giovanni Battista Vico (1668-1744), an important philosopher of history,
also emphasized the cyclical nature of history (Vico 1744/1984). The idea of
‘creation as pain’ as we quoted from Goethe, is also found in Vico. With him
we also find other ‘German’ themes, as the Nietzschean need for Mankind
to plunge himself into Man’s original ignorance ‘between angels and beasts’
(Lilla 1993:16) in order to understand.

The birth of classical economics, also with the young Adam Smith, is tied
to such cycles, to the notion of ‘stages of development’ (Wirtschaftsstufen)
(Reinert 2000). In English economics, both history generally and the technical
change that demolished the previous stages of history disappeared with Ri-
cardo and his followers. In German economics, the role of stages in economic
development continued to be an important feature of the historical schools.
Inspired by the framework in Schumpeter (1939), today the idea of creative
destruction lies at the heart of the cyclical theories of economic life associated
with Carlota Perez (Perez 2002 & 2004) and Christopher Freeman (Freeman
& Louca 2001). Here history as progress as first seen by Bodin and his con-
temporaries is combined with the cyclicality of history that is associated with
creative destruction.

A cyclical economic theory based on creative destruction is found in Vil-
fredo Pareto’s idea of "circulation of elites’ (Pareto 1916/1935).7 In fiction we
find the same idea with Thomas Mann, who was an author considerably influ-
enced by Nietzsche. In Mann’s first important novel, Buddenbrooks (1901), we
find the same circulation of elites that Pareto would later use on an aggregate
level: the first generation entrepreneur makes the money, the second genera-
tion vacillates between entrepreneurship and rentier, and the third generation,
only rentier. In the English edition of Schumpeter’s Theory of Economic De-
velopment, published almost 20 years after the first German one, Schumpeter
has made this view into one of his metaphors on capitalism: ‘In fact, the upper
strata of (a capitalist) society are like hotels which are indeed always full of
people, but people who are forever changing’ (Schumpeter 1934:156)8.

3. NIETZSCHE AND CREATIVE DESTRUCTION

Clearly, it is impossible to do justice to the vast complexity of Nietzsche’s
thinking on the subject of creative destruction in a brief paper. What we will
try to do is chart out a rough, introductory topology of some of Nietzsche’s
principal ideas on the subject, so as to better understand how he may have
influenced subsequent writers: in this case, Sombart and Schumpeter.

There is no doubt that creation and creativity, artistic or otherwise, were
among the principal themes that occupied Nietzsche throughout his life: from
his early essays on Greek art and The Birth of Tragedy, to his prolific writings
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on Wagner and his art, to the mystical experiences with music that he experi-
enced prior to his nervous breakdown in Italy. Nietzsche’s specific interest in
the relationship between creation and destruction underpinned his ‘genealog-
ical’ enquiry into the history of moral concepts (Nietzsche 1994), as well as
many of his general ideas concerning history, morality, society and evolution.

This particular discussion centers on Thus spoke Zarathustra, written in
1883-1885, because this text is probably the closest Nietzsche himself ever
got to outlining a positive alternative to what he saw as the moribund system
of Christian morality. Tragedies of interpretation® such as the insertion of the
Ubermensch into the racial ideologies of the Nazis have obscured the original
context and meaning of the term, turning the Ubermensch into a symbol of
racial supremacy, eugenics and violence. This illicit'® appropriation of the
Ubermensch makes it doubly important for us to understand at least part of the
fabric of ideas to which the Ubermensch originally belonged.

For simplicity and the sake of argument, we have organized our discussion
around a series of key ideas extracted from the texts which, when put together,
form the rough outline of a ‘cosmology’ of creation and destruction.

These ‘principles’, or central ideas, are:

Creation and Destruction

The Opposite of Creation and Destruction is Stagnation
The Will to Power

Life is that which Constantly Overcomes Itself

Warfare is a Form of Therapy

M s

1%t Principle: Creation and Destruction

‘Whoever must be a creator always annihilates’

(Nietzsche 1968a:59) 1!

Creation and destruction are inseparable to Zarathustra; the creator must al-
ways destroy. Thus it is axiomatic that new creation is always preceded by the
destruction of old, existing forms. ‘The man who breaks ... tables of values,
the breaker, the lawbreaker; ... he is the creator’ (Nietzsche 1968a:23). 1210
more general terms, the affirmation of one thing always implies the denial,
even the destruction, of something else. As Nietzsche states elsewhere: ‘affir-
mation requires denial and annihilation’.'3 Zarathustra phrases this principle
in specifically moral terms, but also indicates that it has a more general, ‘cos-
mological’ validity; the idea is also frequently echoed elsewhere in Nietzsche’s
work (i.e. Nietzsche 1994).

One of the key moral ideas in Zarathustra is that the ‘self’ is (or can be)
self-created: as a proto-existentialist, Zarathustra demands of his disciple that
he take responsibility for who he is, for creating himself and his own laws.
The obvious implication of this idea, considering it in the light of the above
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relationship between creation and destruction, is that the old ‘self’ must be
destroyed in order to make way for the new ‘self’: ‘You must wish to consume
yourself in your own flame: how could you wish to become new unless you had
first become ashes!” (Nietzsche 1968a:64).14

A particularly important illustration of this doctrine of ‘ego death’ is the
allegory of the Three Transformations of the Spirit, the first of Zarathustra’s
discourses. The allegory tells of how the noble spirit, through a series of trans-
formations, comes to realise itself by becoming first a camel, then a lion, then
a child. The first stage is that the camel wanders into the desert, carrying
the heaviest burden of moral laws. In the desert the camel transforms into a
lion and the moral laws it carries are transformed into a ‘great dragon’. The
lion defeats the dragon to make way for the child; the lion’s role is the ‘cre-
ation of freedom for oneself for new creation’.'> With the dragon out of the
way, the lion is free to transform into the creative child, who is a ‘new begin-
ning, a game, a self-propelled wheel, first movement, a sacred yes’ (Nietzsche
1968a:27).

Creation is thus inseparable from destruction. This relationship exists only
in one direction and does not function when reversed. Denial does not imply
affirmation, destruction itself does not lead to creation; this to Nietzsche is
the case of the anarchist or the nihilist. Following the allegory of the Three
Transformations, these two qualities or processes — creation and destruction
— are personified in the recurrent textual figure of Der Edle, the ‘noble man’
who embodies Zarathustra’s moral and spiritual ideals. The ‘noble man’ is
Nietzsche’s ‘utopian’ reply to what he perceives as the decadent spirit of the
times; in his nobility and power he embodies Nietzsche’s hopes for the future
of humanity.

The ‘noble man’ possesses numerous attributes: he is generally physically
healthy, self-aware, generous, un-resentful, ‘innocent’ and prone to laughter,
both cruel and kind. His most important and defining attribute however, the
one that marks him off as Zarathustra’s hope for the future, is his capac-
ity for extremes: for good and evil, worship and contempt, love and hatred,
lust and revulsion, creation and destruction: ‘“The great despisers are the great
venerators’, 10

To Zarathustra, the ‘noble man’ is primarily a creator: ‘The noble man wants
to create something new and a new virtue’ (Nietzsche 1968a:44). 17 Creation
demands destruction, and it is here that the capacity for extremes is at its most
important: in the noble man the capacity for creation is mirrored by an equiv-
alent potential for destruction. Driven as he is, he will never stoop to indif-
ference: the risk is that if he cannot create he will turn to nihilism, destroying
without creating: ‘But this is not the danger of the noble man, that he might be-
come of the good, but a churl, a mocker, a destroyer’ (Nietzsche 1968a:44). 18
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An inner necessity drives the ‘noble man’ to create, but his most important
creation is himself. To create himself he must destroy his old self, and since he
must constantly create, he is in some sense never more than a stage: his present
self will be the ashes on which his future self is built. The promise of the ‘noble
man’ is that at some point in his chain of self-overcoming he will transcend
the human and achieve the Ubermensch, the ‘super-human’ or ‘above-human’.
The ‘noble man’ is therefore the prelude to the ‘super-human’.

This driving necessity is the measure both of his nobility and his power.
The ‘noble man’ is powerful, not necessarily in the physical sense but morally
and spiritually, and the nature of this power is such that the more powerful he
is, the more powerfully he is compelled to seek growth and grow even more
powerful. This inner compulsion is his ‘will to power’.

‘And whoever must be a creator in good and evil, verily, he must first be
an annihilator and break values. Thus the highest evil belongs to the highest
goodness: but this is creative’ (Nietzsche 1968a:114). 19

2"d principle: The Opposite of Creation and Destruction is Stagnation

If creation and destruction are interlinked and embodied in the figure of the
‘noble’, they are in turn opposed by another principle, embodied throughout
Nietzsche’s writings in the figures of priests, ascetics, ‘despisers of the body’
and the numerous other ‘unhealthy’ examples of the human type we could dub
the ‘preserver type’. The main example of the ‘preserver type’ in Zarathustra
is the human type he describes as ‘the good and the just’. These characters
are fundamentally pathological profiles and personify the idea of preservation,
stagnation, paralysis and decline. Sick, pale, unhealthy and weak, they are
unable to overcome the vis inertiae, the forces of status quo. They also tend
to congregate and cluster. It is significant that Zarathustra consistently refers
to the ‘good and the just’ in the plural and the ‘noble man’ in the singular.
The tension between the two types thus also embodies the tension between the
individual and the collective, a very important point to the hermit Zarathustra.

Unable to create, ‘the good and the just’ fervently cling to the existing and
resist change. ‘The good want the old, and that the old be preserved’ (Nietz-
sche 1968a:44).20 This attitude leads them into paralysis, stagnation, decline
and ultimately spiritual, even physical death. Their path thus leads to nihilism:

‘The creative self created respect and contempt; it created pleasure and pain. The
creative body created the spirit as a hand for its will.

Even in your folly and contempt, you despisers of the body, you serve your self. I
say unto you: your self itself wants to die and turns away from life. It is no longer
capable of what it would do above all else: to create beyond itself. That is what it
would do above all else, that is its fervent wish.

But now it is too late for this: so your self wants to go under, O despisers of the
body. Your self wants to go under, and that is why you have become despisers
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of the body! For you are no longer able to create beyond yourself.” (Nietzsche
1968a:35)%!

Their will to preserve is to Zarathustra both the function of a stunted and
unhealthy life-force and a moral failure. In the sense that they are thwarting the
unfolding of the life process and the promise of the Ubermensch, the preserver
types are both objects of pity and contempt, agents and victims of nihilism.

As we have seen so far, Nietzsche’s human typologies are orientated around
the question of health, and the healthy ‘human animal’. Physical health is
Nietzsche’s main metaphor for cultural, intellectual and spiritual phenomena.
Health is a moral, spiritual and intellectual quality as much as a physical
one, and the spiritually unhealthy ‘preserver type’, represented in Zarathus-
tra mainly by ‘the good and the just’, is merely the prelude to the worst of all
human specimens, the ‘most despicable man’, the embodiment of decline: the
‘Letzte Mensch’ (the Last Man), or the dull post-human remains that litter the
earth at the end of time. “What is love? What is creation? What is desire? What
is a star?’ thus asks the last man, and he blinks’ (Nietzsche 1968a:17).%% This
quasi-human is Nietzsche’s bleak projection of the decadent human animal of
modernity, the ultimate outcome of the historical process whereby humanity
condemns itself to stagnation and decline by embracing the comfortable medi-
ocrity of the existing. The last man personifies the final extinction of human
will and creativity.

Differences in health as well as in ability and drive to create thus poise the
‘noble man’ against ‘the good and the just’. The tension between the two re-
flects the tension between the ‘last man’, the dead end of human history, and
the Ubermensch, the promise of a heroic future. If the ‘noble man’ threads the
path to the Ubermensch, compelled by the inner necessity constantly to over-
come himself and eventually even his own humanity, ‘the good and the just’
thread the path towards the ‘last man’, bent on resisting the need for change.
The two future types represent the two possible outcomes of the human life
process as it either declines, in the former case, or ascends, in the latter. The
force that governs this process, and which thus determines the future of hu-
manity, is the ‘will to power’.

374 Principle: The Will to Power

In Nietzschean terms, the difference between these two types — the letzte
Mensch and the Ubermensch — must be understood in terms of their relative
‘will to power’. Elaborating this difference requires us to examine, at least in
passing, some of the elements that make up Nietzsche’s notion of the ‘will to
power’.

The will to power is one of Nietzsche’s most complex and contradictory
concepts, easily subject to simplification or misrepresentation. It is often rep-
resented as a crude form of social Darwinism, a doctrine of ‘survival of the
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fittest’ that glories in power over other human beings and ruthless physical
supremacy. It is primarily this interpretation, aided by simple assumptions
about ‘power’ and the enthusiastic crudity of Nietzsche’s sister’s posthumous
exegesis, that led Nietzsche to be incorporated into Nazi ideology (Peters
1977).

Against this reductive reading, we shall here mobilize a number of state-
ments made by Nietzsche-Zarathustra that support a more complex, ambiva-
lent interpretation, and suggest links between the doctrine of the ‘will to
power’ and notions such as creativity and generosity.

Creativity, to Zarathustra, is a function of the will to power: The will is a
creator (Nietzsche 1968a:141).23 The will to something is the will to bring
something into being: “To will liberates, for to will is to create: thus I teach.
And you shall learn solely in order to create.” (Nietzsche 1968a:206).2* Life
and the will to power are dynamic forces that seek constantly to create, and
— as in the German economics tradition — there is an imperative to learn. The
acquisition of knowledge must be a means to future creation.

The will to power is subject to decline; when it does decline, the conse-
quence is degeneration. When the will to power is too weak, it is unable to
expand beyond itself and there is stagnation; the ‘tide’ turns back and there
is stagnation, physical and spiritual decadence and ultimately nihilism, which
Nietzsche dubs the ‘symptom of a terminally exhausted soul’ >> Nietzsche ded-
icated one of the chapters of his On the Genealogy of Morality to an analysis
of the ascetic impulse as a nihilistic expression of the will to power as it turned
on itself (Nietzsche 1994).

One of the consequences of decadence is the atrophy of the ‘gift-giving
spirit’:

‘Tell me my brothers: what do we consider bad and worst of all? Is it not degen-
eration? And it is degeneration that we always infer where the gift-giving soul is

lacking. Upward goes our way, from genus to over-genus. But we shudder at the
degenerate sense which says, ‘everything for me’.” (Nietzsche 1968&1:75)26

Thus when life is abundant and the will to power in growth, these are expressed
as generosity. Selfish greed is the product of the decline or distortion of the will
to power.

The will to power can thus not be reduced to the mere will to dominion
over others: primarily the will to power is not a social concept but a measure
of health, in the broader sense described above.?’ As Nietzsche describes this,
the ‘health’ of the organism finds expression in generosity, ‘nobility’ and the
drive to create ‘beyond oneself’. Amongst other creative processes, the will
to power drives the creation (and re-creation) of the self. From this, and from
the discussion in the above paragraphs, self-overcoming emerges as perhaps
the most important creative expression of the will to power. The will to power
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is therefore the driving force behind all processes of change, progress and
evolution, both in the individual, in the species, and in society.

4t Principle: Life is that which Constantly Overcomes Itself

This mechanism of the will to power governs both the individual and the
species and, in a broader sense, all life processes: ‘And life itself confided this
secret to me: ‘Behold’, it said. ‘I am that which must always overcome itself’’
(Nietzsche 1968a:115).%8

As we have seen the ‘choice’ lies between creation-destruction and preser-
vation. One leads to greater heights, the other to decline. Even life itself is
subject to this ‘law’, forced either to overcome itself or remain as it is, in slow
decline. The ‘choice’ between growth and decline is essentially the same as the
choice between the ‘noble’ and the ‘the good and the just’: both are aspects of
the same underlying processes of the will to power.

Biological evolution is creative destruction put into practice. Life over-
comes itself and creates new, higher forms for itself, passing through stages
of biological evolution: man is in one sense only the ‘over-ape’, or the self-
overcoming of the ape.

‘All beings so far have created something beyond themselves; and do you want to
be the ebb of this great flood and even go back to the beasts rather than overcome
man? What is the ape to man? A laughingstock or a painful embarrassment. And
man shall be just that for the overman: a laughingstock or a painful embarrass-
ment.” (Nietzsche 1968a:12)29

The human form is merely a stage, a transient animal that must either
rise beyond itself or decline. To Zarathustra Man’s implicit promise of self-
transcendence and future greatness comes very close to being his essence:
‘O my brothers, what I can love in man is that he is an overture and a go-
ing under.” (Nietzsche 1968a:287)3°

This broadly defined transcendence of the human can and must also be
moral: “Man must become better and more evil’ — thus I teach’ (Nietzsche
19682:288).3! Because the noble man and his indomitable will to power carry
the promise of the Ubermensch, and because nobility is measured by the ca-
pacity for extremes and the drive to create, ‘goodness’, which is the opposite of
‘nobility’, cannot be a measure of moral worth. The good must in fact be ‘de-
stroyed’, because through their moral complacency and resistance to change
they block the very mechanism whereby human life reaches beyond itself:

‘O my brothers, who represents the greatest danger for all of man’s future? Is it not
the good and the just? Inasmuch as they say and feel in their hearts, ‘We already
know what is good and just, and we have it too; woe unto those who still seek
here!” And whatever harm the evil may do, the harm done by the good is the most
harmful harm. .. The good must crucify him who invents his own virtue. That is
the truth!... The creator they hate the most: he breaks tablets and old values. He
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is a breaker, they call him lawbreaker. for the good are unable to create; they are
always the beginning of the end. ..’ (Nietzsche 1968a:212-213)32

‘The good and the just’ are the greatest danger to Man’s future, because they
promise only the steady, mild, pleasant decline into spiritual paralysis, animal
comfort and mediocrity of the ‘last man’.

This is the sense of Zarathustra’s plea: ‘Break, break the good and the
just! O my brothers, have you really understood this word?’ (Nietzsche
1968a:213).33 His greatest fear for the future is that humanity, under the in-
fluence of the complacent and ‘the good and the just’, should become a dead
end, rather than a stepping stone to a better future. To prevent this, Zarathustra
(and Nietzsche) threw themselves into battle: ‘Man is something that must be
overcome’ (Nietzsche 1968a:37).34

5% Principle: Warfare is a Form of Therapy

Zarathustra is animated by a spirit of battle:

‘Your enemy you shall seek, your war you shall wage — for your thoughts. And if
your thoughts be vanquished, then your honesty should still find cause for triumph
in that. You should love peace as a means to new wars — and the short peace more
than the long.” (Nietzsche 1968a:47)35

It is in the light of this ‘dialectic’ philosophy of ideas that Nietzsche can
claim that to him, ‘attacking is proof of good will.” 3¢ Life thrives on change,
challenge and extremes; continuity leads to stagnation and decline. Challenge
and hardship make it possible to grow stronger: ‘What does not kill me makes
me stronger’ (Nietzsche 1968b:23).37 Weak ideas must be pruned.

Nietzsche perceived the Western world to be in the throes of nihilism and
decadence: his project was to identify the causes of this and bring about the
necessary regeneration. Zarathustra’s teaching, intended as a cure for this de-
generation, was a ‘tonic’, a doctrinal remedy to the comfort of modernity and
the life-denying morality of obedience and subjugation that to him were ob-
stacles to the higher man. Nietzsche was no mere ‘amoralist’ or ‘immoralist’;
rather he conceived of himself as a sort of ‘dialectic therapist’ of morality
and culture: his cure was the ‘highest fight’. The renewal and regeneration of
culture was to be forged and achieved through a sort of cultural shock therapy:

‘For earthquakes bury many wells and leave many languishing, but they also bring
to light inner powers and secrets. Earthquakes reveal new wells. In earthquakes
that strike ancient peoples, new wells break open.” (Nietzsche 1968a:21 l)38

Christianity, because of its origins in the slave revolt, preached a metaphysic
and a morality of submission, self-denial and subjugation, but at the heart of
the structure of Christianity lay the dead body of God. Nietzsche’s critique
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aimed to clear away the fragmentary remnants of the Christian system, de-
stroying them3° to make way for a new morality that replaced the transcendent
with the immanent, Heaven with earth, God with Man:

‘Let your spirit and your virtue serve the sense of the earth, my brothers; and let
the value of all things be posited newly by you. For that shall you be fighters! For
that shall you be creators!’ (Nietzsche 196821:77)40

The obedient Christian man, ‘the good and the just’, and the morality that
he slavishly obeyed had to be destroyed in order to make way for the possible
future ‘higher’ man: ‘Dead are all gods: now we want the overman to live’
(Nietzsche 1968a:79).4! This was the promise of the Ubermensch, the ‘man
of the future’:

‘This man of the future, who will redeem us both from the reigning ideal and from
that which was bound to grow out of it, from the great nausea, from the will to noth-
ingness, from nihilism; this bell-stroke of noon and of the great decision, which
again liberates the will and restores to the earth its goal and to man his hope; this
Antichrist and antinihilist, this conqueror of God and of nothingness — he must
come one day.’ 42

Nietzsche’s attacks against morality, culture, the German nation and institu-
tions were in a very real sense attempts at creative destruction: not a negation
so much as an affirmation of what could be or become instead; Ubermensch
rather than God, Europe rather than Germany, effort rather than complacency,
genius rather than mediocrity:

‘Whether we immoralists do virtue any harm? — As little as anarchists do princes.
Only since they have been shot at do they again sit firmly on their thrones. Moral:
one must shoot at morals.” (Nietzsche 1968b:26)

Morality must be shot at: partly because challenge and opposition foster
strength, partly because only through destruction can the new be brought into
being. According to Nietzsche’s own logic, the affirmation of one thing re-
quired the negation of another. His problem, however, was that he was gen-
erally far more eloquent, versatile and persuasive as a critic than he ever
was as an architect. Destruction eclipsed creation: directions for change were
drowned out by the sound of cannons.

Summary and Concluding Remarks about the Principles
We have seen so far that:

e Zarathustra’s perspective on creative destruction can be meaningfully de-
scribed as a tension between the three concepts of creation, destruction
and preservation.

e These three terms are represented principally in the relationship between
the two figures of the ‘noble’, who embodies creation and destruction,
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and ‘the good and the just’, who embody preservation, stagnation and
decline.

e The difference between these two figures can be explained as a relative
difference in the ‘will to power’: whereas the ‘noble’ is driven to create
by his will to power, ‘the good and the just’ lack the ability to create, and
consequently have a vested interest in maintaining the existing order.

e The idea of ‘power’ that underpins the doctrine of the ‘will to power’ is
neither simple nor immediately evident; rather it is a complex ‘metaphys-
ical’ concept constituted of distinct elements; in abundance, this power
expresses itself as creativity and generosity.

e Because the nature of the will to power is that it is either in the ascendant
or in decline, life must constantly overcome itself; the ‘noble man’, in
overcoming himself, abides by this and consequently comes to represent
the future hope of mankind overcoming itself.

e This purpose is aided by challenge and battle, but not necessarily in the
simple physical sense. Nietzsche’s ‘higher’ war is fought for symbols,
values and ideals; the therapeutic function of his entire cultural enterprise
is dependent on his general philosophy of creation and destruction.

‘Like the sun, Zarathustra too wants to go under; now he sits there and waits, sur-
rounded by broken old tablets and new tablets half covered with writing.” (Nietz-
sche 1968a:198)43

Nietzsche’s project was never completed: perhaps it was by definition im-
possible to complete. Nevertheless we are left with the task of digesting his
tablets, ‘half-covered with writing’, and his dwarfing legacy, both in the form
of his writings and in the enormous body of texts that constitute the history of
his intellectual reception.

To conclude this section, we might quote Williams:

‘I agree with a remark made by Michel Foucault in a late interview, that there is
no single Nietzscheanism, and that the right question to ask is ‘what serious use
can Nietzsche be put to?’’ (Williams, in Schacht 1994:238)

Among the many uses to which Nietzsche has been put in the century since
his death, some have indeed been very, very serious; others, however, have
been playful or artistic: the ghost of Zarathustra dances equally through the
arts, the sciences, the poetry and the war rhetoric of the 20" Century, from
America to Japan, from Expressionism to post-structuralism.

For many reasons, this influence is sometimes disguised. In many circles,
Nietzsche still carries the stigma of Nazism, of irrationalism, Blut und Bo-
den mysticism and Superman eugenics. His influence is therefore often sub-
terranean, particularly in discourses and disciplines that reject the values for
which he is taken to stand. Keeping these things in mind, the question we lead
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into the next section with is this: is economics really as unfazed by Nietzsche
as it generally claims to be?

4. NIETZSCHE IN ECONOMICS: FROM SOMBART
TO SCHUMPETER

‘Creative destruction’ has almost become the trademark of Joseph Schum-
peter. However, the first use of the term ‘creative destruction’ in economics
must be attributed to Werner Sombart: Here on the century-long shortage of
wood in Europe through the mass destruction of forests; the destruction of the
forests created the very foundation for 19" Century capitalism:

‘Again, however, from destruction a new spirit of creation arises; the scarcity of
wood and the needs of everyday life . .. forced the discovery or invention of substi-
tutes for wood, forced the use of coal for heating, forced the invention of coke for
the production of iron. That these events, however, made possible the enormous de-
velopment of capitalism in the 1 gth Century, is beyond doubt for any well-informed
person. Thus even here, in this decisive point, the invisible threads of commercial
and military interests appear closely intertwined’. (Sombart 1913:207) 44

Werner Sombart (1863-1941) was the leading economist of the Younger
German Historical School of economics (Backhaus 1996). During Schum-
peter’s most creative and, at the same time, formative period, Sombart held a
dominating position in German-speaking economics. Sombart’s path-breaking
work on modern capitalism, Der moderne Kapitalismus (Sombart: First edi-
tion in two volumes in 1902, a later editions in four volumes in 1919, last
edition in six volumes in 1927) was translated into French, Spanish and Ital-
ian, but no English translation has yet been published.

However, during the period after World War II, Sombart and all pre-war II
German economics went into an eclipse. Part of the explanation for this was
the rise of mathematization of the profession, which was very much against
the German tradition. Another part of the explanation was that to a surprising
degree what was a healthy scientific baby was poured out with what was per-
ceived as the post-nazi bath-water. The German tradition in economics there-
fore came to be represented solely by Marx and Schumpeter, a feature which
made these two economists seem much more unique than they in effect are
when seen in their own historical context. As we have already mentioned,
Schumpeter himself assisted in this process, also by systematically neglecting
the philosophical foundations of German economics in his History of Eco-
nomic Analysis (Reinert 2002).

Schumpeter’s originality in the Anglo-Saxon environment was then to a
large extent also a product of the ignorance, outside Germany, of the traditions
on which he built. Part of what Schumpeter did was to filter Sombart’s work
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and the economic debate in Germany between the world wars to the Anglo-
Saxon world. Most Schumpeterians, especially non-Germans, would probably
be surprised by a German book that describes Schumpeter’s 1942 book Capi-
talism, Socialism and Democracy — the work that made him accessible to the
layman — as essentially a reworking of a German debate which had taken place
decades earlier, where, as the author carefully points out, Schumpeter neither
refers to the debate itself, nor to its protagonist Werner Sombart.

‘Without referring to Sombart or to the general literature of the twenties and thir-
ties, (in ‘Capitalism Socialism and Democracy’) Schumpeter in essence presented
only what had already been written and said decades earlier in the German dis-
cussion about ‘the future of capitalism.”’ (Appel 1992:260) 45

Of Schumpeter’s biographers, only Shionoya (1997) and Swedberg (1991)
mention Nietzsche, and both do so in connection with entrepreneurship, not
with Schumpeter’s core concept of creative destruction (Shionoya 1997:173,
321) (Swedberg 1991:192). The most elaborated article dealing with the rela-
tionship between Schumpeter and Nietzsche is written by two Italian econo-
mists, Enrico Santarelli and Enzo Pesciarelli (1990). Also this article focuses
on the entrepreneur.

Nietzsche’s influence on the work of Werner Sombart is well documented
both through Sombart’s many references to Nietzsche and through his biog-
raphers. Also the people who most influenced Sombart, some of which were
his close friends, were strongly influenced by Nietzsche (Lenger 1994:141).
Sombart was himself known to quote frequently from Nietzsche’s Zarathustra
(ibid.:247).

In his main methodological work, Die drei Nationalokonomien, Sombart
often quotes Nietzsche when addressing the basic history and philosophy of
economics and the evolution of Man. To Sombart the development of sci-
ence and of the human Weltanschauung follows through the same stages as
Nietzsche’s does. The world is at first entzaubert (demystified) and the finally
entgottet (de-deified) (Sombart 1930:102).

Sombart finds that what the social sciences can learn from the natural sci-
ences in terms of the return of identical (or presumably also similar) situations,
i.e. the cyclicality of history. In this connection he also quotes Nietzsche:

‘The predictability of an event does not result from a rule having been followed,
or a necessity having being complied with, or from a law of causality that was
projected by us onto every event —: it lies in the recurrence of ‘identical cases.”’
(Sombart 1930:118) (Nietzsche 2000:9384)46

At the end of his most important methodological book, Sombart uses Nietz-
sche to express the very purpose of economics:

‘But science, and above all the social sciences, should ‘serve life’. This is the
demand that anyone will make today, after Nietzsche’s admonition a couple of
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generations ago, which we all in the depth of our souls consider justified, more
so today than ever. We want no armchair erudition, no peddling of petty antiqui-

ties, no ‘dead’ knowledge. (In a footnote Sombart refers to the title of Nietzsche’s

work, ‘Untimely Meditations’,*’ “which still today are most timely’)’ (Sombart

1930:334-335)48

It is in this sense that Nietzsche says: ‘Wissenschaft ist die bestimmteste
Form des Willens zur Macht’. (Science is the most definite form of ‘the will
to power’). The ‘will to power’ is essentially ‘the will to create’, and conse-
quently the key driving force in economic development. This is clearly Werner
Sombart’s view, and he here groups Nietzsche with Francis Bacon (1930:333).
Grouping Nietzsche and Bacon effectively clarifies the dividing line between
the two camps in the battlefield of 19™ and early 20" Century economics. The
first anti-Ricardian economists — the Reverend Jones in England and John Rae
in the United States, both writing in the in the early 1830’s — wished to re-
Baconise economics. Bacon’s and Nietzsche’s approach both stand for Man
the Creator at the centre of economics, thus following the tradition of what we
have labelled The Other Canon or Renaissance Economics (Reinert & Daastgl
2004). Bacon’s affinity to the philosophers and economists in our genealogy
of the idea of creative destruction is further strengthened by the fact that also
Johann Gottfried Herder, ‘sought refuge’ in Francis Bacon against the meta-
physics of Kant (Kantzenbach 1970:20).

S. NIETZSCHE AND ECONOMICS AT THE
CENTENARY OF HIS DEATH

5.1. Methodology

Nietzsche the Economist is generally to be found indirectly, through the
influence he had on his time. However, he occasionally himself makes refer-
ences to economics that show his familiarity with the debates of the profession.
At one point Nietzsche comments negatively on the harmful effect of lais-
sez faire economics on the morality of whole nations.*® Without referring to
him, Nietzsche also uses Mandeville’s key concept from The Fable of the Bees
(1714) with an amusing twist. Instead of Mandeville’s ‘private vices, public
benefits’ — which was a key factor in the transformation of economics from be-
ing duty-based to being based on self interest — Nietzsche coins the expression
‘public opinions, private laziness’ (Nietzsche 1994:172). The collectivisation
of society will in the end create passivity, and passivity necessarily leads to
decay.

A third example of Nietzsche entering the economics debate is that when
criticizing modern science, he approvingly quotes English economist Walter
Bagehot (1826-1877), in a phrase which is even more appropriate today than
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it was when Bagehot wrote it. ‘Innumerable unproved abstract principles have
been eagerly caught up by sanguine men and then carefully spun out into books
and theories which were to explain the whole world. But the world goes totally
against these abstractions . .. 30 (Nietzsche 1994:249).

Also as regards methodology, on the fashionable subject of human cognition
and objectivity in science, Nietzsche has something important to say to today’s
economists:

‘Henceforth, my dear philosophers, let us be on guard against the old and danger-
ous myth that postulates ‘a pure, will-less, painless and timeless knowing subject’.
Let us take care not to get caught in the tentacles of such contradictory concepts
as ‘pure reason’, ‘absolute spirituality’, and ‘knowledge in itself’; these always
demand that that we should think of an eye that is absolutely unthinkable, an eye
which cannot be allowed to be turned in any particular direction, and in which the
active and interpreting forces — through which seeing becomes seeing something
— are supposed to be lacking; these always demand of the eye a contradiction and
a nonsense. The only seeing which exists is a seeing in perspective, a seeing with
perception; and the more feelings we allow to get involved about an issue, the more
eyes — different eyes — that we mobilise to observe one thing, the more complete
will our concept of this thing, our objectivity, be. Would not eliminating the will
... be the same as to castrate the intellect?’>!

A crucial problem in standard economics is that it is focused on exchange
— on supply and demand — rather than on production. Continental economists
used to complain that Anglo-Saxon economics had become catallectics — just
a science of exchange. Nietzsche’s criticism of English philosophy is com-
pletely in line with this: ‘Among the English, Nietzsche had found, he thought,
the prototype of a morality and a politics of traders and peddlers: counting and
reckoning, calculation and assessment not only as the key to the world of com-
merce, but also to the world of morality and politics. What disturbed him — nay,
outraged him — about this, was the intrusion of this equalisation, necessary
for exchange and economic calculation, into the realm of life, which should
not obey such a logic of equivalences’ (Ottmann 1987:131).72 This is a central
theme in Werner Sombart’s nationalistic book Traders and Heroes (Hdndler
und Helden), published in 1915. In this work Sombart quotes extensively from
Goethe, Fichte, Schopenhauer and Nietzsche. In today’s methodological dis-
cussion, the ‘equality assumption’ (Buchanan 1979:231), the exclusion of fac-
tors irreducible to numbers and of qualitative ‘verstehen’ (Drechsler 2004) are
still at the core of the debate.

In fighting to create a theory at an appropriate level of abstraction for their
analysis, economists are necessarily forced constantly to compare and equate
‘unequals’. This search leads to the creation of mental tools like Weber’s ‘ideal
types’, Kaldor’s ‘stylised facts’, and Perez’ and Freeman’s ‘techno-economic
paradigms’. These concepts are put into use in order to create some order in a
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chaos of observations and facts. To this methodology, Nietzsche provides the
following encouraging message:

‘Every concept originates through our equating what is unequal. No leaf ever
wholly equals another, and the concept ‘leaf’ is formed through an arbitrary ab-
straction from the individual differences, through forgetting the distinctions; and
now it gives rise to the idea that in nature there might be something besides the
leaves which would be ‘leaf’ — some kind of original form after which all leaves
have been woven, marked, copied, coloured, curled, and painted, but by unskilled
hands, so that no copy turned out to be a correct, reliable, and faithful image of
the original form... What then, is truth? A mobile army of metaphors, metonyms,
and anthropomorphisms — in short, a sum of human relations, which have been
enhanced, transposed, and embellished poetically and rhetorically, and which af-
ter long use seem firm, canonical, and obligatory to a people; truths are illusions
about which one has forgotten that this is what they are; metaphors which are
worn out and without serious power; coins which have lost their picture and now
matter only as metal, no longer as coins. 3

5.2 Schumpeterian and Evolutionary Economics

Behind the contemporary highly fashionable Schumpeterian and evolution-
ary economics towers Nietzsche, his Ubermensch entrepreneur and his cre-
ative destruction. Nietzsche the economist here comes to us filtered through
Joseph Alois Schumpeter via Werner Sombart. As opposed to Sombart, who
carefully documented the influence Nietzsche had on him, Schumpeter as
usual has held the cards that would have revealed the origins of his own ideas
very close to his chest. However, a closer look at the intellectual climate, the
general Zeitgeist, and the work of the most influential continental European
economist during Schumpeter’s ‘golden period’, his own 20s, shows the over-
whelming influence of Nietzsche on all three counts.

We are living at a time where standard neoclassical economics is entering a
period of decline. In order to achieve any degree of relevance, whatever theory
replaces this mechanical and barter-based view of economic will have to in-
corporate Nietzschean traits: without Man’s wit and will, his incessant creative
process, and the role of the human beings who push this forward, economics
will — as neo-classical economics — always be like playing Hamlet without the
Prince of Denmark.

Forty-five years of cold war marginalised Nietzsche and those economists
who worked towards the authentic Third Way, those who — in the words of
Anthony Giddens — despised communism as much as they despised liberalism
(Giddens 1998:111). Nietzsche’s own legacy was tarnished by the misuse and
outright falsifications of his work by his sister, who made him appear like
a nazi sympathizer. The economist whom Nietzsche read most closely was
Eugen Diihring. By going back to the original sources, to Nietzsche’s vigorous
rebuttals of Diihring’s increasingly anti-Semitic attitudes,>* and in the violent
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counterattack attacks from Diihring’s followers against Nietzsche as a friend
and supporter of the cause of the Jews, we come to understand the absurdity
of the attacks on Nietzsche as an anti-Semite.

We suggest it is time to go back to the pre-World War II understanding
of Nietzsche. In the 1929 edition of Encyclopedia Britannica, Oscar Levy,
editor of the authorized English translations of Nietzsche, gives the following
account on how the understanding of Nietzsche had evolved:

‘Nobody understood in the early days that his teaching against pity sprang from
his love of a healthy life, against morality, from his love of a higher ethic, and
against patriotism for a united Europe. .. Late and slowly the world began, or is
beginning, to change its mind about ‘the anti-antichrist’ and to perceive that he
was not mere ‘anti’; but that the destroyer of the old tables of values was also a
creator of new values.” (Levy 1929:433)

At the core of Nietzsche, as well as at the core of any viable theory of the
economic progress of human beings, lies Man the Creator, his wit and his will.
As in the Renaissance tradition, to Nietzsche creation is the reason we are here
on Earth, it is the way to free ourselves from pain:

‘Creation — that is the great redemption from suffering, and life’s growing light.
But that the creator may be, suffering is needed and much change’ (Nietzsche
19682:87)

We have already mentioned the work of Oswald Spengler (1880-1936),
whose work The Decline of the West strongly influenced the intellectual de-
bate between the two world wars. This work was finished before WWI, in
the same year as Werner Sombart finished his Krieg und Kapitalismus, where
‘creative destruction’ is first brought into economics. In his foreword to the
revised edition of The Decline of the West (1939; first edition 1922) Spengler
acknowledges his intellectual influences as follows:

‘And now, finally, 1 feel urged to name once more those to whom I owe practically
everything: Goethe and Nietzsche. Goethe gave me method, Nietzsche the ques-
tioning faculty — and if I were asked to find a formula for my relation to the latter
I should say that I have made of his ‘outlook’ [ Ausblick] an overview [Uberblick].
But Goethe was, without knowing it, a disciple of Leibniz, in his whole mode of
thought. And, therefore, that which has at last (and to my own astonishment) taken
shape in my hands I am able to regard and, despite the misery and disgust of these
years, proud to call a German Philosophy.” (Spengler 1939:xiv)

We would argue that Spengler here describes intellectual filiations that he
has in common with true Schumpeterian economics. Indeed, if Schumpeter
had been as proficient in tracing his own intellectual filiations as he was in
tracing those of other economists, he could have made Spengler’s acknowl-
edgements his own, just adding the name of Werner Sombart; the economist
who brought the ideas of Leibniz, Goethe and Nietzsche back into economics.



78

Reinert and Reinert

NOTES

. In speeches of April 4 and October 24, 2001.

. ‘Und ein Gewebe, sollt es ewig sein? Zerstort’s die Magd nicht, reifit die Spinne es selber

»

ein.

. ‘Als die Welt im tiefsten Grunde

Lag an Gottes ewger Brust

Ordnet er die erste Stunde

Mit erhabner Schopfungslust

Und er sprach das Wort: Es werde!
Da erklang ein schmerzlich Ach!
Als das All mit Machtgebdrde

In die Wirklichkeiten brach.’

. Othmar Spann is another economist who particularly emphasizes das Ganze. His best-

selling history of economic thought, which by 1929 has reached nineteen editions and
95.000 copies sold in German, was published in England as Types of Economic Theory
and in the United States as The History of Economics (both in 1930). Notice the similarity
of the English title of Spann’s book and the title of Sombart’s work (‘“The Three Types of
Economics’) published in the same year: in contrast to the present situation, there was at
the time a generalised awareness that there were several types of economics.

5. See Drechsler (2004) in Reinert for a discussion.

. ‘Dass ich erkenne, was die Welt

Im Innersten zusammenhiilt,
Schau alle Willenskraft and Samen
Und tu’ nicht mehr in Worten kramen.’

7. The discussion of this subject is found in paragraphs 2233 and following.

8. This metaphor is not found in the original German text.

9. There are well-known problems one encounters in reading Nietzsche. Some of these are

10.

inherent (his sprawling, rhetorical, aphoristic, ironical, contradictory style) and deliberate
(hermetic arguments; complex use of literary personae, layered irony, rhetorical hyperbole):
Nietzsche was categorically not writing for ‘the masses’. Other difficulties arise from the
long and troubled history of Nietzsche reception: his sister presided like a high priestess
over his legacy after his breakdown, to the point of editing and falsifying letters and doc-
uments he left behind, enthusiastically offering her brother up as ideological fodder for
the Nazi regime. Even before this, however, Nietzsche had been assimilated, ironically,
by the ideologues of German nationalism: foreign commentators dubbed World War 1 the
‘Euro-Nietzschean War’. These are all issues one must consider while reading Nietzsche.
The most important demand Nietzsche places on the reader, however, is the suspension
of immediate judgments, in favor of the willingness to investigate not just the immediate
meaning of the text, but also the unspoken premises that may underlie and underpin it. Any-
thing less, and the reader’s response risks becoming merely a reflection of the ‘intellectual
baggage’ each individual reader brings to the text. It is easy to violently disagree (or agree)
with Nietzsche, but far more difficult to set aside one’s initial reactions and investigate the
complex web of the text.

For a discussion of the complex relationship between Nietzsche and his sister, and of her
influence on his intellectual reception, Peters (1977) is still a relevant source.



Creative Destruction in Economics 79

11.
12.

13.
14.

15.

16.
17.
18.

19.

20.
21.

22.

23.
24.

25.
26.

27.

28.

29.

‘Immer vernichtet, wer ein Schopfer sein muf3.” (Nietzsche 2000:6427)

‘Den, der zerbricht ihre Tafeln der Werte, den Brecher, den Verbrecher — das aber ist der
Schaffende’ (Nietzsche 2000:6367)

‘...im Jasagen ist Verneinen und Vernichten Bedingung.” (Nietzsche 2000:7884)

‘Verbrennen mufst du dich wollen in deiner eignen Flamme: wie wolltest du neu werden,
wenn du nicht erst Asche geworden bist!” (Nietzsche 2000:6435).

‘Neue Werte schaffen — das vermag auch der Léwe noch nicht: aber Freiheit sich schaffen
zu neuem Schaffen — das vermag die Macht des Lowen.” (Nietzsche 2000:6372)

‘Die grofien Verachtenden ndmlich sind die grofien Verehrenden.” (Nietzsche 2000:6794)
‘Neues will der Edle schaffen und eine neue Tugend’ (Nietzsche 2000:6400)

‘...nicht das ist die Gefahr des Edlen, daf3 er ein Guter werde, sondern ein Frecher, ein
Hohnender, ein Vernichter.” (Nietzsche 2000:6400)

‘Und wer ein Schopfer sein muf3 im Guten und Bosen: wahrlich, der muf3 ein Vernichter erst
sein und Werte zerbrechen. Also gehort das hochste Bose zur hochsten Giite: diese aber ist
die schopferische.” (Nietzsche 2000:6520)

‘Altes will der Gute, und dass Altes erhalten bleibe.” (Nietzsche 2000:6400)

‘Das schaffende Selbst schuf sich Achten und Verachten, es schuf sich Lust und Weh. Der
schaffende Leib schuf sich den Geist als eine Hand seines Willens. Noch in eurer Torheit
und Verachtung, ihr Verdchter des Leibes, dient ihr eurem Selbst. Ich sage euch: euer Selbst
selber will sterben und kehrt sich vom Leben ab. Nicht mehr vermag es das, was es am
liebsten will — iiber sich hinaus zu schaffen. Das will es am liebsten, das ist seine ganze
Inbrunst. Aber zu spdit ward es ihm jetzt dafiir — so will euer Selbst untergehn, ihr Verdchter
des Leibes. Untergehn will euer Selbst, und darum wurdet ihr zu Verdchtern des Leibes!
Denn nicht mehr vermdégt ihr iiber euch hinaus zu schaffen.” (Nietzsche 2000:6386)

‘Was ist Liebe? Was ist Schopfung? Was ist Sehnsucht? Was ist Stern?’ — so fragt der letzte
Mensch und blinzelt.” (Nietzsche 2000:6357)

‘...der Wille ist ein Schaffender’ (Nietzsche 2000:6562)

‘Wollen befreit: denn Wollen ist Schaffen: so lehre ich. Und nur zum Schaffen sollt ihr
lernen!’ (Nietzsche 2000:6663)

‘... anzeichen einer verzweifelnden sterbensmiiden Seele.” (Nietzsche 2000:6878)

‘Sagt mir, meine Briider: was gilt uns als Schlechtes und Schlechtestes? Ist es nicht Entar-
tung? — Und auf Entartung raten wir immer, wo die schenkende Seele fehlt. Aufwdirts geht
unser Weg, von der Art hiniiber zur Uber-Art. Aber ein Grauen ist uns der entartende Sinn,
welcher spricht: ‘Alles fiir mich.”’ (Nietzsche 2000:6454-6455)

There are obviously numerous possible interpretations of the will to power; for an intro-
ductory philosophical analysis of the history of the concept, and of its various academic
interpretations, see Williams (2001).

‘Und dies Geheimnis redete das Leben selber zu mir: ‘Siehe’, sprach es, ‘ich bin das, was
sich immer selber iiberwinden muf3’.” (Nietzsche 2000:6519)

‘Alle Wesen bisher schufen etwas iiber sich hinaus: und ihr wollt die Ebbe dieser grofien
Flut sein und lieber noch zum Tiere zuriickgehn, als den Menschen iiberwinden? Was ist
der Affe fiir den Menschen? Ein Geldichter oder eine schmerzliche Scham. Und ebendas
soll der Mensch fiir den Ubermenschen sein: ein Geldichter oder eine schmerzliche Scham.
(Nietzsche 2000:6349)



80

30.

31.
32.

33.

34.
35.

36.
37.
38.

39.

40.

41.
42.

Reinert and Reinert

‘O meine Briider;, was ich lieben kann am Menschen, das ist, daf3 er ein Ubergang ist und
ein Untergang.” (Nietzsche 2000:6793-6794)

“Der Mensch muf3 besser und boser werden’ — so lehre ich.” (Nietzsche 2000:6795)

The entire passage reads in German: ‘O meine Briider! Bei welchen liegt doch die grofite
Gefahr aller Menschen-Zukunft? Ist es nicht bei den Guten und Gerechten? — als bei denen,
die sprechen und im Herzen fiihlen: »Wir wissen schon, was gut ist und gerecht, wir haben
es auch; wehe denen, die hier noch suchen!«

Und was fiir Schaden auch die Bdsen tun mogen: der Schaden der Guten ist der schdéidlichste
Schaden!

Und was fiir Schaden auch die Welt-Verleumder tun méogen: der Schaden der Guten ist der
schddlichste Schaden.

O meine Briider, den Guten und Gerechten sah einer einmal ins Herz, der da sprach: »es
sind die Pharisder«. Aber man verstand ihn nicht.

Die Guten und Gerechten selber durften ihn nicht verstehen: ihr Geist ist eingefangen in
ihr gutes Gewissen. Die Dummbheit der Guten ist unergriindlich klug.

Das aber ist die Wahrheit: die Guten miissen Pharisder sein — sie haben keine Wahl!

Die Guten miissen den kreuzigen, der sich seine eigne Tugend erfindet! Das ist die Wahrheit!
Der zweite aber, der ihr Land entdeckte, Land, Herz und Erdreich der Guten und Gerechten:
das war, der da fragte: »wen hassen sie am meisten?«

Den Schaffenden hassen sie am meisten: den, der Tafeln bricht und alte Werte, den Brecher
— den heifen sie Verbrecher.

Die Guten ndamlich — die konnen nicht schaffen: die sind immer der Anfang vom Ende: —
sie kreuzigen den, der neue Werte auf neue Tafeln schreibt, sie opfern sich die Zukunft — sie
kreuzigen alle Menschen-Zukunft!

Die Guten — die waren immer der Anfang vom Ende.” (Nietzsche 2000:6673-6674)

‘Zerbrecht, zerbrecht mir die Guten und Gerechten! — O meine Briider, verstandet ihr auch
dies Wort?’ (Nietzsche 2000:6675)

‘Der Mensch ist etwas, das iiberwunden werden soll.” (Nietzsche 2000:6349)

‘Euren Feind sollt ihr suchen, euren Krieg sollt ihr fiihren, und fiir eure Gedanken! Und
wenn euer Gedanke unterliegt, so soll eure Redlichkeit dariiber noch Triumph rufen! Ihr
sollt den Frieden lieben als Mittel zu neuen Kriegen. Und den kurzen Frieden mehr als den
langen.” (Nietzsche 2000:6406)

‘Angreifen ist bei mir ein Beweis des Wohlwollens.” (Nietzsche 2000:7752)

‘Was mich nicht umbringt, macht mich stirker.” (Nietzsche 2000:7535).

‘Das Erdbeben ndmlich — das verschiittet viel Brunnen, das schafft viel Verschmachten: das

hebt auch innre Krifte und Heimlichkeiten ans Licht. Das Erdbeben macht neue Quellen
offenbar. Im Erdbeben alter Vilker brechen neue Quellen aus.” (Nietzsche 2000:6672)

Perhaps ironically, perhaps not, Christian theology has survived, recuperated from and even
grown stronger after Nietzsche and his onslaughts: theologians now submit doctorates on
Nietzsche. Did Nietzsche secretly predict this?

‘Euer Geist und eure Tugend diene dem Sinn der Erde, meine Briider: und aller Dinge Wert
werde neu von euch gesetzt! Darum sollt ihr Kimpfende sein! Darum sollt ihr Schaffende
sein!’ (Nietzsche 2000:6457)

“Tot sind alle Gotter: nun wollen wir, daf3 der Ubermensch lebe’ (Nietzsche 2000:6460)

(Zur Genealogie der Moral, second essay, our translation) ‘Dieser Mensch der Zukunft, der
uns ebenso vom bisherigen Ideal erlosen wird als von dem, was aus ihm wachsen mufte,
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vom grofien Ekel, vom Willen zum Nichts, vom Nihilismus, dieser Glockenschlag des Mit-
tags und der grofien Entscheidung, der den Willen wieder frei macht, der der Erde ihr Ziel
und dem Menschen seine Hoffnung zuriickgibt, dieser Antichrist und Antinihilist, dieser
Besieger Gottes und des Nichts — er muf} einst kommen. ..~ (Nietzsche 2000:7354)

‘Der Sonne gleich will auch Zarathustra untergehn: nun sitzt er hier und wartet, alte zer-
brochene Tafeln um sich und auch neue Tafeln — halbbeschriebene.” (Nietzsche 2000:6651)

‘Wiederum aber steigt aus der Zerstorung neuer schopferischer Geist empor; der Man-
gel an Holz und die Notdurft des tdglichen Lebens dringten auf die hin, drdangten auf die
Auffindung oder die Erfindung von Ersatzstoffen fiir das Holz hin, dringten zur Nutzung der
Steinkohle als Heizmaterial, dringten zur Erfindung des Kokesverfahrens bei der Eisen-
bereitung. Dafs dieses aber die ganze Grofiartige Entwicklung des Kapitalismus im 19.
Jahrhundert erst moglich gemacht hat, steht fiir jeden Kundigen aufler Zweifel. Sodafs auch
hier, in diesem entscheidenden Punkte, unsichtbare Fiiden die merkantilen und die mili-
taristischen Interessen eng miteinander zu verkniipfen scheinen.’

‘Ohne auf Sombart und die allgemeine Literatur der zwanziger und dreifiiger Jahre
hinzuweisen, bot Schumpeter (in Kapitalismus, Sozialismus und Demokratie) im wesentli-
chen nur dafl, was bereits Jahrzehnte zuvor in den deutschen Diskussionen iiber die
‘Zukunft der Kapitalismus’ geschrieben und gesagt worden war. ..’

‘Die Berechenbarkeit eines Geschehens liegt nicht darin, daf3 eine Regel befolgt wurde,
oder einer Notwendigkeit gehorcht wurde, oder ein Gesetz von Kausalitdit von uns in jedes
Geschehen projiziert wurde —: sie liegt in der Wiederkehr ‘identischer Fdlle’.’

In the Stanford translation called ‘Unfashionable Observations’,

‘Aber die Wissenschaft und gerade auf die Geisteswissenschaft soll doch ‘dem Leben di-
enen’. Das ist die Anforderung, die heute jeder stellen wird, nachdem vor ein paar Men-
schenaltern Nietzsches Mahnruf erklungen ist [Sombart’s footnote reads: ‘die heute immer
noch zeitgemdf3 ist’] ‘den wir alle im Tiefsten unserer Seele fiir berechtigt halten und der
heute mehr denn je am Platz ist. Wir wollen keine Stubengelehrsamkeit, keine Antiqui-
téitenkrimerei, kein ‘totes’ Wissen.’

‘Der Verkehr mit der Wissenschaft, wenn er durch keine hohere Maxime der Erziehung
geleitet und eingeschrdnkt, sondern, nach dem Grundsatze »je mehr desto besser« nur im-
mer mehr entfesselt wird, ist gewifs fiir die Gelehrten ebenso schddlich, wie der 6konomis-
che Lehrsatz des laisser faire fiir die Sittlichkeit ganzer Volker.” (Nietzsche 2000:4008)

The original passage in German reads as follows: ‘Wer ist nicht fast im voraus iiberzeugt,
daf} ihre Prdamissen eine wunderbare Mischung von Wahrheit und Irrtum enthalten und
es daher nicht der Miihe verlohnt, iiber die Konsequenzen nachzudenken? Das fertig
Abgeschlossne dieser Systeme zieht vielleicht die Jugend an und macht auf die Unerfahrnen
Eindruck, aber ausgebildete Menschen lassen sich nicht davon blenden. Sie sind immer
bereit, Andeutungen und Vermutungen giinstig aufzunehmen, und die kleinste Wahrheit ist
ihnen willkommen — aber ein grofses Buch voll deduktiver Philosophie fordert den Argwohn
heraus. Zahllose unbewiesene abstrakte Prinzipien sind von sanguinischen Leuten hastig
gesammelt und in Biichern und Theorien sorgfiltig in die Linge gezogen worden, um mit
ihnen die ganze Welt zu erkliren. Aber die Welt kiimmert sich nicht um diese Abstrak-
tionen, und das ist kein Wunder, da diese sich untereinander widersprechen.’” (Nietzsche
2000:4124-4125)

(Zur Genealogie der Moral, our translation): ‘Hiiten wir uns ndmlich, meine Herren
Philosophen, von nun an besser vor der gefihrlichen alten Begriffs-Fabelei, welche ein
‘reines, willenloses, schmerzloses, zeitloses Subjekt der Erkenntnis’ angesetzt hat, hiiten
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wir uns vor den Fangarmen solcher kontradiktorischer Begriffe wie ‘reine Vernunft’, ‘ab-
solute Geistigkeit’, ‘Erkenntnis an sich’; — hier wird immer ein Auge zu denken verlangt,
das gar nicht gedacht werden kann, ein Auge, das durchaus keine Richtung haben soll, bei
dem die aktiven und interpretierenden Krdfte unterbunden sein sollen, fehlen sollen, durch
die doch Sehen erst ein Etwas-Sehen wird, hier wird also immer ein Widersinn und Unbe-
griff vom Auge verlangt. Es gibt nur ein perspektivisches Sehen, nur ein perspektivisches
‘Erkennen’; und je mehr Affekte wir iiber eine Sache zu Worte kommen lassen, je mehr Au-
gen, verschiedne Augen wir uns fiir dieselbe Sache einzusetzen wissen, um so vollstindiger
wird unser ‘Begriff’ dieser Sache, unsre ‘Objektivitdt’ sein. Den Willen aber iiberhaupt eli-
minieren, die Affekte samt und sonders aushdngen, gesetzt, daf3 wir dies vermochten: wie?
hiefle das nicht den Intellekt kastrieren?’ (Nietzsche 2000:7394-7395). This is an exam-
ple of how the Kaufmann translation often makes a ‘kinder’ Nietzsche: ‘Fangarme’ was
translated as ‘trap’ rather than ‘tentacles’.

‘Nietzsche hat bei den Englindern die, wie er meinte, prototypische Moral und Politik der
Kridmer und Handler vorgefunden, das Rechnen und Berechnen, Kalkulieren und Taxieren
nicht nur als Schliissel zur Welt des Geschdifts, sondern auch zur Welt der Moral und Politik.
Was ihn daran storte, ja emporte, war das Ubergreifen tauschnotwendiger Gleichheit und
okonomischen Taxierens auf Bereiche des Lebens, die solcher Logik der Aquivalenz gerade
nicht gehorchen sollten.’

(‘Uber Wahrheit und Liige im aufermoralischen Sinn’, our translation): ‘Denken wir beson-
ders noch an die Bildung der Begriffe. Jedes Wort wird sofort dadurch Begriff, dafs es eben
nicht fiir das einmalige ganz und gar individualisierte Urerlebnis, dem es sein Entste-
hen verdankt, etwa als Erinnerung dienen soll, sondern zugleich fiir zahllose, mehr oder
weniger dhnliche, das heifst streng genommen niemals gleiche, also auf lauter ungleiche
Fdlle passen muf3. Jeder Begriff entsteht durch Gleichsetzen des Nichtgleichen. So gewifs
nie ein Blatt einem andern ganz gleich ist, so gewif3 ist der Begriff Blatt durch beliebiges
Fallenlassen dieser individuellen Verschiedenheiten, durch ein Vergessen des Unterschei-
denden gebildet und erweckt nun die Vorstellung, als ob es in der Natur aufier den Bldttern
etwas gdbe, das »Blatt« wire, etwa eine Urform, nach der alle Bliitter gewebt, gezeich-
net, abgezirkelt, gefirbt, gekriuselt, bemalt wdiren, aber von ungeschickten Hdnden, so
daf} kein Exemplar korrekt und zuverldssig als treues Abbild der Urform ausgefallen wiire.
Wir nennen einen Menschen »ehrlich«; warum hat er heute so ehrlich gehandelt? fragen
wir. Unsere Antwort pflegt zu lauten: seiner Ehrlichkeit wegen. Die Ehrlichkeit! Das heifit
wieder: das Blatt ist die Ursache der Bliitter. Wir wissen ja gar nichts von einer wesenhaften
Qualitit, die »die Ehrlichkeit« hiefie, wohl aber von zahlreichen individualisierten, somit
ungleichen Handlungen, die wir durch Weglassen des Ungleichen gleichsetzen und jetzt als
ehrliche Handlungen bezeichnen; zuletzt formulieren wir aus ihnen eine qualitas occulta
mit dem Namen: »die Ehrlichkeit«. Das Ubersehen des Individuellen und Wirklichen gibt
uns den Begriff, wie es uns auch die Form gibt, wohingegen die Natur keine Formen und
Begriffe, also auch keine Gattungen kennt, sondern nur ein fiir uns unzugdingliches und
undefinierbares X. Denn auch unser Gegensatz von Individuum und Gattung ist anthropo-
morphisch und entstammt nicht dem Wesen der Dinge, wenn wir auch nicht zu sagen wagen,
daf} er ihm nicht entspricht: das wdre ndmlich eine dogmatische Behauptung und als solche
ebenso unerweislich wie ihr Gegenteil. Was ist also Wahrheit? Ein bewegliches Heer von
Metaphern, Metonymien, Anthropomorphismen, kurz eine Summe von menschlichen Re-
lationen, die, poetisch und rhetorisch gesteigert, iibertragen, geschmiickt wurden und die
nach langem Gebrauch einem Volke fest, kanonisch und verbindlich diinken: die Wahrheiten
sind Illusionen, von denen man vergessen hat, dafs sie welche sind, Metaphern, die ab-
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genutzt und sinnlich kraftlos geworden sind, Miinzen, die ihr Bild verloren haben und nun
als Metall, nicht mehr als Miinzen, in Betracht kommen.” (Nietzsche 2000:8591-8592)

54. Amongst other things, Nietszche describes Diihring as ‘jenen Berliner Rache-Apostel Eu-
gen Diihring, der im heutigen Deutschland den unanstindigsten und widerlichsten Ge-
brauch vom moralischen Bumbum macht: Diihring, das erste Moral-Grofimaul, das es jetzt
gibt, selbst noch unter seinesgleichen, den Antisemiten.” (Nietzsche 2000:7402)

55. ‘Schaffen — das ist die grofie Erlosung vom Leiden, und des Lebens Leichtwerden. Aber dafs
der Schaffende sei, dazu selber tut Leid not und viel Verwandelung.” (Nietzsche 2000:6468)

REFERENCES

Appel, M. (1992). Werner Sombart. Theoretiker und Historiker des modernen Kapitalismus.
Marburg: Metropolis.

Backhaus, J. (editor) (1996). Werner Sombart (1863-1941), Social Scientist. Marburg: Metropo-
lis, 3 vols.

Buchanan, J. (1979). What Should Economists Do? Indianapolis: Liberty Press.

Burckhardt, J. (1979). Reflections on History. Indianapolis: Liberty Classics.

Drechsler, W. (2004). ‘Natural vs. Social Sciences: On Understanding in Economics’, in Reinert
E. (editor), Globalization, Economic Development and Inequality. An Alternative Perspec-
tive. Cheltenham: Elgar.

Figl, J. (1991). ‘Nietzsche’s Early Encounters with Asian Thought’, in Parkes, G. (editor), Nietz-
sche and Asian Thought. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Freeman, C. and Louca, F. (2001). As Time Goes By. From the Industrial Revolution to the
Information Revolution. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Giddens, A. (1998). The Third Way — the Renewal of Social Democracy. Cambridge: Polity
Press.

Haberler, G. (1950). ‘Joseph Alois Schumpeter, 1883-1950°, in Quarterly Journal of Eco-
nomics, Vol. LXIV, No. 3, August 1950, 333-372.

Hegel, G.W.E. (1953). Reason in History — a general introduction to the philosophy of history.
New York: The Liberal Arts Press.

Herder, J.G. (1781). Vom Einfluss der Regierung auf die Wissenschaften, und der Wissenschaften
auf die Regierung, Berlin: Decker.

Herder, J.G. (1790-92). Ideen zur Philosophie der Geschichte der Menschheit. Karlsruhe:
Schmieder.

Industry and Innovation, Vol. 9, Nos. 1-2, April-August 2002, Special Issue: Schumpeter’s
“Lost” Seventh Chapter, J.A. Mathews, editor.

Justi, J.H.G. von (1762). Vergleichungen der Europdischen mit den Asiatischen und andern
vermeintlich Barbarischen Regierungen, in drey Biichern verfasset. Berlin: In Verlag Johann
Heinrich Riidigers.

Kantzenbach, F. (1970). Johann Gottfried Herder. Hamburg: Rowohlt.

Lenger, F. (1994). Werner Sombart (1863-1941) — eine Biographie. Munich: Beck.

Levy, O. (1929). ‘Friedrich Wilhelm Nietzsche’, entry in Encyclopedia Britannica, 14t edition,
Vol. 16. London: Encyclopedia Britannica Company.

Lilla, M. (1993). G. B. Vico. The Making of an Anti-Modern. Cambridge, Mass: Harvard Uni-
versity Press.

Nietzsche, F. (1968a). Thus spoke Zarathustra (translated by W. Kaufmann). London: Penguin
Books.

Nietzsche, F. (1968b). Twilight of the Idols (translated by R. Hollingdale). London: Penguin
Books.



84 Reinert and Reinert

Nietzsche, F. (1994). On the Genealogy of Morality (translated by C. Diethe). Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press.

Nietzsche, F. (1995). Unfashionable observations (translated by R. Gray). Stanford: Stanford
University Press.

Nietzsche, F. (2000). Digitale Bibliothek Band 31: Nietzsche. Berlin: Directmedia (CD-ROM).

Noble, D.F. (1997). The Religion of Technology. The Divinity of Man and the Spirit of Invention.
New York: Knopf.

Ottmann, H. (1987). Philosophie und Politik bei Nietzsche. Berlin: de Gruyter.

Pareto, V. (1916). Trattato di Sociologia Generale, Florence: G. Barbera, 2 volumes. (English
edition The Mind and Society. New York: Harcourt, Brace and Company, 1935).

Parkes, G. (editor) (1991). Nietzsche and Asian Thought. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Perez, C. (2002). Technological Revolutions and Financial Capital. The Dynamics of Bubbles
and Golden Ages. Cheltenham: Elgar.

Perez, C. (Forthcoming 2004). ‘Technological Revolutions, Paradigm Shifts, And Socio-
Institutional Change’, in Reinert E. (editor), Globalization, Economic Development and In-
equality. An Alternative Perspective. Cheltenham: Elgar.

Peters, H.F. (1977). Zarathustra’s Sister: The Case of Elisabeth and Friedrich Nietzsche. York:
Crown Publishers.

Rand, A. (1957). Atlas Shrugged. New York: Random House.

Reinert, E. (1995). ‘Competitiveness and its predecessors — a 500 year cross-national perspec-
tive’. In Structural Change and Economic Dynamics, Vol. 6.

Reinert, E. (2000). ‘Karl Biicher and the Geographical Dimensions of Techno-Economic
Change’, in Backhaus, Jiirgen (editor), Karl Biicher: Theory — History — Anthropology —
Non Market Economies. Marburg: Metropolis.

Reinert, E. (2002). ‘Schumpeter in the Context of two Canons of Economic Thought’, in Indus-
try and Innovation, Vol. 6, No. 1.

Reinert, E. (Forthcoming 2004). (editor), Globalization, Economic Development and Inequality.
An Alternative Perspective. Cheltenham: Elgar.

Reinert, E. and Daastgl, A. (1997). ‘Exploring the Genesis of Economic Innovations: The reli-
gious gestalt-switch and the duty to invent as preconditions for economic growth’, in Euro-
pean Journal of Law and Economics, Vol. 4, No. 2/3, 1997, and in Christian Wolff. Gesam-
melte Werke, Materialien und Dokumente. Hildesheim: Georg Olms Verlag, 1998.

Reinert, E. and Daastgl, A. (Forthcoming 2004). ‘“The Other Canon: The History of Renaissance
Economics’, in Reinert, E. (editor), Globalization, Economic Development and Inequality.
An Alternative Perspective. Cheltenham: Elgar.

Santarelli, E. and Pesciarelli, E. (1990). ‘The Emergence of a Vision: The Development of
Schumpeter’s Theory of Entrepreneurship’, in History of Economic Policy, Vol. 22, Winter
1990, No. 4.

Schacht, R. (1994). Nietzsche, Genealogy, Morality. London: University of California Press.

Shionoya, Y. (1997). Schumpeter and the Idea of Social Sciences. Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press. (Original edition, Tokyo 1995).

Schumpeter, J.A. (1908). Das Wesen und der Haupteinhalt der Theoretischen Nation-
alokonomie. Leipzig: Duncker & Humblot.

Schumpeter, J.A. (1912). Theorie der wirtschaftlichen Entwicklung. Leipzig: Duncker & Hum-
blot.

Schumpeter, J.A. (1914). Epochen der Dogmen- und Methodengeschichte. Tiibingen: Mohr.

Schumpeter, J.A. (1939). Business Cycles. New York: McGraw-Hill, 2 volumes.

Schumpeter, J.A. (1942). Capitalism, Socialism and Democracy. New York: Harper.

Sokel, W. (1959). The Writer in Extremis. Stanford: Stanford University Press.

Sombart, W. (1913). Krieg und Kapitalismus. Leipzig: Duncker & Humblot.



Creative Destruction in Economics 85

Sombart, W. (1902/1927). Der moderne Kapitalismus. Miinchen & Leipzig: Duncker & Hum-
blot.

Sombart, W. (1915). Hdndler und Helden. Miinchen & Leipzig: Duncker & Humblot.

Sombart, W. (1930). Die drei Nationalokonomien. Miinchen & Leipzig: Duncker & Humblot.

Spann, O. (1930). Types of Economic Theory, London: Allen & Unwin, published in the US as
The History of Economics, New York: Norton.

Spengler, O. (1939). Decline of the West. New York: Alfred A. Knopf.

Swedberg, R. (1991). Schumpeter. A Biography. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Vico, G. (1984). The New Science. Ithaca: Cornell University Press.

Williams, L.L. (2001). Nietzsche’s Mirror: The World as Will to Power. Lanham: Rowman &
Littlefield.

Wolff, C. (1750). The Real Happiness of a People under A Philosophical King Demonstrated;
Not only form the Nature of Things, but form the undoubted Experience of the Chinese under
their first Founder Fohi, and his Illustrious Successors, Hoam Ti, and Xin Num. London:
Printed for M. Cooper, at the Globe.



5. The Word of Honour

Jiirgen G. Backhaus
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Abstract In this short essay, Nietzsche’s basic thought on an economic order based
on his anthropology — Nietzsche defines the human being as that ani-
mal which can give and keep promises — contains profound insights into
the basic order of a market economy. The essay starts by quoting two
essential sections from Nietzsche’s writings in his middle period and it
connects this to a discussion of basic institutions of the market economy.
It is hereby shown that Nietzsche, certainly not known as an economist,
had profound insights into the basics of the workings of a market econ-
omy.

Keywords: Friedrich Nietzsche, contract, property, liability

JEL classification: B1, B3, KO, P1, Z0

INTRODUCTION*

Friedrich Nietzsche (1844-1900) is certainly not known as a profound writer
in economics. Contemporary writings do not quote him as having contributed
to economics at all. However, a closer look shows that Friedrich Nietzsche
had deep insights into why and how man can be a homo oeconomicus. This
part has three basic sections. Section I gives essential quotes from his now
available work. Section II gives a sketch of basic institutions of the market
economy. Section III connects the two in showing that Nietzsche, indeed, had
profound insights that go way beyond other classical thinkers in economics. In
this sense, and in this sense only, Nietzsche can be claimed to be an important
thinker in the history of economic thought.

* A note to the reader: This essay is based on two excerpts from Nietzsche which appear in the
appendix. Instead of dissembling the original quotes and integrating them into the interpreta-
tive text, I have left them intact for the reader to study in the appendix. Nietzsche, of course,
does not speak directly to the issues involved with the operation of a market economy. He is
operating on a meta level. Dispersing the original text over the interpretative essay would take
away much of the original flavour of Nietzsche’s thought and presentation.
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A. Friedrich Nietzsche (1844-1900) is probably the most important philoso-
pher of the 19" century. Since philosophy is the mother of the social sciences,
it would be curious indeed if Nietzsche did not have important things to say
about economics. Economics, after all, is a social science. However, the con-
sensus in the economics profession today is that Nietzsche had little to add to
economic analysis. In this sense, Nietzsche is probably silent on economics.
He did not contribute to increasing the availability of tools available to econo-
mists today. Yet, at a different level, he had important things to say, and in
this essay devoted to Leland Yeager, I try to show that Nietzsche indeed had
important economic insights.

B. Inhis “Gay Science” section 377, Nietzsche all of a sudden brings up the
word of honour. It is the culmination of this section,! inserted into a longer
sentence and ended with an exclamation mark. In this section, Nietzsche talks
about his vision of a civil society. Its intellectual leaders, those who preferred
to live on the mountains, have left their roots behind, have outgrown national-
ism and racism, have left Christianity behind but are not at all without ideals:
“in one word we are — and this shall be our word of honour! — good Euro-
peans, the heirs of Europe, the rich, overburdened, but at the same time man-
ifold bound heirs of millennia of European spirit and as such grown beyond
Christianity. ..” This word of honour to seal the true European spirit is needed,
because, as he later points out, the quest for a European civil society is based
on belief itself.?

The notion of a word of honour is not incidental. It has actually been a cen-
tral idea in his Genealogy of Morals written five years later.® Man is defined
as that animal which can make and keep promises. He sees this as the basic
and most important moral achievement attained by mankind, an achievement
that is even more surprising in that man also has a strong tendency to forget.
This insight is at the heart of the concept of cognitive dissonance. By being
able to make believable promises, man is creating a link between the present
and the future through a process of division of labour. The promise entails
an exchange which is not constrained to take place simultaneously and at the
same time; this form of barter we can also observe in animal societies. Instead,
the promise allows for an exchange of goods or service in the present in return
for equivalent goods or services in the future. This is the basis for such eco-
nomic activities as saving, investment, credit and bequest. If any one of these
institutions is lacking, economic progress can hardly take place.

Under current conditions of economies undergoing processes of transition,
Nietzsche’s insight appears to be particularly powerful. In order to make this
clear, let us take a look at the basic institutions characterising a market econ-
omy. These are the institutions signalled by Eucken.
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C. “The division of labour is limited by the extent of the market.” This ba-
sic dictum sharply expressed by Adam Smith focuses our attention on those
factors which are responsible for limiting the extent of the market, thereby
limiting depth and breadth of the division of labour in the economy and, by
implication, the creation of wealth.

One* can identify eight basic institutions which must be present and work-
able in order for any market economy to function well, irrespective of the spe-
cific style of that economy. Hence, these institutions must be present in an un-
fettered free market economy, in a socialist market economy, in a co-operative
market economy, in a market economy with syndicalist elements or variously
in one with strong state market participation. All these forms — and many more
— are potentially feasible, provided these basic institutions are firmly in place
and can fulfil their functions well.

If these institutions are weakened and impaired, such as when property
rights are being diluted, this market will work with high transaction costs and
only to the extent that the gains from market exchange outweigh those trans-
action costs.

Basic Rights:

Freedom of Contract

From an economic point of view, freedom of contract is an important guar-
antee because it ensures as a necessary condition that all the information avail-
able in a society enters economically relevant decisions and all the resources
available in a society will be put to their most efficient use. This implies that
every infringement of freedom of contract has to be judged in terms of the
losses imposed on society due to ignorance and wasted resources. From an
economic point of view, it is not sufficient to weigh freedom of contract against
some other guarantee such as the principle of equality as such, without pay-
ing attention to the full consequences of the trade-off. If for instance it is ob-
served that in a certain society members of a minority are not represented in
a particular profession according to their numeric share in that society, from
an economic point of view it is not justified to pit the observed end-state in-
equality against the guarantee of freedom of contract, since a rational choice in
the interest of all parties concerned may have led to the unequal outcome. An
economic analysis would have to inquire into the reasons for the observed in-
equality, and it would lay the foundation for assessing the trade-off between the
social (opportunity) costs of constraining freedom of contract on the one hand,
and the gains in terms of economic equality on the other. Based on the inquiry
into the causes of the observed inequalities, an alternative strategy to improve

*The source of this identification is the purpose of this essay. See James M. Buchanan, Cost
and Choice, Chicago: Markham, 1969.
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the chances of the minority in question can in all likelihood be derived. It is at
this instance that the economic analysis of constitutional guarantees can have
implications for constitutional law. Many constitutions require that basic rights
can only be curtailed if less onerous measures are not available. To the extent
that economic analysis can yield the design of such less onerous measures, it
changes the constitutionality of particular policies.

Private Property

The guarantee of private property is often thought to be the most important
with respect to the means of production. Again, from an economic point of
view, the guarantee goes far beyond the protection of people’s possessions of
goods and services. The reason for this wider scope is fairly straightforward. In
economics, property rights define and circumscribe alternatives for meaningful
actions. Hence, the mere property title to some commodity, such as land, is
meaningless if it does not imply discretionary alternatives and options that can
be exercised.

In particular, the guarantee of private property rights implies the right to
exercise private property prerogatives within workable institutions. The guar-
antee is violated if, for instance, the contractual forms in which a property
right can be exercised are unworkable or impractical, thereby destroying the
value of the property right or seriously reducing it. The institutions in which
private property rights can be exercised have to provide for the possibility that
the four standard options of economic conduct* remain open. These options
include:

1. exit, the right to end an economic relationship;

2. voice, the option to meaningfully improve upon a relationship by chang-
ing it through negotiations;

3. loyalty, the ability to foster the growth of trust and goodwill in a rela-
tionship even in the face of serious problems, and

4. avoidance, the option to ignore a particular relationship altogether with-
out facing sanctions.

This option is extremely important for Nietzsche and those who followed him.
Look at the Widerstand-literature, and most recently Helge Peukert’, who dis-
cusses the different economic concepts, but also their motivations, based in
Christian and other thought.
Liability

The two basic rights of freedom of contract and private property need to be
complemented by the institution of liability in order to be meaningful at all.
The faithful observance of contractual terms requires the protection of a shield
of liability for failure of living up to contractual terms just as much as the
respective private property rights require the need to make the intruder liable.
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Although this principle is straightforward, from an economic point of view the
implications can be far reaching. In particular, liability can only be assigned
if the agent to be held liable was indeed in control of events that led to the
liability. If this is not the case, the claim has to be followed through all the way
to those who were either in control or created the situation that made control
impossible. If for instance a patient suffers a serious injury because a doctor
did not administer the necessary treatment, which he failed to do because,
in order to administer the treatment, according to state regulations he needed
the written consent of two colleagues whom he could not reach because they
were tied up in meetings, this doctor is not liable for the injury imposed on the
patient; nor is the full damage to remain with the patient; rather, the principle of
synchronizing control and liability requires to make those jointly and severally
liable who contributed to passing the regulations causing the problem — tying
up doctors in meetings and requiring written consent to engage in professional
activities — in the first place.

Stable Legal Environment

The following three basic guarantees are more or less ancillary to the first
three, the classical threesome of economic basic rights. Constancy and pre-
dictability of economic policy is required in order to be able to enter contracts
covering not only the present but also the future. The same is true with respect
to the exercise of property rights with consequences in the future, notably in-
vestment decisions. For private property rights, however, the predictability of
economic policy is crucial because it affects the adjustment costs necessarily
borne by the private sector and falling onto property, conceivably reducing its
value. This requirement does not affect the range and domain of economic
policy, but only the time horizon within which it can be carried out. The more
predictable economic policies are, the smaller the adjustment costs. The corol-
lary statement requires that the more drastic a policy change, the longer its
implementation has to be delayed and the more carefully the precise contours
of the new policy have to be explained in order to allow for smooth adjust-
ments in the private sector. A policy may be unconstitutional simply because
the legislature did not take the requisite care in spelling it out in time and
providing for reasonable adjustment periods before implementation.

Stable Currency

Contractual relationships that are entered into for longer periods of time
typically require for some kind of payment to be made by one or the other
party. The benefits from contractual relationships can be seriously impaired if
there is no common language in which to express the duties of the different
parties. The problem is most serious in the case of payments, if there is no
stable unit in which to express the size of payments to be made and received.
The more uncertainty there is, the smaller can be the gains from trade and
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consequently the smaller is the potential for economic progress in that society.
This is why, from an economic point of view, the guarantee of a stable cur-
rency is important as an ancillary right. Again, what is really required is not
one particular monetary policy, but rather an institutional arrangement which
stabilizes the unit of account. It should be noted here that this requirement
does not prescribe any particular monetary policy for a central bank, such as
a EUROPEAN CENTRAL BANK; nor does it require only one currency to
circulate in a particular market. Leading monetary theorists have shown that a
variety of currencies circulating may not only be compatible with the principle
of keeping the unit of account stable; it may even be in the interest of enforcing
this principle.’

Open Markets

Finally, access to markets has to remain open in order to allow for other ba-
sic human rights to be exercised in a meaningful way. This is obvious for the
right of freedom of contract, but also extends into such classical basic rights
as the freedom of the press, freedom of political expression, freedom of ex-
ercising the religion of one’s choice, freedom of exercising the profession of
one’s choice, the academic privileges of freedom of instruction and research,
etc. The problem is, by the way, most serious if a particular government or
some private agents suppress the existence of a market altogether. The guaran-
tee of freedom of access to markets obviously includes the guarantee to have
such markets established, which does not predetermine the shape such markets
take, as long as they provide for an open forum to communicate and exchange,
which is what a market basically is about.®

Procedural Guarantees

Basic rights and procedural guarantees are equally important, since basic
rights can only be exercised if certain procedural guarantees are observed. The
importance of procedural guarantees is not reflected in the amount of space
they receive in this essay, due to space limitations. Essentially, there are two
types of procedural guarantees: guarantees regulating the relationship between
public bodies; and guarantees regulating the relationship between public bod-
ies and citizens.

The Relationship between Public Bodies

The procedural principles regulating the relationships between public bod-
ies consist of at least three groups. They include all those rules regulating
the domains of competence of the various public bodies with respect to each
other, including the areas of co-operation, mutual consent or hierarchical con-
trol. A second group consists of principles of budgeting such as the principles
of timeliness, completeness of budgets etc. A third involves principles of leg-
islation. One is that legislation always has to be of a general character, and
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that acts are invalid if they address one case only. Another economically rel-
evant principle involves the requirement that legislation which has turned out
to be faulty, unjust or seriously impractical and thereby has turned out to be in
violation of basic rights needs to be corrected.

The Relationships between Public Bodies and Citizens

The second set of procedural rules typically found in constitutions involves
the question of how the private citizen or other legal entity relate to public bod-
ies. Into this category fall essentially two sets of rules. One set again governs
the separation of the domains of competence. A typical example is the separa-
tion of church and state. But here, again, forms of co-operation, of mutual con-
sent or of hierarchical orderings are clearly available. The second set of rules,
generally described by the extremely comprehensive term of due process, lays
down the rules of the game between public bodies and private citizens or legal
entities. These include information rights, notification rights, and the right to
have access to courts and bodies of appeal in meaningful ways that go beyond
merely procedural ceremonies without content, since the important benchmark
is the effectiveness of these procedures in safeguarding the six basic economic
rights outlined above.

A Preliminary Summary

In the preceding analysis, we have identified constitutional guarantees with
respect to basic rights on the one hand and procedural rules on the other. There
are three basic rights the guarantee of which has to be considered as central
from an economic point of view. These guarantees protect the right of free-
dom of contract, the institution of liability in the sense that those responsible
for actions or a lack thereof can be held responsible for the effects of their ac-
tivities or the lack thereof; and the institution of private property in the sense
that clearly specified and meaningful alternatives become available for eco-
nomic agents to dispose with goods and services. These basic economic rights
are supported by three ancillary economic rights, guaranteeing a stable legal
environment, a stable currency providing for a common language of contrac-
tual relationships, and open markets which include the right to establish such
markets in areas where they do not exist.

Procedural guarantees cover either the relationship between public bodies,
or the relationship between public bodies and private citizens or other legal
entities. The principle of due process requires in this context that citizens and
legal persons have access to courts and bodies of appeal in meaningful ways,
barring purely ceremonial procedures.

The economic analysis of constitutional rights can, obviously, not substi-
tute for constitutional jurisprudence. But economic analysis can substantially
enhance the sharpness of jurisprudential analysis by spelling out the conse-
quences of particular constitutional provisions (or the lack thereof) and the
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systematic interconnections between basic legal institutions such as property,
contract, and liability; as well as legal procedures. In this sense, the economic
analysis can be integrated into jurisprudential analysis and by being embod-
ied into the interpretation of constitutional provisions, economic analysis can
become an integral part of constitutional scholarship.

To the inadverted, since Leland likes to have the precise language
beforehand, here is the original:

INSERTION I

Friedrich Nietzsche Die frohliche Wissenschaft
ABSCHNITT 377

Wir Heimatlosen. — Es fehlt unter den Europédern von heute nicht an solchen,
die ein Recht haben, sich in einem abhebenden und ehrenden Sinne Heimat-
lose zu nennen, — ihnen gerade sei meine geheime Weisheit und gaya scienza
ausdriicklich ans Herz gelegt! Denn ihr Los ist hart, ihre Hoffnung ungewil,
es ist ein Kunststiick, ithnen einen Trost zu erfinden, — aber was hilft es! Wir
Kinder der Zukunft, wie vermochten wir in diesem Heute zu Hause sein! Wir
sind allen Idealen abgiinstig, auf welche hin einer sich sogar in dieser zerbrech-
lichen, zerbrochenen Ubergangszeit noch heimisch fiihlen konnte; was aber
deren “Realitidten” betrifft, so glauben wir nicht daran, dal sie Dauer haben.
Das Eis, das heute noch trigt, ist schon sehr diinn geworden: der Tauwind
weht, wir selbst, wir Heimatlosen, sind etwas, das Eis und andere allzudiinne
“Realititen” aufbricht ... Wir “konservieren” nichts, wir wollen auch in keine
Vergangenheit zuriick, wir sind durchaus nicht “liberal”, wir arbeiten nicht
fiir den “Fortschritt”, wir brauchen unser Ohr nicht erst gegen die Zukunfts-
Sirenen des Marktes zu verstopfen — das, was sie singen “gleiche Rechte”,
“freie Gesellschaft”, “keine Herren mehr und keine Knechte”, das lockt uns
nicht! — wir halten es schlechterdings nicht fiir wiinschenswert, dafl das Re-
ich der Gerechtigkeit und Eintracht auf Erden gegriindet werde (weil es unter
allen Umstinden das Reich der tiefsten VermittelmédBigung und Chineserei
sein wiirde), wir freuen uns an allen, die gleich uns die Gefahr, den Krieg,
das Abenteuer lieben, die sich nicht abfinden, einfangen, verséhnen und ver-
schneiden lassen, wir rechnen uns selbst unter die Eroberer, wir denken iiber
die Notwendigkeit neuer Ordnungen nach, auch einer neuen Sklaverei — denn
zu jeder Verstirkung und Erhohung des Typus “Mensch” gehort auch eine
neue Art Versklavung hinzu — nicht wahr? Mit alledem miissen wir schlecht in
einem Zeitalter zu Hause sein, welches die Ehre in Anspruch zu nehmen liebt,
das menschlichste, mildeste, rechtlichste Zeitalter zu heiflen, das die Sonne
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bisher gesehen hat. Schlimm genug, daf wir gerade bei diesen schonen Worten
um so héBlichere Hintergedanken haben! Dafl wir darin nur den Ausdruck —
auch die Maskerade — der tiefen Schwichung, der Ermiidung, des Alters, der
absinkenden Kraft sehen! Was kann uns daran gelegen sein, mit was fiir Flit-
tern ein Kranker seine Schwiche aufputzt! Mag er sie als seine Tugend zur
Schau tragen — es unterliegt ja keinem Zweifel, dal die Schwéche mild, ach
so mild, so rechtlich, so unoffensiv, so “menschlich” macht! — Die “Religion
des Mitleidens”, zu der man uns iiberreden mochte, o wir kennen die hyster-
ischen Minnlein und Weiblein genug, welche heute gerade diese Religion zum
Schleier und Aufputz nétig haben! Wir sind keine Humanitarier; wir wiirden
uns nie erlauben wagen, von unserer “Liebe zur Menschheit” zu reden — dazu
ist unsereins nicht Schauspieler genug! Oder nicht Saint-Simonist genug, nicht
Franzose genug! Man muB schon mit einem gallischen Ubermal erotischer
Reizbarkeit und verliebter Ungeduld behaftet sein, um sich in ehrlicher Weise
sogar noch der Menschheit mit seiner Brunst zu n#hern ... Der Menschheit!
Gab es je noch ein scheuBlicheres altes Weib unter allen alten Weibern?
(- es miifite denn etwa “die Wahrheit” sein: eine Frage fiir Philosophen). Nein,
wir lieben die Menschheit nicht; andererseits sind wir aber auch lange nicht
“deutsch” genug, wie heute das Wort “deutsch” gang und gibe ist, um dem
Nationalismus und dem Rassenhall das Wort zu reden, um an der nationalen
Herzenskritze und Blutvergiftung Freude haben zu konnen, derenthalben sich
jetzt in Europa Volk gegen Volk wie mit Quarantinen abgrenzt, absperrt. Dazu
sind wir zu unbefangen, zu boshaft, zu verwohnt, auch zu gut unterrichtet, zu
“gereist”: wir ziehen es bei weitem vor, auf Bergen zu leben, abseits, “un-
zeitgemal”, in vergangenen oder kommenden Jahrhunderten, nur damit wir
uns die stille Wut ersparen, zu der wir uns verurteilt wiiiten als Augenzeugen
einer Politik, die den deutschen Geist 6de macht, indem sie ihn eitel macht,
und kleine Politik auBerdem ist: — hat sie nicht nétig, damit ihre eigene Schop-
fung nicht sofort wieder auseinander fillt, sie zwischen zwei Todhasse zu
pflanzen? muf sie nicht die Verewigung der Kleinstaaterei Europas wollen?
... Wir Heimatlosen, wir sind der Rasse und Abkunft nach zu vielfach und
gemischt, als “moderne Menschen”, und folglich wenig versucht, an jener ver-
logenen Rassen-Selbstbewunderung und Unzucht teilzunehmen, welche sich
heute in Deutschland als Zeichen deutscher Gesinnung zur Schau triagt und
die bei dem Volke des “historischen Sinns” zwiefach falsch und unanstéindig
anmutet. Wir sind, mit einem Worte — und es soll unser Ehrenwort sein! —
gut Europier, die Erben Europas, die reichen, {iberhduften, aber auch iiber-
reich verpflichteten Erben von Jahrtausenden des europidischen Geistes: als
solche auch dem Christentum entwachsen und abhold, und gerade, weil wir
aus ihm gewachsen sind, weil unsere Vorfahren Christen von riicksichtsloser
Rechtschaffenheit des Christentums waren, die ihrem Glauben willig Gut und
Blut, Stand und Vaterland zum Opfer gebracht haben. Wir — tun desgleichen.
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Wofiir doch? Fiir unseren Unglauben? Fiir jede Art Unglauben? Nein, das wil3t
ihr besser, meine Freunde! Das verborgene Ja in euch ist stirker als alle Neins
und Vielleichts, an denen ihr mit eurer Zeit krank seid; und wenn ihr aufs Meer
miift, ihr Auswanderer, so zwingt dazu auch euch — ein Glaube!

(Friedrich Nietzsche, Kritische Studienausgabe, 15 vols. G. Colli and
M. Montinari, eds., Miinchen-Berlin/New York: DTV — de Gruyter. Repr of
the 2" edn. 1988.)

We who are homeless — Among Euro- This opening speaks to his basic
peans today there is no lack of those dislike of the economy as such.
who are entitled to call themselves But he turns around rather quickly.

homeless in a distinctive and honor-
able sense: it is to them that I espe-
cially commend my secret wisdom
and gaya scienza. For their fate is
hard, their hopes are uncertain; it is
quite a feat to devise some comfort
for them — but to what avail?

We children of the future, how could we be at home in this today? We feel
disfavor for all ideals that might lead one to feel at home even in this fragile,
broken time of transition; as for its “realities,” we do not believe that they will
last. The ice that still supports people today has become very thin; the wind
that brings the thaw is blowing; we ourselves who are homeless constitute a
force that breaks open ice and other all too thin “realities.”

We “conserve” nothing; neither do Here, Nietzsche takes up central
we want to return to any past peri- aspects of free market economics,
ods; we are not by any means “lib- still in a critical posture, however.

eral”’; we do not work for “progress”;
we do not need to plug up our ears
against the sirens who in the market
place sing of the future: their song
about “equal rights,” “a free society,”
“no more masters and no servants”

has no allure for us.

We simply do not consider it desir- When he talks about ‘“enslave-
able that a realm of justice and con- ment,” he is at what now we call
cord should be established on earth consumerism. (It is telling that

(because it would certainly be the Vance Packard, who promoted
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lighted with all who love, as we these ideas, never mentioned Niet-
do, danger, war, and adventures, who zsche in his diatribes.)

refuse to compromise, to be cap-

tured, reconciled, and castrated; we

count ourselves among conquerors;

we think about the necessity for new

orders, also for a new slavery —

for every strengthening and enhance-

ment of the human type also involves

a new kind of enslavement.

Is it not clear that with all this we are bound to feel ill at ease in an age that
likes to claim the distinction of being the most humane, the mildest, and the
most righteous age that the sun has ever seen? It is bad enough that precisely
when we hear these beautiful words we have the ugliest suspicions. What we
find in them is merely an expression — and a masquerade — of a profound
weakening, of weariness, of old age, of declining energies. What can it matter
to us what tinsel the sick may use to cover up their weakness? Let them parade
it as their virtue; after all, there is no doubt that weakness makes one mild, oh
so mild, so righteous, so inoffensive, so “humane”!

The “religion of pity” to which one would like to convert us — oh, we know
the hysterical little male and females well enough who today need precisely
this religion as a veil and make-up. We are no humanitarians; we should never
dare to permit ourselves to speak of our “love of humanity”; our kind is not
actor enough for that. Or not Saint-Simonist enough, not French enough. One
really has to be afflicted with a Gallic excess of erotic irritability and enam-
oured impatience to approach in all honesty the whole of humanity with one’s
lust!

Humanity! Has there ever been a more hideous old woman among all old
women — (unless it were “truth”: a question for philosophers)? No, we do not
love humanity; but on the other hand we are not nearly “German” enough, in
the sense in which the word “German” is constantly being used nowadays, to
advocate nationalism and race hatred and to be able to take pleasure in the
national scabies of the heart and blood poisoning that now leads the nations
of Europe to delimit and barricade themselves against each other as if it were
a matter of quarantine. For that we are too open-minded, too malicious, too
spoiled, also too well informed, too “travelled”: we far prefer to live on moun-
tains, apart, “untimely,” in past or future centuries, merely in order to keep
ourselves from experiencing the silent rage to which we know we should be
condemned as eyewitnesses of politics that are desolating the German spirit
by making it vain and that is, moreover, perty politics: to keep its own creation
from immediately falling apart again, is it not finding it necessary to plant it
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between two deadly hatreds? must it not desire the eternalization of the Euro-
pean system of a lot of petty states?

We who are homeless are too manifold and mixed racially and in our de-
scent, being “modern men,” and consequently do not feel tempted to partici-
pate in the mendacious racial self-admiration and racial indecency that parades
in Germany today as a sign of a German way of thinking and that is doubly
false and obscene among the people of the “historical sense.” We are, in one
word — and let this be our word of honor — good Europeans, the heirs of Eu-
rope, the rich, oversupplied, but also overly obligated heirs of thousands of
years of European spirit. As such, we have also outgrown Christianity and are
averse to it — precisely because we have grown out of it, because our ancestors
were Christians who in their Christianity were uncompromisingly upright: for
their faith they willingly sacrificed possessions and position, blood and father-
land. We — do the same. For what? For our unbelief? For every kind of unbe-
lief? No, you know better than that, friends! The hidden Yes in you is stronger
than all Nos and Maybes that afflict you and your age like a disease; and when
you have to embark on the sea, you emigrants, you, too, are compelled to this
by — a faith!

(Friedrich Nietzsche, The Gay Science — with a Prelude in Rhymes and an
Appendix of Songs, Walter Kaufmann (ed.), New York: Vintage Books, 1974.)

INSERTION II

Friedrich Nietzsche Die Genealogie der Moral
ZWEITE ABHANDLUNG
1.

Ein Tier heranziichten, das versprechen darf — ist das nicht gerade jene
paradoxe Aufgabe selbst, welche sich die Natur in Hinsicht auf den Men-
schen gestellt hat, ist es nicht das eigentliche Problem vom Menschen? ...
Dal} dies Problem bis zu einem hohen Grad gelost ist, mufl dem um so er-
staunlicher erscheinen, der die entgegenwirkende Kraft, die der Vergeflichkeit,
vollauf zu wiirdigen weil}. VergeBlichkeit ist keine blofe vis inertiae, wie
die Oberflichlichen glauben, sie ist vielmehr ein aktives, im strengsten Sinne
positives Hemmungsvermogen, dem es zuzuschreiben ist, da3 was nur von
uns erlebt, erfahren, in uns hineingenommen wird, uns im Zustande der Ver-
dauung (man diirfte ihn “Einverseelung” nennen) ebensowenig ins Bewult-
sein tritt, als der ganze tausendfiltige ProzeB, mit dem sich unsre leibliche
Erndhrung, die sogenannte “Einverleibung” abspielt. Die Tiiren und Fenster
des Bewuftseins zeitweilig schlieen; von dem Larm und Kampf, mit dem
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unsre Unterwelt von dienstbaren Organen fiir- und gegeneinander arbeitet, un-
behelligt bleiben; ein wenig Stille, ein wenig tabula rasa des Bewuftseins,
damit wieder Platz wird fiir Neues, vor allem fiir die vornehmeren Funk-
tionen und Funktiondre, fiir Regieren, Voraussehn, Vorausbestimmen (denn
unser Organismus ist oligarchisch eingerichtet) — das ist der Nutzen der, wie
gesagt, aktiven VergeBlichkeit, einer Tiirwérterin gleichsam, einer Aufrechter-
halterin der seelischen Ordnung, der Ruhe, der Etikette: womit sofort abzusehn
ist, inwiefern es kein Gliick, keine Heiterkeit, keine Hoffnung, keinen Stolz
keine Gegenwart geben konnte ohne VergeBlichkeit. Der Mensch, in dem
dieser Hemmungsapparat beschéadigt wird und aussetzt, ist einem Dyspep-
tiker zu vergleichen (und nicht nur zu vergleichen) — er wird mit nichts “fer-
tig” ... Eben dieses notwendig vergeBliche Tier, an dem das Vergessen eine
Kraft, eine Form der starken Gesundheit darstellt, hat sich nun ein Gegen-
vermdgen angeziichtet, ein Gedéchtnis, mit Hilfe dessen fiir gewisse Fille
die VergeBlichkeit ausgehingt wird, — fiir die Fille ndmlich, daf versprochen
werden soll: somit keineswegs blof} ein passivisches Nicht-wieder-los-werden-
Konnen des einmal eingeritzten Eindrucks, nicht blof die Indigestion an einem
einmal verpfindeten Wort, mit dem man nicht wieder fertig wird, sondern ein
aktives Nicht-wieder-los-werden-Wollen, ein Fort-und-fort-Wollen des einmal
Gewollten, ein eigentliches Geddchtnis des Willens: so dall zwischen das ur-
spriingliche “ich will” “ich werde tun” und die eigentliche Entladung des Wil-
lens, seinen Akz, unbedenklich eine Welt von neuen fremden Dingen, Umstin-
den, selbst Willensakten dazwischengelegt werden darf, ohne dal} diese lange
Kette des Willens springt. Was setzt das aber alles voraus! Wie muf3 der Men-
sch, um dermaf3en iiber die Zukunft voraus zu verfiigen, erst gelernt haben, das
notwendige vom zufilligen Geschehen scheiden, kausal denken, das Ferne wie
gegenwadrtig sehn und vorwegnehmen, was Zweck ist, was Mittel dazu ist, mit
Sicherheit anzusetzen, iiberhaupt rechnen, berechnen kénnen, — wie muf3 dazu
der Mensch selbst vorerst berechenbar, regelmdfig, notwendig geworden sein,
auch sich selbst fiir seine eigene Vorstellung, um endlich dergestalt, wie es ein
Versprechender tut, fiir sich als Zukunft gutsagen zu kénnen!

2.

Eben das ist die lange Geschichte von der Herkunft der Verantwortlichkeit.
Jene Aufgabe, ein Tier heranzuziichten, das versprechen darf, schlief3t, wie wir
bereits begriffen haben, als Bedingung und Vorbereitung die nihere Aufgabe
in sich, den Menschen zuerst bis zu einem gewissen Grade notwendig, einfor-
mig, gleich unter Gleichen, regelmifig und folglich berechenbar zu machen.
Die ungeheure Arbeit dessen, was von mir “Sittlichkeit der Sitte”” genannt wor-
den ist (vgl. Morgenrite, S. 13 f., 18, 21) — die eigentliche Arbeit des Men-
schen an sich selber in der lingsten Zeitdauer des Menschengeschlechts, seine
ganze vorhistorische Arbeit hat hierin ihren Sinn, ihre grofle Rechtfertigung,
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wieviel ihr auch von Hirte, Tyrannei, Stumpfsinn und Idiotismus innewohnt:
der Mensch wurde mit Hilfe der Sittlichkeit der Sitte und der sozialen Zwangs-
jacke wirklich berechenbar gemacht. Stellen wir uns dagegen ans Ende des
ungeheuren Prozesses, dorthin, wo der Baum endlich seine Friichte zeitigt,
wo die Sozietdt und ihre Sittlichkeit der Sitte endlich zutage bringt, wozu
sie nur das Mittel war: so finden wir als reifste Frucht an ihrem Baum das
souverdne Individuum, das nur sich selbst gleiche, das von der Sittlichkeit
der Sitte wieder losgekommene, das autonome iibersittliche Individuum (denn
“autonom” und “sittlich” schlieBt sich aus), kurz den Menschen des eignen,
unabhingigen, langen Willens, der versprechen darf —und in ihm ein stolzes,
in allen Muskeln zuckendes Bewultsein davon, was da endlich errungen und in
ihm leibhaft geworden ist, ein eigentliches Macht- und Freiheits-BewuBtsein,
ein Vollendungs-Gefiihl des Menschen iiberhaupt. Dieser Freigewordene, der
wirklich versprechen darf, dieser Herr des freien Willens, dieser Souveridn —
wie sollte er es nicht wissen, welche Uberlegenheit er damit vor allem voraus
hat, was nicht versprechen und fiir sich selbst gutsagen darf, wieviel Vertrauen,
wieviel Furcht, wieviel Ehrfurcht er erweckt — er “verdient” alles Dreies -und
wie ihm, mit dieser Herrschaft iiber sich, auch die Herrschaft iiber die Um-
stande, iiber die Natur und alle willenskiirzeren und unzuverlissigeren Krea-
turen notwendig in die Hand gegeben ist? Der “freie” Mensch, der Inhaber
eines langen unzerbrechlichen Willens, hat in diesem Besitz auch sein Wert-
mayf3: von sich aus nach den anderen hinblickend, ehrt er oder verachtet er;
und ebenso notwendig als er die ihm Gleichen, die Starken und Zuverlédssigen
(die, welche versprechen diirfen) ehrt, — also jedermann, der wie ein Souverin
verspricht, schwer, selten, langsam, der mit seinem Vertrauen geizt, der ausze-
ichnet, wenn er vertraut, der sein Wort gibt als etwas, auf das VerlaB ist, weil
er sich stark genug weil}, es selbst gegen Unfille, selbst “gegen das Schick-
sal” aufrechtzuerhalten —: ebenso notwendig wird er seinen FuBtritt fiir die
schmichtigen Windhunde bereit halten, welche versprechen, ohne es zu diir-
fen, und seine Zuchtrute fiir den Liigner, der sein Wort bricht, im Augenblick
schon, wo er es im Munde hat. Das stolze Wissen um das aullerordentliche
Privilegium der Verantwortlichkeit, das BewuBtsein dieser seltenen Freiheit,
dieser Macht iiber sich und das Geschick hat sich bei ihm bis in seine un-
terste Tiefe hinabgesenkt und ist zum Instinkt geworden, zum dominierenden
Instinkt: — wie wird er ihn heiB3en, diesen dominierenden Instinkt, gesetzt, dafl
er ein Wort dafiir bei sich notig hat? Aber es ist kein Zweifel: dieser souverédne
Mensch heil3t ihn sein Gewissen. . .

(Friedrich Nietzsche, Kritische Studienausgabe, 15 vols. G. Colli and
M. Montinari, eds., Miinchen-Berlin/New York: DTV — de Gruyter. Repr of
the 2" edn. 1988.)
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1.

To breed an animal which is able
to make promise — is that not pre-
cisely the paradoxical task which na-
ture has set herself with regard to hu-
mankind? is it not the real problem of
humankind?. . .

The fact that this problem has been
solved to a large degree must seem
all the more surprising to the person
who can fully appreciate the oppos-
ing force, forgetfulness.
Forgetfulness is not just a vis in-
ertiae, as superficial people believe,
but is rather an active ability to sup-
press, positive in the strongest sense
of the word, to which we owe the fact
that what we simply live through,
experience, take in, no more enters
our consciousness during digestion
(one could call it spiritual ingestion)
than does the thousand-fold process
which takes place with our physical
consumption of food, our so-called
ingestion.
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Here, we find the crucial issue of
concluding contracts, the basic no-
tion of a market economy. Yet, this
has to hold for the state as well.
Nietzsche is concerned here with
the building blocks of society.

This speaks directly to issues of
property taken and contract non-
performance. Currently, in the
German transition economy, “for-
getfulness” is a big item. Only
in this context can policies be
placed which withhold property
from their rightful owners and
thereby bring unemployment upon
their dependents.

To shut the doors and windows of consciousness for a while; not to be
bothered by the noise and battle with which our underworld of serviceable
organs work with and against each other; a little peace, a little tabula rasa
of consciousness to make room for something new, above all for the nobler
functions and functionaries, for ruling, predicting, predetermining (our organ-
ism runs along oligarchic lines, you see) — that, as I said, is the benefit of
active forgetfulness, like a doorkeeper or guardian of mental order, rest and
etiquette: from which we can immediately see how there could be no happi-
ness, cheerfulness, hope, pride, immediacy, without forgetfulness. The person
in whom this apparatus of suppression is damaged, so that it stops working,
can be compared (and not just compared —) to a dyspeptic; he cannot ‘cope’
with anything. . .

And precisely this necessarily forget-
ful animal, in whom forgetting is a
strength, representing a form of ro-

The word of honour establishes
the contract and implies liability in
ase the promise is broken. Al-
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bust health, has bred for himself though liability is not mentioned
a counter-device, memory, with the as such, Nietzsche expresses the
help of which forgetfulness can be very idea as “reliability.”

suspended in certain cases, — namely
in those cases where a promise is
to be made: consequently, it is by
no means merely a passive inabil-
ity to be rid of an impression once
it has made its impact, nor is it just
indigestion caused by giving your
word on some occasion and finding
you cannot cope, instead it is an ac-
tive desire not to let got, a desire to
keep on desiring what has been, on
some occasion, desired, really it is
the will’s memory: so that a world
of strange new things, circumstances
and even acts of will may be placed
quite safely in between the original
‘T will, ‘I shall do’ and the actual
discharge of the will, its act, without
breaking this long chain of the will.

But what a lot of preconditions there are for this! In order to have that degree of
control over the future, man must first have learnt to distinguish between what
happens by accident and what by design, to think causally, to view the future
as the present and anticipate it, to grasp with certainty what is end and what is
means, in all, to be able to calculate, compute — and before he can do this, man
himself will really have to become reliable, regular, automatic [notwendig],
even in his own self-image, so that he, as someone making a promise is, is
answerable for his own future!

2.

That is precisely what constitutes the long history of the origins of respon-
sibility. That particular task of breeding an animal which has the right to make
a promise includes, as we have already understood, as precondition and prepa-
ration, the more immediate task of first making man to a certain degree unde-
viating [notwendig], uniform, a peer amongst peers, orderly and consequently
predictable.

The immense amount of labour in- Here, Nietzsche emphasizes the
volved in what I have called the rule of law as a pre-condition for
‘morality of custom’ [see Daybreak, human activity at a high level of

I, 9; 14; 16), the actual labour of man development.



The Word of Honour 103

on himself during the longest epoch
of the human race, his whole labour
before history, is explained and justi-
fied on a grand scale, in spite of the
hardness, tyranny, stupidity and id-
iocy it also contained, by this fact:
with the help of the morality of cus-
tom and the social straitjacket, man
was made truly predictable.

Let us place ourselves, on the other hand, at the end of this immense process
where the tree actually bears fruit, where society and its morality of custom
finally reveal what they were simply the means to: we then find the sovereign
individual as the ripest fruit on its tree, like only to itself, having freed itself
from the morality of custom, an autonomous, supra-ethical individual (because
‘autonomous’ and ‘ethical’ are mutually exclusive), in short, we find a man
with his own, independent, durable will, who has the right to make a promise
— and has a proud consciousness quivering in every muscle of what he has
finally achieved and incorporated, and actual awareness of power and freedom,
a feeling that man in general has reached completion.

This man who is now free and who Nietzsche even comes close to the
really does have the right to make a concept of producer and consumer
promise, this master of the free will, sovereignty.

this sovereign — how could he re-
main ignorant of this superiority over
everybody who does not have the
right to make a promise or answer
for himself, how much trust, fear
and respect he arouses — he ‘merits’
all three — and how could he, with
his self-mastery, not realise that he
has necessarily been given mastery
over circumstances, over nature and
over all creatures with a less durable
and reliable will? The ‘free’ man,
the professor of a durable, unbreak-
able will, thus has his own standard
of value: in the possession of such
a will: others from his standpoint,
viewing he respects or despises; and
just as he will necessarily respect
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his peers, the strong and the reliable
(those with the right to give their
word), — that is everyone who makes
promises like a sovereign, ponder-
ously, seldom, slowly, and is sparing
with his trust, who confers an hon-
our when he places his trust, who
gives his word as something which
can be relied on, because he is strong
enough to remain upright in the face
of mishap or even ‘in the face of fate’
—: so he will necessarily be ready to
kick the febrile whippets who make
a promise when they have no right
to do so, and will save the rod for
the liar who breaks his word in the
very moment it passes his lips. The
proud realization of the extraordinary
privilege of responsibility, the aware-
ness of this rare freedom and power
over himself and his destiny, has pen-
etrated him to the depths and become
an instinct, his dominant instinct: —
what will he call his dominant in-
stinct, assuming that he needs a word
for it? No doubt about the answer:
this sovereign man calls it his con-
science. . .

Backhaus

Again, he returns to the crucial
role of liability in economic af-
fairs.

Even somewhat going beyond Eu-
cken, he emphasizes the impor-
tance of trust for efficient market
exchange.

(Friedrich Nietzsche, On the Genealogy of Morality, K. Ansell-Pearson
(ed.), Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994.)

Although Nietzsche does not fully work out the basic institutions of a mar-
ket economy, the key notions are present and could readily be further devel-

oped.
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ITII. THE BASIC INSTITUTIONS OF A MARKET
ECONOMY - RECONSIDERED: PRICE INDICES

Yet, read on. If man is the animal that can make and keep promises, and
currency is the language in which these promises can be kept, how about the
state (of all conceivable agents) to monitor the stability of the currency. Fruitful
advances in economic theory mash with questionable public policy. Here is
one example.

Having now turned to Nietzsche, the question naturally arises: can we get
to much less disorganized economic discourse? First, we find an eminent
scholar deeply immingled in Christian thought trying to derive economics out
of Christian insights. Then we find a deeply troubled philosopher, who comes
up with fairly the same suggestions as the first one. I repeat: ex falso quod libet.
Here we now have a case which ties back to Leland Yeager’s basic proposition,
“in search of a monetary constitution”® in order to pose the question, where
can we search for a truthful monetary constitution? It is true that any good
that goes for a price has many characteristics. It is therefore also true that any
good that goes for one economic price has many characteristics upon which
people may disagree. In due course, sensible entrepreneurs will try to disentan-
gle these characteristics, selling their goods with some characteristics on one
market and other characteristics on other markets. In this way, a price-spread
would naturally occur.

On this hook of Lancaster’s perfectly sound theory '* ingenious price index
engineers have now hooted the notion of calculating hedonic price indices.
Take a simple example. If some good, such as typewriters, decline in their
price, other goods, such as computers may all of a sudden appear. First, since
some people even use a computer as a typewriter, one could have attested an
increase in the price of typewriters, but this has never occurred. On the other
hand, since computers also facilitate many ways of life, it can be said that the
same product, originally a typewriter, now a computer, has made many things
much easier to do. You could conceivably say that the computer as opposed
to the typewriter has improved our life. To measure this would be a sensible
proposition for an economist.

We can, however, also turn a legitimate theory into something else in order
to measure the price index. It needs to be understood, that the price index is
now a highly political piece of statistics. The price index, for instance, turns
the budget on social security entitlements. For this reason, it is by no means
inconceivable that political power turn intelligent minds on manipulating the
index. This can readily be done. Kindly look at the graph that Leland himself
has drawn:
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If one aspect of a good becomes more expensive, yet another aspect of the
good becomes less expensive so, and these may even be different goods, an
opportunity arises to buy more of the now less expensive good aspect, while a
dis-opportunity has also arisen, for closing, under the same budget constraint,
the opportunity to buy more of the now more expensive aspects.

Itis not difficult to give a practical example. We do understand that the black
population has an obesity problem. This is readily revealed in health care costs,
but also in mortality figures (heart conditions). The traditional diet of the black
population contained a lot of natural ingredients; grandmother would cook the
big pot of “greens.” As a consequence of various Washington-sponsored gov-
ernment programmes, this family structure has largely been eroded. We can
now find a dramatic discrepancy between life expectancy among black and
white male in the Deep South. I do not want to suggest simple conclusions.
From the point of view of Lancaster’s sensible suggestion, however, we have
to keep in mind that the different characteristics of goods do not escape the
consumers.

If a calculator in Washington wants to measure the consumer price index,
he cannot fail to notice that produce is no longer in much demand. In fact,
fresh produce may be too difficult a product to market for many, in partic-
ular minority-operated entrepreneurships. If the turnips do not get sold, you
have to throw them away, and you have to write that clearly as a loss. On the
other hand, if you can order pre-packaged assortments of groceries, perhaps in
deep-freeze condition you do not have the problem of having to throw away
the waste, as long as you can pay the power company. Hence, the consumer
in the supermarket is confronted with pre-fabricated ready-made deep-frozen
vegetable assortments and next to this, during a time of duration, fresh pro-
duce at, however, accelerated prices. A simple avocado may go for a dollar, an
artichoke even for two. !! If you now interpret Leland’s graphic correctly, you
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can readily see that there is welfare increase possible due to the better avail-
ability of ready-made groceries but only if you ignore the redux, i.e. the non-
availability of fresh groceries due to price libertations. In due course, the fresh
grocery department in the supermarket will disappear, and the customized gro-
cery industry will prevail. If you look at this graph, this industry change will
look like a welfare increase, from that point of view, and that will then be re-
calculated into the rate of inflation. When, for instance, the price of eggplants
has doubled, while on the other hand the price of a product into which egg-
plants have been meshed ready-made might have even declined, the hedonic
index-measurer will take the general welfare in mind and conclude that not
withstanding the exorbitant increase in the price of eggplant, the price index
may actually have gone down, and the general welfare been increased.

Instead of eggplants, let us look at college education. In the state of Al-
abama, where Leland resides, most families have one or two, sometimes more
children whom they want to send to college. The cost of tuition is now between
20,000 and 30,0008 per year and child, and this is certainly an item that does
not escape attention. In Alabama, tuition costs rose at Auburn by 42.8 percent,
at Alabama state by 40.8 percent, at the University of Alabama by 40.6 per-
cent, at Alabama A&M by 38.1 percent, and I could conclude the whole list,
with Troy at Dothan with a mere 26.3 percent. This compares to a consumer
price index that hovers under 2 percent.

In economics, we picture the economic man (Der Wirt) as the agent who
takes prudent decisions. An agent who sees these figures will draw his con-
clusions. One of his conclusions would necessarily be that he has to doubt the
national statistics. Not only is the peculiar hedonic price statistic calculation in
doubt, in addition we have all the fees. There are school taxes, garbage taxes
that double henceforth, sewer taxes that even triple, many other such instru-
ments, and they do not get reflected in the price index. And yet, prominent
economists lend their services to blinding the statistics.

In fact, with the weak European economies performing, the performance
of the US dollar supports my case. The United States of America, as they
could never meet the Maastricht criteria, are currently the ailing brother of
the Western world. (The other siblings are not particular well either.) It is a
poor idea to take in principle perfectly sensible economic notions in order to
whitewash otherwise awful scenarios.

And where can we find a solution?

Leland Yeager has given us such a solution in his remarkable article in the
American Economic Review (cited above). What is happening here is that
the unit of account is constantly being falsified. Hence, competition among
agencies, such as folio-managing agencies, should decide on the best index for
price stability. The current price stability index is all but credible. In fact, it is
hard to see why there is not yet a protest group against all these falsifications.
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Public choice theory searches an answer. The majority of the winners from
this course are still voting, life and well. The heirs will visit their graveyards
in grief, but also perhaps with second thoughts.

NOTES

. See insertion 1.
. Italics in the original.

. See insertion II.
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. For an analysis of the importance of the first three options see Albert O. Hirschman, Exit,
Voice, and Loyalty: Responses to Decline in Firms, Organizations, and States, Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1970.

5. Helge Peukert: “Der 20. Juli und die wirtschafts- und ordnungspolitischen Konzeptionen
der Opposition gegen den Nationalsozialismus”, in: Perspektiven der Wirtschaftspolitik,
Volume 5, Issue 4 (2004).

6. The legal implications of this rather apodictive statement have to be further explored.

7. See for instance for a short statement Leland B. Yeager, “Deregulation and Monetary Re-
form,” American Economic Review, Papers and Proceedings, 75.2, 1985, pp. 103-107 with
further references.

8. See Andreas Schwartze, LLM-Thesis, European University Institute, Florence, 1990, pp.
30-33.

9. Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1962.
10. Journal of Political Economy.

11. Own price observation.
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Abstract Although Friedrich Nietzsche seldom is considered for his economic
thought, he in fact addressed many of the same problems as the German
Historical School in the period, and at times discussed them explicitly.
By studying Nietzsche’s political writings in the context of the ongo-
ing debates about Marxism, laissez-faire, and the ‘Social Question’ in
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1. INTRODUCTION: NIETZSCHE AND THE LATE
19TH.CENTURY ECONOMIC AGENDA

From the viewpoint of modern mainstream economics, Nietzsche would
hardly be considered as having made any contributions, directly or indirectly,
to the science. His writings did, however, struggle with the fundamental ques-
tions of human coexistence that once used to interest economists, and even
the odd criticism of laissez-faire made its way into his works. For heuristic
as well as more practical purposes it thus seems profitable to explore Niet-
zsche’s writings on the state and on economic matters as they relate to those
of his contemporaries. How, for example, does his thought relate to the prob-
lems of poverty, of Marxism, and of revolution so evident in his lifetime? A
new way of looking at the economy and at society developed among German
economists after 1848 — particularly strongly in the early 1870’s — as the so-
called Soziale Frage or Social Question took hold of public opinion, and new
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ways were sought to avoid the problems that appeared as capitalism inces-
santly forged ahead. At its kernel, the Social Question asked why, in spite of
all political promises, unfettered liberalism was tearing the social fabric apart,
why the rich got richer and the poor at best remained so. This same period, the
1870’s, saw Nietzsche penning some of his most ‘practical’ works. Through
comparing and contrasting his criticisms of contemporary social problems in
this decade with those of the new emerging mainstream of his time, we hope to
shed light on the spectrum of reactions directly addressing the Social Question
in the period.

The foundation of the German Verein fiir Socialpolitik, literally ‘The As-
sociation for Social Policy’, in October 1872 had established an alternative
agenda seeking a compromise between economic liberalism, where the mar-
ket is seen as producing automatic harmony, and communism. Barely a year
earlier, Bismarck had forged the German state, and it was the joint efforts of
Bismarck and members of the Verein — one could say the political arm of the
German Historical School of Economics — that, although the term was not
used at the time, built the welfare state as a viable alternative to liberalism
and communism. “The ruling groups who put up the social insurance system
in imperial Germany in the late 19" century despised laissez-faire economics
as much as they did socialism’ says Anthony Giddens in his The Third Way
(Giddens 1998:111).

Scholars have previously made innumerable judgments as to Nietzsche’s
position on this polarized political axis of ‘left’ and ‘right’, but these verdicts
often fail to take his contemporary political context into account. The main
movement in Germany at the time was away from the extremes of liberal-
ism and communism, and indeed explicitly seeking a functioning compromise
between them. However, the Verein itself provided a great deal of internal di-
versity of opinion, in fact so much that one marvels at how well the group
managed to stay together and be productive and influential over a period of
sixty years, from 1872 until its dissolution in 1932. Nietzsche too found little
kinship with the two political extremes. He wrote his Human, all too Human,
a somewhat uncharacteristic work due to its worldly emphasis, in Italy and
Switzerland in the shadow of this intense academic and political debate on lib-
eralism, communism, and the third way, where the main protagonists were the
members of the German Historical School of Economics. We therefore feel
that it is appropriate to evaluate Human, all too Human in the light of this
tradition and this debate.

Methodologically, however, any inquiry into the possible political conno-
tations of Nietzsche’s philosophy must be accompanied by a certain restraint.
His writings are notoriously confusing, and his vision leaves his readers with
an incredible freedom in reinterpretation:
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Nietzsche’s strategy of indirection has backfired egregiously and often. Rather than
discourage unworthy readers from attempting to divine his Promethean wisdom,
his rhetorical gyrations have in fact issued a blanket invitation to cranks and schol-
ars alike. Encountering no insurmountable textual obstacles to their own interpre-
tations of his elusive teachings, Nietzsche’s readers regularly conscript him as the
philosophical progenitor of their respective political schemes (Conway 1997:119-
120).

A century after his death, Nietzsche has become the most widely cited
philosopher of the western tradition (Solomon & Higgins 2000:3), and writers
from almost every conceivable political constellation have separately found
affinity with some aspect of his writings. The voluminous historiography of
his legacy seems to reflect the tenor of his writing: it is rich, passionate, and
very often contradictory. This is perhaps particularly the case with the wide
range of politicized analyses that have flourished so bountifully ever since his
writings became generally known. Walter Kaufmann (1974) has, for example,
been instrumental in showing how Nietzsche was systematically misappropri-
ated for political reasons by his sister Elizabeth Forster Nietzsche, but in no
way does the right have a monopoly on claiming Nietzsche for their cause.
Many scholars have thus understandably turned away from political interpre-
tations of Nietzsche’s work in recent years, and they might very well be right
in saying “there can then be no appropriation of Nietzsche for political theory”
(Strong 1996:142).

This, however, does not mean that there are no political ideas in his writ-
ing that are worth exploring and contextualizing. Nietzsche himself once wrote
that “whoever thought he had understood something of me, had made up some-
thing out of me after his own image” (Nietzsche 1908/1989:261)! and it is thus
not surprising to find his notorious interlocutor Michel Foucault take the bull
by the horns and claim “the only valid tribute to thought such as Nietzsche’s
is precisely to use it, to deform it, to make it groan and protest. And if com-
mentators then say that I am being faithful or unfaithful to Nietzsche, that is
of absolutely no interest” (Foucault 1980:53-54).

Within limits, it is everyone’s prerogative to adopt Nietzsche for themselves,
to make of him what makes them better, but the problem of charting his reac-
tions to contemporary events is not made any easier by this, quite the contrary.
We will thus limit ourselves to look at the thoughts on the state of the early
Nietzsche in the 1870’s in relation to his contemporary political and economic
developments, mostly as expressed in his 1871-72 essay on ‘The Greek State’
and the chapter ‘A Glance at the State’ in his 1878 Human all too Human.
While the heroic individual undoubtedly gets most of the press in Nietzsche’s
writings and in the historiography of his works, his vision did on occasion ven-
ture down from the hermit in Olympian isolation to consider more mundane
issues related to the political, social, and even economic developments of his
time. The so-called Social Question was one such case.
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2. THE SOCIAL QUESTION AND THE GERMAN
ECONOMIC PROGRAMME OF THE 1870’S

Immense social and economic inequality plagued Europe in the mid-
nineteenth century. This constant crisis set new questions on the political
agenda, and by the 1870’s these problems were systematically addressed in
the program of the Verein fiir Socialpolitik. Founded in 1872, the Verein was
established as an attempt to formulate an answer to the elusive ‘Social Ques-
tion’ of the period. Why, economists and politicians were asking, were poor
people getting poorer while the rich kept getting richer? How could one avoid
a new wave of revolutions like the ones of 18487 Was there a way to traverse
the treacherous terrain between liberalism and communism for the good of the
state and its citizens? The words of Gustav Schmoller at the founding meet-
ing in Eisenach, on Sunday, October 6, 1872, set the agenda of the Verein fiir
Socialpolitik against an economic policy that increasingly had become domi-
nated by the theories of David Ricardo:

The deep cleavage in our society separating entrepreneurs and workers, owning
and not owning classes, represents a threat of a social revolution. This threat has
drawn closer. In wide circles there have been serious doubts whether the economic
doctrines which dominate on today’s market — and which were expressed at the
Economic Congress — forever will keep their dominance. Will the introduction
of the free right to carry on business (Gewerbefreiheit) and the elimination of
all mediaeval legislation on guilds really crate the perfect economic conditions
that the hotheads (HeiBsporne) of that tradition predict? (Verein fiir Socialpolitik
1873:5).

The Verein’s approach to economics resurrected elements of a long tradition
in German economics known as Cameralism, a national variant of Mercantil-
ism, that dates back to the reconstruction of the country after the devastating
Thirty Years’ War of 1618-1648 (Backhaus 1993). Gustav Schmoller himself
described this old tradition as follows: “[Mercantilism] in its innermost ker-
nel ... is nothing but state making — not state making in a narrow sense, but
state making and national-economy making at the same time, state making in
the modern sense, which creates out of the political community an economic
community, and so gives it a heightened meaning” (Schmoller 1884/1967:50-
51). The young Edwin Seligman, later a famous US economist, summarized
the discrepancies between the German brand of historical economics and Eng-
lish classical economics at the time as follows: The Programme of the German
Historical School

1. Discards the exclusive use of the deductive method, and stresses the ne-
cessity of historical and statistical treatment.
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2. Denies the existence of immutable natural laws in economics, calling
attention to the interdependence of theories and institutions, and showing
that different epochs or countries require different systems.

3. Disclaims belief in the beneficence of the absolute laissez-faire system;
it maintains the close interrelations of law, ethics and economics; and
refuses to acknowledge the adequacy of the assumption of self-interest
as the sole regulator of economic action’ (Seligman 1886/1925:15-16).

The reaction of German economists to the challenge posed by the Social
Question is slightly confused by the use of three categories or groups of econo-
mists, categories that to a large extent are overlapping: 1. The German Histor-
ical School, 2. The Association for Social Policy (Verein) and 3. The Kathed-
ersozialisten (“The socialists of the professorial chair’). This requires some
clarification. The Association for Social Policy was the research and policy
arm of the group of reform-minded economists that we today call the German
Historical School.

These economists were also subjected to criticism by their contemporaries,
and we owe the term by which these economists are often remembered today,
that is Kathedersozialisten, to one of the more vocal of these critics. After his
first derogatory nickname for Schmoller, which alluded to a lack of practical
experience — ‘fresh water economist’ — failed to stick, journalist Heinrich Op-
penheim wrote a book entitled Der Katheder-Sozialismus, harshly criticizing
him (Oppenheim 1872). The term invariably conveys an idea of oxymoronic
impracticality, which is curious given the Verein’s insistence on placing practi-
cal concerns above the aesthetics of theoretical formulation. Oppenheim, how-
ever, was a journalist, an ideologue, and a leader of the German Freihdndler-
partei or Free Trade Party, and not exactly an objective observer. The term
stuck not only to Schmoller but also to the many economists he had come to
represent, who Schumpeter says reacted to the name “with singular infelicity”
(Schumpeter 1954:758; see also Ingram 1967:206 & Balabkins 1988:30). The
Social Question though, was a pertinent problem that resisted easy dismissal.
When the Kathedersozialisten joined forces with Bismarck’s bureaucracy, the
newly united Germany rose as a new model of socio-economic organization
whose effectiveness was beyond reproach. While the name that was imposed
upon them implied little practical agency, Bismarck, who otherwise is not re-
membered for his impracticality, once told Schmoller jokingly that “the fact is,
I am a socialist of the chair myself, only I have no time for that sort of thing”
(Philippovich 1891:232).

The Social Question of the day, the Soziale Frage, was thus a pressing busi-
ness observable not only in the world of academia but also in the public sphere.
While the theory fuelling laissez-faire liberalism already existed in praxis as
public policy, the Marxist alternative did not. The Herculean task facing what
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were to become the German Historical economists and their Association for
Social Policy was therefore to address and remedy the ills of capitalism identi-
fied by Marx within a political framework compatible with democratic ideals.
It could, however, be argued that the task facing liberal revisionists was even
more daunting, as they had to explain why liberal theory had not functioned in
praxis and why liberalism had so fundamentally failed to deliver on its politi-
cal promises: “The question for liberal revisionism was thus, why liberalism,
as a practical policy, had not succeeded in harmonising and ordering the eco-
nomic and social world through the invisible hand of the market forces, but
had, instead, brought about new social divisions and political turmoil, the So-
cial Question” (Haselbach 2000:65).

In other words, why was the social fabric being torn by poverty, and why
was Europe in this period threatened by the lingering possibility of an anti-
capitalist revolution rather than lulled into perpetual socio-political harmony
by the constructive competition of unshackled private interests? This was the
focal point of Germany’s political debate from the mid-19" century onwards,
and the uncertain foundation from which the Verein fiir Socialpolitik searched
for direction (Schumpeter 1954:756). Involving a definite pledge and a practi-
cal agenda stretching beyond the limits of quantification, the Verein functioned
on a basis of large-scale coordination of research activities that in the end re-
sulted in the 188 volumes of the Verein’s Schriften published between 1872
and 1932. Led by economists of the Younger Historical School, among them
Gustav Schmoller, Adolph Wagner, and Lujo Brentano (Wittrock 1939), the
movement reacted to reigning social conditions created by Ricardian doctrines
and policies, foremost among them perhaps the waning of a middle class in
the ever-expanding gulf separating rich and poor. The members of the Verein
agreed with Marx’ analysis of the dynamics of industrial society to a large
extent, but not with his policy conclusions. They acknowledged Friedrich En-
gels’ description of the terrible conditions of the working classes under laissez-
faire liberalism (Engels 1845), but were unwilling to accept the Marxist al-
ternative of a dictatorship of the proletariat. So, these economists sought to
find a viable third alternative. But rather than formulating short-term palliative
remedies, the Verein sought to construct an entirely new social and economic
system: what came to be called the modern welfare state. The iron-works and
smoke-stacks of Manchester, and the poor people who toiled in them, indeed
came to represent the pain of progress for a generation of economists in Ger-
many and in Europe at large.

Created six years before Nietzsche wrote Human, all too Human, the Verein
fiir Socialpolitik thus attempted to take the best of both worlds, allowing for in-
dividual creativity and Geist within a framework of an organisation of the pro-
ductive sphere and social welfare similar to that found in the German tradition
from Cameralism to Friedrich List (1841). There was no use in following the
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Jacobins in demanding an overnight revolution to solve all of humanity’s prob-
lems, so instead a “fundamental reconstruction of society was to come about
in time, as a by-product rather than as the result of efforts directly aimed at it”
(Schumpeter 1954:803). While attacked by their opponents due to their lack of
scientific objectivity and empirical proofs, these highly normative economists

adopted a stance somewhere between the German free-trade party and the demo-
cratic socialists . .. whilst rejecting the socialist program, they called for the inter-
vention of the state ... for the purpose of mitigating the pressure of the modern
industrial system on its weaker members (Ingram 1888/1967:205).

John Rae, writing in his 1901 book on Contemporary Socialism, somewhat
surprisingly judged the methods of the Verein fiir Socialpolitik to be as natural
and legitimate a descendent from Adam Smith as the laissez-faire German
Manchester Party, and perhaps even more so, “for in science the true succes-
sion lies with those who carry the principles of the master to a more fruit-
ful development, and not with those who embalm them as sacred but sterile
simulacra” (Rae 1901:198-199). The Verein was, however, not a ‘School’ per
se, and, as already hinted at, its individual members often disagreed on what
course should be taken to achieve the intended reforms. A classic example can
be found in the disagreements between Lujo Brentano and Gustav Schmoller
on the role of the state in insuring the welfare of workers. Where Schmoller
argued for direct state intervention, Brentano had faith in labour unions and
the intrinsic mechanics of the commercial system (Kaku 2000:72-86). They
all shared the final goal, but not always the means of getting there.

Bismarck might have been particularly sympathetic to the plights of the
poor and the cause of the Verein, but the Social Question still spread to the far
corners of Europe, finding local spokesmen in Italy as well as in England. On
the Continent, the issue was central to the economics profession and indeed
decidedly ‘mainstream’, whereas the ‘social reformers’ in England were, and
still are often, not considered economists in the strictest sense. There were,
however, exceptions to this rule, and English economists such as Sir William
Ashley, who had long-term ties to Schmoller, can fruitfully be regarded as
Kathedersozialist envoys to the Anglo-Saxon world (Semmel 1957).

By 1873 the debate surrounding the social question and the agenda of the
Kathedersozialisten had reached Italy, where an intense debate continued un-
til 1876, the same year Nietzsche began working on Human, all too Human
in Sorrento.? The fight to solve la questione sociale would remain forceful in
Italy until the advent of World War I (Loria 1915 & 1920). As Schumpeter po-
etically put it, the Kathedersozialisten had sought to “sail between the Scylla
of liberalism and the Charybdis of communism” (Schumpeter 1954:459). A
measure of the success of this group of economists is that the institutions and
the social structures they created were copied in all presently wealthy coun-
tries and indeed are present in the foundations of the modern welfare state
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(Balabkins 1988). Their theories and laws lay the foundations for the Scan-
dinavian ‘Third Way’ and William Beveridge, the reformer of English social
policy, visited Germany to study the model in 1907 (Giddens 1998:111). It
could indeed be argued that the many voices of dissent heard in the current
debates over globalization hint at the existence of similar crisis as that repre-
sented by the Social Question, only on a global level.

3. A HUMAN, ALL TOO HUMAN SOCIAL
QUESTION

The Verein fiir Socialpolitik was clearly the most organized reaction to the
Social Question in the decade from 1870 to 1880, but it was hardly the only
one. Friedrich Nietzsche too, admittedly with very different armaments and a
very different agenda, grappled with many of the same questions. Where, and
how, should Europe progress? Nietzsche was familiar with several works by
famous economists and political philosophers, most notable among the econo-
mists were Ferdinando Galiani, Eugen Diihring, John Stuart Mill, whom he
refers to often, and Henry Carey, the most influential American economist of
the time. It is not entirely clear when Nietzsche read these works for the first
time, but his characteristic hatred of English philosophy probably filtered his
reception of English economic ideas. He for example ridiculed the utilitarian
philosophy adopted by English economists, stating in a note that “man does
not seek ‘happiness’, only the English do that” (Nietzsche 2000:9231). More
generally even, he despised the entire “mechanistic” mindset characterizing
English philosophy, and thus to a certain extent also English economics, par-
ticularly perhaps in his works of the 1880’s (Nietzsche 2000:7145).

The 1870’s, however, witnessed the germination and publication of many of
Nietzsche’s most fundamental ideas, and this intellectual ferment culminated
in August 1881, when the spirit of Zarathustra assailed him on the Silvaplana,
in the Swiss Engadine (Nietzsche 1888/1989:295). Although the subsequent
Thus Spoke Zarathustra might remain his most famous work, other writings
from the preceding period shed light on different aspects of his thought. Niet-
zsche’s 1878 Human, all too Human is among his least appreciated writings,
arguably because it in many ways foreshadows his later more famous works,
but it nonetheless raises an interesting set of issues; less fiery, but also more
immediately concerned with current events and positivist questions of people
and society, individual and community than both his earlier and later writings.
Many of the ideas present in Human, all too Human were continuations or par-
tial refutations of conclusions Nietzsche drew in earlier works of the decade.
Two works from the early 1870’s are of particular interest for their emphasis
on the state and society: his 1871 essay on ‘The Greek State’ and his 1872
lecture series on ‘the Future of our Educational Institutions’.
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Nietzsche initially envisioned his essay on the ‘Greek State’ as a preface
to a future book, but he abandoned the project and never published it. Instead
he had it privately bound as a gift to Richard Wagner’s wife Cosima in 1881.
It is a brash essay, raging and passionate. His main preoccupation is with the
threat posed to culture by the modern world, and the key of his exploration is
the “secret of the connection between state and genius, eternally needing to
be interpreted”? (Nietzsche 1871/1994:186). If, as Nietzsche also argued in
his 1872 Birth of Tragedy, aesthetics was the only justification for existence
in a world without God, then humanity’s only meaning was to produce the
highest possible exemplars. This, however, could not happen in a Hobbesian
system of war against all, and so man needed the security of a state to produce
greatness. Conflict and destruction were no longer universal but instead lim-
ited to “dreadful clouds of war between nations”. These wars might be more
destructive in absolute terms than the generalized conflict of earlier times, “but
in the intervals, the concentrated effect of that bellum, turned inwards, gives
society time to germinate and turn green everywhere, so that it can let the radi-
ant blossoms of genius sprout forth as soon as warmer days come”* (Nietzsche
1871/1994:182). It is on the principle of nurturing genius that Nietzsche’s state
is ordered, and so to ensure a “broad, deep, fertile soil for the development of
art ... the overwhelming majority has to be slavishly subjected to life’s ne-
cessity in the service of the minority”; “slavery”, Nietzsche thus concludes,
“belongs to the essence of culture” (Nietzsche 1871/1994:178).5 This is the
basis on which Nietzsche proclaims his antipathy to both sides of the conven-
tional political spectrum:

The misery of men living a life of toil has to be increased to make the production
of the world of art possible for a small number of Olympian men. Here we find the
source of that hatred which has been nourishing the Communists and Socialists as
well as their pale descendants, the white race of ‘Liberals’ of every age against the
arts, but also against classical antiquity6 (Nietzsche 1871/1994:179).

Indeed, he unapologetically held that “the enormous social problems of to-
day are engendered by the excessive sensitivity of modern man, not by a true
and deep compassion for that misery””’ (Nietzsche 1871/1994:180). There
seem to be many ways of interpreting this passage. One could be that the
problem only exists because we delude ourselves to care about it. Possibly,
however, Nietzsche could be observing that it is a fate we cannot escape, that
modern man in fact is sensitive, and that the present situation thus was prob-
lematic. Nietzsche again touched upon this subject in a lecture series he held
the following year in Basel, which also marks the first time he addressed the
Social Question directly. The subject of his discussion was “The Future of our
Educational Institutions,” a topic to which Jacob Burckhardt, the great histo-
rian of antiquity and the Renaissance and Nietzsche’s colleague at the Uni-
versity of Basel (see Salin 1948), reacted to with astonishment. In a letter to
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Arnold von Salis, he wrote “you should have heard the things he said! Parts
of it were quite captivating, but you could discern a deep sadness” (Safran-
ski 2000:376). Nietzsche’s struggle in these lectures was largely with the loss
of character resulting from the economic and political instrumentalization of
the educational system, and can perhaps be considered as part of his ongoing
polemic with the Prussian state. While initially favourable to Bismarck and his
policy in the 1860’s, Nietzsche later came to be quite critical of the Prussian
state, considering it a “highly dangerous power for art [Cultur]” (Safranski
2000:376).

Nietzsche often returned to the problem of educating future educators, to ed-
ucate people to become who they are, not who the educator is. As he remarked
both in Thus Spoke Zarathustra and again in his last work Ecce Homo, ‘one
repays a teacher badly if one always remains nothing but a pupil’ (Nietzsche
1909/1989:220). This was a costly and intensive process, however, that did not
align well with ‘Fordist’ teaching techniques and mass education:

Here I would like to bring something in, said the philosopher. With these not un-
clear characteristic opinions appear the great, or rather immense, danger that the
great masses at one time or another leap over the middle level and head straight for
this earthly happiness. This is what one now calls ‘The Social Question’. To these
masses it might therefore appear that education for the greater part of humanity
is a means to earthly happiness for the few: the ‘generalised education” weakens
education so much that it no longer conveys any privileges and no respect. The
most generalised education is precisely barbarism (Nietzsche 1872/1988:668). 8

Nietzsche here seemingly correlates the Social Question with a revolt of
the masses in the realm of education. The many, seeking the fruits of the few,
bring about the end of good education by denigrating it to barbarism. More
equality means less genius for Nietzsche, and the Social Question thus posed
a threat to culture. Nietzsche mentions the Social Question a few more times
in his unpublished notes from the early 1870’s, often in a somewhat cryptic
form. “The Social Question is a result of decadence”, he for example claims
in one of his notes (Nietzsche 2000:9396).° Unpublished notes are difficult
to evaluate, and Nietzsche’s notes perhaps even more so. We will nonetheless
return to some of these passages later in the context of Human, all too Human.

Nietzsche constantly battled with himself and with his ideas, and so it
should be no surprise that his thoughts on politics and the state had changed
somewhat by the time he published Human, all too Human in 1878. In his
semi-autobiographical Ecce Homo, written in 1888 but only published posthu-
mously in 1908, Nietzsche dramatically recalled the painful pangs of the
book’s birth. It was a “monument of a crisis” for him, he wrote, resulting
from “a profound alienation from everything that surrounded me”!? (Niet-
zsche 1908/1989:283-284). The work was penned partly in Sorrento in Italy
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and partly in Basel in Switzerland between 1875 and 1878. Because of the na-
ture of Nietzsche’s worsening medical condition, probably due to a syphilitic
infection resulting from a rendezvous at a Cologne brothel in 1865, Human,
all too Human was written in a different style than that with which his read-
ers had become accustomed (Hollingdale 1996:79-81). Periodically paralyzed
by migraines and suffering from oscillating degrees of blindness, he found
himself forced to adopt a now celebrated aphoristic style. Nietzsche’s illness
did, however, free him from the clutches of philology, and he recalled the
long periods of convalescence commanded him to actually think (Nietzsche
1888/1989:287). Peaks of profound poetry therefore substituted the narrative
of a sustained argument in his works from that time. Still, Nietzsche’s peda-
gogy suffered, and he resigned his Basel professorship a mere year after pub-
lishing Human, all too Human.

The solitude that bore his work was, it should be noted, not inherently neg-
ative, far from it. One of his aphorisms in Human, all too Human extols the
Wanderer-type so characteristic of German Romanticism, which Georg Sim-
mel (1908) later theorized:

There are great advantages if at some point we estrange ourselves to a great extent
from our age and are, as it were, driven from its shore back into the ocean of
archaic worldviews. Gazing from there toward the coast, we survey its entire shape
for the first time and have the advantage, when we approach it once again, of
understanding it better as a whole than do those who have never left it 1T (Nietzsche
1878/1995:290).

Nietzsche must have identified with this passage; having delved deeper into
these dark seas than any of his contemporaries, the panorama greeting him on
his return to shore was of an unsettling clarity. The title of his work stemmed
from this unique insight, from his glimpse of the world and society beyond
the veil of illusions and ideals: “Where you see ideal things, I see what is —
human, alas, all-too human!” ! (Nietzsche 1888/1989:283).

It has been argued that Nietzsche’s philosophy explicitly “rules out
‘progress’ in the sense of believing in the material improvement of the hu-
man race” (Ansell-Pearson 1994:xxii), and while this might be true for some
of his works, it is not the case for the Nietzsche of Human, all too Human.
In an aphorism on the Possibility of Progress, Nietzsche explains that it is
possible to consciously aim for a new order of things, to

create better conditions for the emergence of people, for their nourishment, up-
bringing, instruction ... manage the earth in economic terms as a whole, weigh
the powers of humanity generally against one another and put them to work (Niet-
zsche 1878/1995:34). 13

This can not come about by looking back in Romantic melancholy, but nei-
ther as a simple by-product of liberalism. One must consciously look forward,
one must struggle towards a goal:
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The older morality, notably Kant’s, demands from the individual those actions that
one desires form all people: that was a beautiful, naive thing; as if everyone would
immediately know which modes of action would benefit the whole of humanity,
hence which actions would generally be desirable; it is a theory, like free trade,
presupposing that a general harmony must result of itself according to innate laws
of improvement (Nietzsche 1878/1995:34-35). 14

While Nietzsche seldom is thought of as an economic thinker, he here
presents a metaphysical critique of the basic tenets of laissez-faire economics,
and specifically international trade theory. Its fundamental assumption that
“general harmony must result of itself according to innate laws of improve-
ment” was “naive” according to Nietzsche — an argument very much in line
with German economists’ criticism of English economics at the time — and
some regulation was therefore necessary. But “if humanity is not to destroy it-
self through such conscious, total regulation, a knowledge of the conditions
of culture exceeding all previous degrees of such knowledge must be dis-
covered beforehand, as a scientific measure of ecumenical goals” (Nietzsche
1878/1995:35). 15 “Culture’ is still the highest prerogative for Nietzsche, above
‘State’ and ‘Religion’ among the three “major forces of existence” he inherited
from Burckhardt, and his ideal social organization is still ordered to promote
it above all else (Safranski 2000:63). Needless to say, his proposition was seen
as no less untimely this time.

Nietzsche is very critical towards everything English. Particularly strong
is Nietzsche’s rage against English philosophy. It should therefore not sur-
prise us that the same applies to English economics, largely being a product
of the same philosophy. Says Nietzsche: ‘These Englishmen are no philosoph-
ical race: Bacon means an attack on any philosophical spirit, Hobbes, Hume
and Locke means a lowering and a reduction in value of the concept ‘philoso-
pher’ for more than a century. Kant stood up against Hume and rose above
him; it was about Locke that Schelling could say ‘je méprise Locke’ '®; in the
fight against a world made increasingly stupid through English-mechanistic
philosophy Hegel and Schopenhauer (with Goethe) were unanimous.’ 7 This
same criticism, of their science being mechanical, is well reflected in German
economists’ criticism of English economics in this same period. (7145)

4. NIETZSCHE’S GLANCE AT THE STATE

Nietzsche accepts that an “earthquake” has changed the boundaries of pol-
itics and that the goal of statecraft has become “making life tolerable for the
greatest number [of people]” (Nietzsche 1878/1995:236). '8 This, however, has
problematic connotations for the future of man because “how happiness gets
divided” between people ceased to be an issue once one realized that the “es-
sential consideration” was the production and improvement of culture (Niet-
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zsche 1878/1995:237).1° This was not a simple reactionary critique, as not
even his beloved Greeks passed the test of culture: “Like every organizing po-
litical power, the Greek polis resisted and mistrusted the growth of culture;
its powerful basic impulse manifested itself almost exclusively in efforts to
cripple and obstruct it” (Nietzsche 1878/1995:256).%° The progress Nietzsche
identified was to come from forging ahead, not from looking back at bygone
glory. This was the same basic argument he presented in his second Untimely
Meditation entitled “On the Utility and Liability of History for Life”, dating
from 1874. Here he explored the danger posed to society and to life by parts
of the historical profession. Exalting the greatness of yesteryear, it brought
pessimism to people by teaching them that man’s highest moment had passed,
and that, much like those in Hesiod’s Theogeny, they lived in an age of bronze,
rather than gold.

The social problems of the time did not pass Nietzsche by, as they cer-
tainly did not help in producing great men, but he did not agree with any of
the traditional remedies offered. As we have seen, he thought “free trade” was
based on a fallacious theory and it was “naive” to believe that “a general har-
mony must result of itself according to innate laws of improvement” (Niet-
zsche 1878/1995:34). There were people, he recognized, who believed that
a spontaneous order would emerge if only given room, that a utopia would
automatically emerge from the ashes of the old world order:

There are political and social visionaries who ardently and eloquently demand
the overthrow of all social order in the belief that the most splendid temple of
beautified humanity would immediately be raised, as by itself... Unfortunately,
we know from historical experience that every such revolution brings with it a
new resurrection of the most savage energies in the form of long-buried horrors
and excesses of the most distant ages: that a revolution can therefore certainly
be a source of energy when humanity has grown feeble, but never an organizer,
architect, artist, perfecter of human nature (Nietzsche 1878/1995:248-249). 21

Nietzsche, then, like the economists of the German Historical School, was
no believer in ‘spontaneous order’, in ‘natural’ equilibrating forces creating
socio-economic harmony. The economists might have had different reasons
to fear the destructive powers unleashed by revolutions, however. Nietzsche
probably feared that art and culture would succumb to the fires of revolution
and the ‘long-buried horrors’ more than he feared economic or social losses
(e.g. Safranski 2000:376). Liberals were not the only ones seeking overnight
revolutions, however, and Nietzsche considered the other side of the political
spectrum to be equally abominable:

Socialism is the visionary younger brother of an almost decrepit despotism whose
heir it wants to be, its aspirations are therefore in the deepest sense reactionary. For
it desires an abundance of governmental power such as only despotism has ever
had and indeed outdoes the entire past by striving for the outright annihilation of
the individual (1878/1995:255).



124 Reinert and Reinert

Given his insistence on the importance of individual uniqueness and de-
velopment, it should not be surprising that Nietzsche resented the Lumpen-
socialism of many of his contemporaries. “The outright annihilation of the in-
dividual” he fears is closely connected to his distrust for ‘the many’. Long-time
studies of classical philology may have influenced Nietzsche in this regard, and
his dislike of ‘masses’ might therefore have venerable roots; from Thucydides
to Livy and beyond, ‘mob’ was consistently presented as a derogatory term,
as a screaming, angry, easily agitated and directed swarm. This seems to be
exactly what Nietzsche thought Socialism would do to people, pounding the
“word ‘justice’ like a nail into the heads of the half-educated masses in order
to rob them completely of their understanding” (Nietzsche 1878/1995:256).23

Nietzsche was unsettled by the working-conditions brought about by mod-
ern industry, however, even though this seldom is reflected by his biographers:

Everyone must concede that slaves live more securely and happily in every re-
spect than the modern worker and that the work of slaves involves very little work
compared with that of the ‘worker’ (Nietzsche 1878/1995:246).24

The Marxist overtones here cannot be ignored, and it is thus interesting to
note that Nietzsche indeed did have some direct familiarity with the writings
of that other Teutonic terror of the status quo. In a letter from Bonn to Carl
von Gersdorff dated May 25™ 1865, Nietzsche reports reading not only on the
“life of Beethoven”, but also a “work by Marx” 23 (cf. Ottmann 1987:26). This
is two years before the first volume of Capital was published, so the reference
is probably to Marx’ Critique of Political Economy (1858). The Communist
Manifesto is unlikely to have qualified as a Werk, which is the term used by
Nietzsche. Other than in this letter, Nietzsche never refers to Marx by name,
although there are places where he seems to play with Marxist expressions.
There are, for example, obvious similarities between Nietzsche’s statement
that “Christianity is the Platonism of the People” and Marx’ more famous “Re-
ligion is the Opiate of the People”.® Nietzsche, however, thoroughly dislikes
the “picturesque fanatics of history”, those devoted to one single issue. These
demagogues who appeal to the masses form the antithesis to Nietzsche’s goal
of cultivating strong and free spirits, and he calls them ‘Epileptiker des Be-
griffes’ — ‘concept-epileptics’.?” Although Nietzsche clearly sees the reason
for the emergence of Marx in the social conditions of modernity, one could
speculate whether he considered Marx as belonging to this category.

The shadow of Marx reappears, however, when Nietzsche discusses the way
to change things for the better. They famously disagree in their historiograph-
ical approach, Nietzsche’s emphasis on the importance of perspectivism, of
analyzing any given ‘truth’ within its proper context, conflicting with Marx’
stance that pulling aside the curtains of ideology can shed light on absolute
truths (e.g. Iggers 1997:9). Yet the two seemingly agree on the dynamics of
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institutional change in the historical process. Both therefore highlight the in-
stitutional inertia that makes sudden social change difficult. Nietzsche presents
a poetic version of his older contemporary Marx’ idea of institutional inertia
and mismatch when he observes that “the overthrow of institutions does not
follow immediately upon the overthrow of opinions, instead, the new opinions
live for a long time in the desolate and strangely unfamiliar house of their
predecessors and even preserve it themselves, since they need some sort of
shelter” (Nietzsche 1878/1995:249-250).28 In this case Nietzsche’s ideas are
far from abstract and utopian, as long as one can see through the masques of
poetry that hide his practicality.

Since change was so difficult, Nietzsche held, again contrary both to liber-
alism and socialism, that

what is necessary is not a forcible redistribution of property, but instead the gradual
transformation of sensibility, the sense of justice must become greater in everyone,
the instinct for violence weaker (Nietzsche 1878/1995:244). 29

Perhaps drastic changes brought a destructive cyclicality to government in
Nietzsche’s eyes, as in a statement that often has been taken out of context to
prove Nietzsche’s liberal tendencies, he argues “when its harsh voice joins in
the battle cry ‘as much government as possible’, this becomes at first louder
than ever: but soon the opposing cry presses forward with an even greater
force: ‘as little government as possible’ ” (1878/1995:256). Nietzsche does, of
course, not give us any concrete descriptions of what a better-ordered society
would look like. The closest we have is a short aphorism aptly named My
Utopia:

In a better-ordered society, the hard labor and exigencies of life would be assigned
to the one who suffers least from them, that is, to those who are most insensible,
and thus step-by-step upward to the one who is most sensitive to the highest, most

sublimated species of suffering and who therefore still suffers even when his life
has been made as easy as possible (Nietzsche 1878/1995:248).

Sensitivity of the soul was among the defining characteristics of the ‘free
souls’ that the early Nietzsche sought to cultivate and the precious ‘few’ that
remain perched at the peak of his hierarchy of values. “The cast of idlers is
the one that is more capable of suffering and does suffer more, its pleasure
in existence is less, its task greater” Nietzsche says, seemingly arguing that
a true tortured thinker has a much more refined capacity for suffering than a
less sublimated soul (1878/1995:237). It was a mixed blessing being among
Nietzsche’s few, which might explain why he resented the bad treatment given
the ‘many’ in his time. The lower caste might have a higher tolerance for suf-
fering than the highest, but Nietzsche’s wish, it seems, is that the total excess
of suffering over resistance to it should be kept to a minimum. The curious-
ness of this in light of Nietzsche’s stance on Jeremy Bentham is worth noting
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in passing. As we have seen, Nietzsche began his Glance at the State with a
thinly veiled criticism of utilitarianism, and suddenly he seems to reiterate its
basic tenets in a new, admittedly more intellectually aristocratic garb. What-
ever the case, Nietzsche holds that here should be the possibility of mobility
between the few and the many, which seem to be much closer to intellectual
and spiritual peg-holes than political institutions in Nietzsche’s eyes:

it is even possible for some movement between the two castes to take place, so
that the duller, less intelligent families and individuals from the upper caste can
be demoted to the lower one and the freer people from the lower caste can in turn
gain admission to the higher one: then a state has been reached beyond which only
an open sea of indefinite wishes can be seen (Nietzsche 1878/1995:237-238). 30

This statement could be compared to the following statement from Gustav
Schmoller at the founding meeting of the Verein fiir Socialpolitik in 1872:

Our ideal society is not levelled out in the socialist sense of the word. We believe
the healthiest and most normal society can be expressed by a ladder containing
rungs between different existences, depicting easy access from one step to another.
Today’s society threatens more and more to look like a ladder which grows fast at
the top and at the bottom, but where the middle steps increasingly fall out, and
where there is solid hold only at the very top and at the very bottom’ (Verein fiir
Socialpolitik 1873:5).

This is, it should be noted, one of many places where Nietzsche touches
upon larger issues of social organization that also interest economists. Vilfredo
Pareto is famous for his theory of the ‘Circulation of Elites’ (Pareto 1916), and
Schumpeter’s later metaphor that the economy is like a hotel where the per-
sons inhabiting the luxury rooms always change also shows clear kinship to
the same idea; “In fact, the upper strata of society are like hotels which are in-
deed always full of people, but people who are forever changing” (Schumpeter
1959:156).

To better understand Nietzsche’s problems with politics, socialism, liberal-
ism, and the entire Social Question in this period, one of the unpublished notes
from his estate might be of help. It dates from late 1870 or early 1871, around
the time he was preparing the Birth of Tragedy for publication.

We must never take the average talent as norm of ethos and intellect, but rather
the tragic one. Here lies the solution to the Social Question. The rich or talented
egoist is a sick person exposed to our pity. I see enormous conglomerates replace
the individual capitalists. I see the stock markets fall prey to the same curse that
now claims the casinos (Nietzsche 1988: 121).31

While dense, this remarkable passage might hold a key to Nietzsche’s so-
lution to the Social Question. It has been argued that ascertaining Nietzsche’s
own opinions is a “dubious” exercise (Berg Eriksen 2000:40), perhaps be-
cause he so seldom shows us where a solution is, preferring to allude, hint, and
guide us to our own conclusions. This might explain why he never published
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these thoughts as written. They were, perhaps, too straightforward? Whereas
the Kathedersozialisten sought to find a solution within their inherited frame-
work, reaching a compromise between the two extremes of contemporary po-
litical theory, Nietzsche saw the Social Question as a symptom of a much
graver, much deeper cultural illness. The answer he offers summons two ven-
erable Greek gods to do battle, much like his later Birth of Tragedy would
do. The Ancient Greeks, Nietzsche thought, had reached a precarious balance
between their Dionysian and their Apollonian aspects, between two kinds of
music — two modes of being — one chaotic, instinctual and orgiastic, the other
ordered, precise and calculating. Both were necessary, but the Social Ques-
tion was evidence that their relationship was out of joint, that Apollo reigned
undisputed.3? Modernity had lost touch with its Dionysian side and the pri-
mordial ‘yes to life’ it offered, and wrong values were thus pursued. Perhaps
the “tragic” teacher Nietzsche seeks embodies the right balance between the
two, the antithesis of the “rich or talented egoist” who, purely Apollonian, suf-
fers from a “sick” soul and deserves our “pity”. The pursuit of profit and the
starvation of the soul would go on, Nietzsche saw, describing — with impres-
sively pragmatic accuracy — a future that again seems very close to that pre-
dicted by Marx, where enormous conglomerates and casino-capitalism would
run rampant.

While Nietzsche never repeats these thoughts quite so clearly in any pub-
lished material, clear traces of this passage can be found in Human, all too
Human. The evolution of modern democracy, he explained, would lead to a
“distrust of all ruling powers” that in the end would “impel people to a com-
pletely new decision™:

To do away with the concept of the state, to abolish the opposition between “pri-
vate and public”. Step by step, private companies will absorb the functions of the
state: even the most tenacious remnants of the old work of governing (the activity,
for example, that is supposed to protect private persons against one another) will
finally be taken care of by private entrepreneurs. The disregard for, decline, the
death of the state, the liberation of the private person (I take care not to say: of the
individual) is the consequence of the democratic concept of the state; herein lies
its mission (Nietzsche 1878/1995:254). 33

It is difficult to interpret this paragraph as describing anything but a large-
scale privatisation and ‘outsourcing’ of the functions of the state. The private
person might be freed by this extreme of liberalism, but the individual would
not be, and Nietzsche thought anyone working towards this goal was “quite
arrogant about our rational capacity and hardly understood history halfway”,
hoping that “the destructive experiments of over-zealous and premature half-
knowers will be repelled!” (Nietzsche 1878/1995:255).34

Nietzsche’s main problem with the state of affairs and the affairs of state,
however, was that the public sphere had gained pre-eminence over private and
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individual concerns. The “public hecatomb” of modern warfare paled next to
the immense quantity of human energy the modern state consumed in its cur-
rent form: “Every day, new questions and concerns about the public welfare
devour a daily tribute from the mental and emotional capital of every citizen”
(Nietzsche 1878/1995:263). This is where the Social Question raises its ugly
head for Nietzsche. Its cost lies in the energy wasted and in the spiritual im-
poverishment of an entire nation; the constant submersion in other people’s
suffering sterilized the germ of genius. Nietzsche therefore asks:

are all these blooms and this splendour of the whole (which really show up only in
the fear of other states for the new colossus and in the more favourable conditions
for national commerce and trade that have been wrested from foreign countries)
worth it, if all the more noble, more delicate, more spiritual plants and growths
in which this nation’s soil had previously been so rich must be sacrificed to this
coarse and gaudy flower of the nation? (Nietzsche 1878/1995:263). 35

If all this work and suffering only resulted in a more favourable balance of
trade or a more fearsome war-machine at the expense of culture of and man’s
own overcoming, what was it good for? All this suffering was only the symp-
tom of a sick society for Nietzsche, and this might be where his scribbled note
that the Social Question was the result of decadence fits in. Only in a society
well established on the wrong path could such a problem emerge, only there
could such a total victory of ‘material’ over ‘spiritual’ values occur. Nietzsche
had previously argued in his essay on the Greek State that a strong state was
needed to cultivate greatness, but he now observed that a strong state could
demand too much energy from its inhabitants, that its military and economic
goals could lay waste to the green pastures of genius.

Nietzsche thus concludes, with a clever allusion to one of the intellectual
and moral founders of political economy: “public opinions — private laziness”
(Nietzsche 1878/1995: 263). Whereas Bernard de Mandeyville argued “private
vices — public virtues” (Mandeville 1714), that the aggregate of individual
interests forges a well-ordered society, Nietzsche seems to tell us that too much
commitment to the public meant one risked neglecting the demands of one’s
own soul. It has thus been argued that “for Nietzsche, a successful politics of
the soul excluded political engagement in the social realm” (Thiel 1996:224).
Yet, as we have seen, this is a problematic statement.

S. CONCLUSIONS

To conclude, it must be said that while Nietzsche and members of the Ger-
man Historical School all seem to have hated the extremes of liberalism and
communism with equal vehemence, they represent different reactions to the
same problems. They were in methodological agreement on many things, such
as the importance of historical relativity and the role of institutions in social
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and economic analysis, a refutation of ‘natural order’ and automatic harmony,
the need for gradual change, an important role for the state, the importance of
good education and what Nietzsche referred to as “Geist- und Willens-Kapital”
— the capital of man’s wit and will (Nietzsche 1878/1995:258). Yet, they op-
erated in very different spheres. The Kathedersozialisten sought to forge an
alternative program of social and economic reform drawing on the best of lib-
eralism and communism, weaving a society that cared both about the few and
about the many, bringing the more and the less fortunate together in harmony.
They did empirical research, they drafted new laws and regulations, and exe-
cuted reforms. Nietzsche, on the other hand, reacted to the two extremes of his
age by forging a third one. Whereas the Kathedersozialisten disliked liberal-
ism and socialism because of their disharmonious distributions of riches and
power, Nietzsche seems to have disliked them for their disharmonious empha-
sis on riches and power.

Nietzsche might have thought politics siphoned energy from the more per-
tinent tasks of self-improvement, but he was not at all oblivious to the so-
cial, cultural, and economic problems of his time. He referred to the Social
Question that so plagued his contemporaries on several occasions, and he even
scribbled a Dionysian solution to it. To him a fundamental problem of the
modern economy, it seems, was that it caused untold suffering to reach mean-
ingless objectives. The God of Calvin was dead, but the materialist work-ethic
he had instilled was alive and well. Countless souls wasted away in factories
in conditions much worse than those of slaves in the ancient world, but the
greatest, most terminal illness according to this early Nietzsche was that too
many of those who were free from this, too many of the ‘few’ perched on the
top of the pyramid, were spiritually exhausted from caring so much and from
seeking to ameliorate the situation. Nietzsche thus addresses what one could
call a ‘statesman’s paradox’ in an aphorism entitled The passion for things
[Sachen]:

anyone who directs his passion toward things (sciences, the public welfare, cultural
interests, arts) takes much of the fire away from his passion for people (even when
they are representatives of those things, as statesmen, philosophers, artists are the
representatives of their creations) (Nietzsche 1878/1995:264). 36

What did Nietzsche mean by this? Perhaps he referred to the Katheder-
sozialisten and their ilk, who, investing all their energies in bettering the public
welfare were distracted from what Nietzsche considered to be the more impor-
tant preoccupations of human existence. Certainly, at this stage in his life, the
growth and self-overcoming of the individual was what interested Nietzsche
the most, and excessive care for the ‘many’ left little room to groom the ‘few’
of the future.

True overcoming was an individual, rather than a collective activity for Ni-
etzsche, who in another aphorism tells us of those who seek to remain out-
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side the cacophony of society and pursue their own eudaimonia in ways that
“cannot be encompassed by every clumsy hand that happens to have five fin-
gers”. Only rarely do these figures “emerge from their silent isolation and try
out once again the power of their lungs”, only seldom do they seek to share
their insights (Nietzsche 1878/1995:237). Seemingly, Human all too Human
was an instance of this. Nietzsche, returning from his lone voyage to the deep
“oceans of archaic worldviews”, had seen the contours of the future as he re-
turned to land and now sought to test the power of his lungs and of his ideas.
His vision had perhaps been too clear, too untimely, and by June 1879 only
120 copies out of the 1,000 printed had been sold (Handwerk 1995:374). Ni-
etzsche’s fame grew after his 1889 collapse in Turin, however, and 150,000
copies of Thus Spoke Zarathustra were shipped to the German soldiers on the
frontlines during World War II, along with Goethe’s Faust and the New Tes-
tament (Safranski 2000:343). Today, Nietzsche is present in a series of action
figures portraying such cultural luminaries as Sigmund Freud and Ludwig von
Wittgenstein, his face adorns an American energy bar (ingeniously named the
Will-to-Power-Bar) sold as ‘The official nutritional supplement of the “super-
man”’, and his name is evoked in Hollywood blockbusters. He is even taught
in introductory philosophy courses.

There are no action figures of Gustav Schmoller or Lujo Brentano, and
they suffer from a rather anaemic English-speaking historiography. Their work
does, however, remain among us in the foundations of the welfare state. In the
period in question Gustav Schmoller and his colleagues won a decisive, albeit
temporary, victory over the two extremes, liberalism and communism. Much
to the satisfaction of US and German economists, English economics — rep-
resented by John Stuart Mill — recanted on the Siamese Twins of liberalist
economic policy: free trade under all circumstances and the ‘wage fund doc-
trine’, the perceived impossibility of raising real wages of the worker. Thus,
in his inaugural speech as Rector of the University of Berlin in 1897 Gustav
Schmoller could proudly declare that both political extremes in economics had
been defeated (Schmoller 1897).

Nietzsche and the work of the German Historical School of Economics
thus represent two reactions to the same economic, political, and ultimately
moral crisis of the late nineteenth-century: What was one to do about the So-
cial Question? What was wrong with the capitalist system that, in practice,
produced so much poverty? And, most importantly perhaps, why should one
in the end care? It could be asked if they in fact reacted to the same crisis,
or if they fought different manifestations of the same entity. Simplistically,
one could say that the Kathedersozialisten largely tried to ameliorate social
inequality by re-working the economic system within their inherited moral
framework. Nietzsche, on the other hand, dauntlessly sought to rework the
very moral system in which he was embedded. They grappled with two very
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different aspects of our lives, those of individual and citizen, that still seem to
elude simple synthesis to this day.

NOTES

. Wer etwas von mir verstanden zu haben glaubte, hatte sich etwas aus mir zurechtgemacht,

nach seinem Bilde (Nietzsche 2000:7790).

. Cossa (1891/92:68-69) lists two pages of literature on the Italian debate on these issues.

There we find titles like Francesco Ferrara’s ‘Il Germanismo economico in Italia’ (1874),
Salvatore Majorana Calatabiano’s ‘La scuola germanica e la scuola Adamo Smith in econo-
mia politica’ (1875) and Constatino Baer’s ‘I socialisti della cattedra in Germania’ (1875).
The ‘new’ germanofile economists held an important congress in Milan in 1875.

. Diese mehr #duBerliche und beinahe zufillige Liicke darf uns nicht hindern, in der

Gesamtkonzeption des platonischen Staates die wunderbar grofle Hieroglyphe einer tief-
sinnigen und ewig zu deutenden Geheimlehre vom Zusammenhang zwischen Staat und
Genius zu erkennen. .. (Nietzsche 2000:8547).

. In den Zwischenpausen aber ist der Gesellschaft doch Zeit gelassen, unter der nach in-

nen gewendeten zusammengedringten Wirkung jenes bellum, allerorts zu keimen und zu
griinen, um, sobald es einige wirmere Tage gibt, die leuchtenden Bliiten des Genius her-
vorspriefen zu lassen (Nietzsche 2000:8540).

. Damit es einen breiten, tiefen und ergiebigen Erdboden fiir eine Kunstentwicklung gebe,

muf die ungeheure Mehrzahl im Dienste einer Minderzahl, iiber das Mal} ihrer individu-
ellen Bediirftigkeit hinaus, der Lebensnot sklavisch unterworfen sein. Demgeméf miissen
wir uns dazu verstehen, als grausam klingende Wahrheit hinzustellen, dal zum Wesen einer
Kultur das Sklaventum gehore. .. (Nietzsche 2000:8532-8533).

. Das Elend der miihsam lebenden Menschen muf3 noch gesteigert werden, um einer geringen

Anzahl olympischer Menschen die Produktion der Kunstwelt zu ermoglichen. Hier liegt
der Quell jenes Ingrimms, den die Kommunisten und Sozialisten und auch ihre blasseren
Abkommlinge, die weille Rasse der ,,Liberalen, jeder Zeit gegen die Kiinste, aber auch
gegen das klassische Altertum genéhrt haben (Nietzsche 2000:8533).

. Aus der Verzirtelung des neueren Menschen sind die ungeheuren sozialen Notstéinde der

Gegenwart geboren, nicht aus dem wahren und tiefen Erbarmen mit jenem Elende. .. (Ni-
etzsche 2000:8535).

. ,,Hier will ich etwas einschalten®, sagte der Philosoph. ,,Bei dieser nicht undeutlich charak-

terisierten Anschauung entsteht die grofle, ja ungeheure Gefahr, daf die groe Masse ir-
gendwann einmal die Mittelstufe tiberspringt und direkt auf dieses Erdengliick losgeht.
Das nennt man jetzt die ‘soziale Frage’. Es mochte néimlich dieser Masse so scheinen, dafl
demnach die Bildung fiir den groiten Teil der Menschen nur ein Mittel fiir das Erdengliick
der wenigsten sei: die ‘moglichst allgemeine Bildung’ schwicht die Bildung so ab, da} sie
gar keine Privilegien und gar keinen Respekt mehr verleihen kann. Die allerallgemeinste
Bildung ist eben die Barbarei* (Nietzsche 2000:8389).

. Die soziale Frage ist eine Folge der décadence (Nietzsche 2000:9396).
10.

,,Menschliches, Allzumenschliches* ist das Denkmal einer Krisis ... eine tiefe Fremdheit
gegen alles, was mich dort umgab, ist eine seiner Voraussetzungen (Nietzsche 2000:7820-
7822).
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11. Es hat groe Vorteile, seiner Zeit sich einmal in stirkerem Mafle zu entfremden und gleich-
sam von ihrem Ufer zuriick in den Ozean der vergangnen Weltbetrachtungen getrieben zu
werden. Von dort aus nach der Kiiste zu blickend, iiberschaut man wohl zum ersten Male
ihre gesamte Gestaltung und hat, wenn man sich ihr wieder nihert, den Vorteil, sie besser im
ganzen zu verstehen als die, welche sie nie verlassen haben (Nietzsche 2000:4788-4789).

12. ,,Wo ihr ideale Dinge seht, sehe ich — Menschliches, ach nur Allzumenschliches!* (Niet-
zsche 2000:7820).

13. Sie konnen jetzt bessere Bedingungen fiir die Entstehung der Menschen, ihre Erndhrung,
Erziehung, Unterrichtung schaffen, die Erde als Ganzes 6konomisch verwalten, die Krifte
der Menschen iiberhaupt gegeneinander abwigen und einsetzen (Nietzsche 2000:4306).

14. Die éltere Moral, namentlich die Kants, verlangt vom einzelnen Handlungen, welche man
von allen Menschen wiinscht: das war eine schone naive Sache; als ob ein jeder ohne weit-
eres wiiite, bei welcher Handlungsweise das Ganze der Menschheit wohlfahre, also welche
Handlungen tiberhaupt wiinschenswert seien; es ist eine Theorie wie die vom Freihandel,
voraussetzend, dal die allgemeine Harmonie sich nach eingebornen Gesetzen des Besser-
werdens von selbst ergeben miisse (Nietzsche 2000:4307).

15. Jedenfalls muB3, wenn die Menschheit sich nicht durch eine solche bewufite Gesamtregierung
zugrunde richten soll, vorher eine alle bisherigen Grade iibersteigende Kenntnis der Bedin-
gungen der Kultur, als wissenschaftlicher MaBstab fiir 6kumenische Ziele, gefunden sein
(Nietzsche 2000:4307-4308).

16. I despise Locke.

17. Das ist keine philosophische Rasse — diese Englidnder: Bacon ist einen Angriff auf den
philosophischen Geist iiberhaupt, Hobbes, Hume und Locke eine Erniedrigung und Wert-
Minderung des Begriffs ,,Philosoph* fiir mehr als ein Jahrhundert. Gegen Hume erhob und
hob sich Kant; Locke war es, von dem Schelling sagen diirfte: ,,je méprise Locke; im
Kampfe mit der englisch-mechanistischen Welt-Vertolperung waren Hegel und Schopen-
hauer (mit Goethe) einmiitig, .. .“ (Nietzsche 2000: 7145).

18. Wenn es sich nun einmal bei aller Politik darum handelt, moglichst vielen das Leben
ertrdglich zu machen. .. (Nietzsche 2000:4683)

19. Der Gesichtspunkt der Verteilung des Gliicks ist nicht wesentlich, wenn es sich um die
Erzeugung einer hoheren Kultur handelt (Nietzsche 2000:4685).

20. Die griechische Polis war, wie jede organisierende politische Macht, ausschliefend und
miftrauisch gegen das Wachstum der Bildung; ihr gewaltiger Grundtrieb zeigte sich fast
nur lihmend und hemmend fiir dieselbe (Nietzsche 2000:4720).

21. Es gibt politische und soziale Phantasten, welche feurig und beredt zu einem Umsturz
aller Ordnungen auffordern, in dem Glauben, dafl dann sofort das stolzeste Tempelhaus
schonen Menschentums gleichsam von selbst sich erheben werde. .. Leider weil man aus
historischen Erfahrungen, daf jeder solche Umsturz die wildesten Energien als die langst
begrabenen Furchtbarkeiten und MaBlosigkeiten fernster Zeitalter von neuem zur Auferste-
hung bringt: daB also ein Umsturz wohl eine Kraftquelle in einer matt gewordenen Men-
schheit sein kann, nimmermehr aber ein Ordner, Baumeister, Kiinstler, Vollender der men-
schlichen Natur (Nietzsche 2000:4706).

22. Der Sozialismus ist der phantastische jiingere Bruder des fast abgelebten Despotismus, den
er beerben will; seine Bestrebungen sind also im tiefsten Verstande reaktionér. Denn er
begehrt eine Fiille der Staatsgewalt, wie sie nur je der Despotismus gehabt hat, ja er iiberbi-
etet alles Vergangene dadurch, daf er die formliche Vernichtung des Individuums anstrebt
(Nietzsche 2000:4718).
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23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

Und treibt den halbgebildeten Massen das Wort ‘Gerechtigkeit’ wie einen Nagel in den
Kopf, um sie ihres Verstandes vollig zu berauben (Nietzsche 2000:4719).

Wihrend jeder sich sagen muf3, daf die Sklaven in allen Beziehungen sicherer und gliick-
licher leben als der moderne Arbeiter, dal Sklavenarbeit sehr wenig Arbeit im Verhiltnis
zu der des ‘Arbeiters’ ist (Nietzsche 2000:4701).

Als Nebensache treibe ich jetzt Beethovens Leben nach dem Werk von Marx (Nietzsche
2000:9712).

‘Christentum ist Platonismus fiirs Volk’ ist eine uniiberhdrbare Paraphrase des gefliigelten
‘Religion ist Opium fiirs Volk’, das sich auf Karl Marx’ Formulierung von 1843 griindet:
‘Religion ... sie ist das Opium des Volkes’ (Nietzsche 2000:3297).

Die pathologische Bedingtheit seiner Optik macht aus dem Uberzeugten den Fanatiker
— Savonarola, Luther, Rousseau, Robespierre, Saint-Simon —, den Gegensatz-Typus des
starken, des freigewordnen Geistes. Aber die grofle Attitiide dieser kranken Geister, dieser
Epileptiker des Begriffs, wirkt auf die grole Masse — die Fanatiker sind pittoresk, die Men-
schheit sieht Gebérden lieber, als daf} sie Griinde hort (Nietzsche 2000:8001).

Dem Umsturz der Meinungen folgt der Umsturz der Institutionen nicht sofort nach,
vielmehr wohnen die neuen Meinungen lange Zeit im verddeten und unheimlich geworde-
nen Hause ihrer Vorgiingerinnen und konservieren es selbst, aus Wohnungsnot (Nietzsche
2000:4708).

Nicht gewaltsame neue Verteilungen sondern allméhliche Umschaffungen des Sinnes tun,
die Gerechtigkeit muf} in allen grofer werden, der gewalttitige Instinkt schwicher (Niet-
zsche 2000:4697).

Findet nun gar ein Austausch der beiden Kasten statt, so, da} die stumpferen, ungeistigeren
Familien und einzelnen aus deroberen Kaste in die niedere herabgesetzt werden und
wiederum die freieren Menschen aus dieser den Zutritt zur hoheren erlangen: so ist ein
Zustand erreicht, tiber den hinaus man nur noch das offene Meer unbestimmter Wiinsche
sieht (Nietzsche 2000:4685-86).

Der tragische Mensch — als der berufene Lehrer. Hier liegt die Losung der socialen Frage.
Der reiche oder begabte Egoist ist ein Kranker und dem Mitleiden preisgegeben. Ich sehe
ungeheure Conglomerate an Stelle der vereinzelten Capitalisten treten. Ich sehe die Borse
dem Fluche verfallen, dem jetzt die Spielbanken gefallen sind.

See also H. and E. Reinert in this volume on the relationship between creative and preserv-
ing forces in Nietzsche.

Zur Abschaffung des Staatsbegriffs, zur Aufhebung des Gegensatzes ,,privat und of-
fentlich®. Die Privatgesellschaften ziehen Schritt vor Schritt die Staatsgeschifte in sich
hinein: selbst der zdheste Rest, welcher von der alten Arbeit des Regierens iibrigbleibt (jene
Tatigkeit zum Beispiel, welche die Privaten gegen die Privaten sicherstellen soll), wird zu
allerletzt einmal durch Privatunternehmer besorgt werden. Die Miflachtung, der Verfall und
der Tod des Staates, die Entfesselung der Privatperson (ich hiite mich zu sagen: des Indi-
viduums) ist die Konsequenz des demokratischen Staatsbegriffs; hier liegt seine Mission
(Nietzsche 2000:4716).

Man muf} sehr anmafB3end von seiner Vernunft denken und die Geschichte kaum halb verste-
hen, um schon jetzt die Hand an den Pflug zu legen, . . . zerstorerische Versuche iibereifriger
und voreiliger Halbwisser abgewiesen werden! (Nietzsche 2000:4718).

Zuletzt darf man fragen: lohnt sich denn alle diese Bliite und Pracht des Ganzen (welche
ja doch nur aus Furcht der anderen Staaten vor dem neuen Kolofl und als dem Auslande
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abgerungene Begiinstigung der nationalen Handels- und Verkehrs-Wohlfahrt zutage tritt),
wenn dieser groben und buntschillernden Blume der Nation alle die edleren, zarteren,
geistigeren Pflanzen und Gewiéchse, an welchen ihr Boden bisher so reich war, zum Opfer
gebracht werden miissen? (Nietzsche 2000:4731-4732).

36. Wer seine Leidenschaft auf Sachen (Wissenschaften, Staatswohl, Kulturinteressen, Kiinste)
richtet, entzieht seiner Leidenschaft fiir Personen viel Feuer (selbst wenn sie Vertreter jener
Sachen sind, wie Staatsminner, Philosophen, Kiinstler Vertreter ihrer Schopfungen sind)
(Nietzsche 2000:4734).
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Abstract Business ethics, a relatively new concept, is dominated by the theory
of the categorical imperative (Kant) and by utilitarianism. This paper
examines whether Nietzsche’s ideas would not be a better means of ex-
plaining the business world.
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Auch in den Wissenschaften ist alles ethisch,
die Behandlung héingt vom Charakter ab.

J.W. von Goethe

In this contribution I shall consider the significance of Nietzsche’s work for
arecently ‘discovered’ field of economics: business ethics. After a terminolog-
ical clarification I examine whether Nietzsche’s philosophy does not provide
a better explanation than the conventional theories in this new domain of busi-
ness life.

1. DEFINITIONS

1.1. Ethics

Ethics or the philosophical study of morality is also used as a synonym for
morality (norms for the conduct of people). Its object is the study of goodness
or a good life and of right action. It restrains us from doing whatever we want;
the ethical principles help us to distinguish between right and wrong. Here
there cannot be only one rule, but a set of rules corresponding to the various
cultures of the world (cultural and moral relativism).

*I thank Professor Wolfgang Drechsler, who kindly commented on a previous draft of this text.
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Goodness can relate to one’s own experience of pleasure (egoistic hedo-
nism) or to anyone’s experience (universal hedonism). However, the a prima
vista greater popularity of universalism as compared with egoism does not im-
ply that universalism is the dominant view. The theory of right action consists
of a moral code that defines our duties and a validation of this code.

Ethics causes individuals to act in a certain way for moral reasons, which
means that, philosophically speaking, the specificity of ethics is that it is
incentive- and punishment-independent. If we do something for an advantage
or to avoid sanctions, we do it for what are precisely not ethical reasons.

1.2. Business ethics

Business ethics is a relatively new concept, ‘born’ in the seventies. Several
definitions are given — a normal phenomenon in the social sciences — and re-
late to what business should do. The answer looks simple: make profits and
take care of stockholder returns. Milton Friedman stresses that the only ethical
obligation of the entrepreneur is to maximise profits, subject only to confor-
mity to legal requirements (Friedman, 1970). After all, the owners of the firm
are the shareholders.

But nowadays many business ethicists believe the answer to be more com-
plicated: firms should incorporate into their operations a concern for the so-
called stakeholders: employees, customers, suppliers, investors, and the na-
tional community (including a concern for the natural environment). In other
words, stakeholders of an organisation comprise any group or individual, who
can affect or is affected by that organisation.

Even some businessmen claim that the entrepreneur ‘must view his own
task within the context of a general evolution and contribute his interests and
experiences to these common discussions, in politics, in economic policy and
in legislative areas’ (Maucher, 2000, p. 5). They forget that profit represents
the contribution of the firm to the social good and should therefore be as
large as possible. Competition prevents firms to achieve too large a share of
the social good. Needless to say, an efficient competition policy must be as-
sumed.

The boardroom is a place where strategies are formulated in pursuit of as
large a profit as possible and not one where different interest groups are fight-
ing in order to get the highest share of the cake. It goes without saying that,
as an individual, the entrepreneur can voice his political preferences, but as an
entrepreneur his duty is to pursue a maximum profit. Shareholders are the vic-
tims when other interests are considered more important. Stakeholder-oriented
management undermines the value of shares: the issuing of shares as a means
of financing new investments is hampered.

Hence, two definitions are given:
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e business ethics in the sense of business theory, looking at business first:
what kind of ethics that otherwise do not form part of commerce do we
need that allow us to increase profits? The goal of most ethical codes
of companies to which they hold their employees is usually either good
appearance or profit maximisation. In the United States in particular there
is now an ethical industry with its consultants, conferences and journals.

e business ethics that put ethics first and business second, i.e. what overar-
ching framework of ethics is so important that the usual raison d’étre of
the company finds its limits there? Theoretically, ethical codes could be
inspired by this concept. In that case they could only reflect ‘philosoph-
ically sound’ business ethics (i.e. what specifically in the business world
ought to be done or not done in order to act ethically).

In fact, the first ‘definition’ does not reflect ‘ethics’ (it is not incentive-
independent: see supra) and is not really interested in ethics as such anyway.
So it is a contradictio in terminis.

2. THEORIES

2.1. Kant and the Utilitarians

Two theories have dominated ethics and ipso facto business ethics: utilitar-
ianism and the Kantian philosophy.

According to Kant, each person is able to ascertain the right or wrong of
an action The theory of the categorical imperative says that a rational being
should act from the perspective of pure reason alone. One must act only on
that maxim, which one can at the same time, will that it should be law for all
rational beings. We act only by respecting the directives willed as universal
laws. Moral law stems from reason alone and is objectively binding for all ra-
tional beings. Recourse to religion is not necessary. People can forego personal
gain at the expense of others (altruism).

Utilitarians believe utility — welfare or the greatest happiness or good or
pleasure of the greatest number — should be the foundation of morals. How-
ever, utilitarianism implies the possibility of interpersonal comparisons, but
welfare gains and losses are not measurable. Critics contend that the utilitari-
ans neglect the need for co-operation, but proponents refute this: co-operation
is pursued when it is in the interest of the parties concerned.

2.2. Nietzsche

According to Nietzsche, Kant assumed what he set out to prove: Kant made
moral judgements but never asked whether he was entitled to do so. Moreover,
categorical commands to all people cannot take into consideration their many
sets of values.
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As to the utilitarians: Nietzsche attacks their view that altruism equals
‘good’. All actions are necessarily egoistic!'. Altruism does not necessarily
benefit society and can even harm it. Egoism — ‘the perspective vision and
evaluation of everything with the purpose of preserving it’ (‘das perspektivis-
tische Sehen und Beurtheilen aller Dinge zum Zweck der Erhaltung’: Nach-
lass 1884-1885, 11, p. 167) — can help it. Nietzsche sees it as a creative force.
‘No altruism’ (‘Kein Altruismus’ (Frohliche Wissenschaft, 1882, 3, p. 476; cf.
Nachlass 1884-1885, 11, p. 253: ‘an illusion’, ‘eine Illusion’) is his motto.
Only individuals feel responsible (cf. Nachlass 1887-1889, 13, p. 381). Love
is an expression of egoism (Nachlass 1885-1887, 12, p. 319). Individualism is
a timid and unconscious expression of the will to power (/bid., 12, p. 502).

Many passages in Nietzsche’s work illustrate this position.

Nowadays everybody seems to be pleased when hearing that society is on its way
to adapt the individual to general needs and that the happiness and at the same time
the sacrifice of the individual consists in feeling himself a number and instrument
of the whole ... One does not want less ... than a thorough transformation, even
a weakening and abolition of the individual (Morgenrothe, 1881, 3, p. 124)2.

You push around your fellow-men and you have beautiful words for it. But I say
to you: your love of the fellow-men is bad love to yourself. Do I incite you to love
your fellow-men? I should even prefer to incite you to run away from your fellow-
men agld to love the one that is as far away as possible (Zarathustra I, 1883, 4,
p. 77)".

One goes to his fellow-man because he searches for himself, another because he
wants to lose himself. Your bad love of yourself makes a prison of your solitude
(Ibid., 4, p. 78)*.

Love of the neighbour is love of our conception of the neighbour. We can only love
ourselves because we know ourselves. Ethics of altruism is impossible (Nachlass
1880-1882), 9, p. 35)°.

Not to think about others, only simply and solely to consider oneself is also a high
form of ethics. One must do so much for oneself that one is always negligent when
doing something for somebody else. That so much is done for others, explains why
the world is so imperfect. Boldness has done more for humanity than love of one’s
neighbour (Ibid., 9, p. 93)°.

Boldness has done more for humanity than than love of one’s fellow-men (Nach-
lass 1882-1884, 10, p. 130)”.

Egoism is no principle of ethics, it is no ‘you shall’, it is the only ‘you must’ (/bid.,
10, p. 301)8.

Non-egoistic acts are impossible. Non-egoistic inclination sounds to me like
‘wooden iron’ (Nachlass 1884-1885, 11, p. 208)9.

Kantian ethics and utilitarianism still dominate business ethics courses. It
explains why criticism of business ethics courses is increasing; these courses
are even said to be useless (cf. Duska, 1991). The course is considered too
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theoretical and even inaccessible. Students do not understand why they should
be altruistic and ‘do good’. They are sceptical as regards the influence of ethics
on business decisions. Here Nietzsche has a r6le to play.

Nietzsche does not agree with the philosophers who place ethics on per-
manent foundations. He rejects absolute, invariable ‘good’ and ‘bad’ that do
not exist (‘Es giebt kein Gutes, kein Boses an sich’: Nachlass 1880-1882, 9,
p- 235). It all depends on the context. There are no moral facts, only moral
interpretations of these facts. He refers to Kant’s ingenuousness (‘Naivetiiten’:
Nachlass 1884-1885, 11, p. 247, cf. also Ibid., 11, p. 604), to his ‘pedantic
soul’ (‘pedantische Seele’: Ibid., 11, p. 431) and calls him ‘an honourable but
insignificant man’ (‘ein ehrenhafter aber unbedeutender Mensch’: Kommentar
zu Band 1-13, 14, p. 224), ‘instinct mistaken in everything and everybody, un-
naturalness as instinct, German decadence as philosophy’ (‘Der fehlgreifende
Instinkt in Allem und Jedem, die Widernatur als Instinkt, die deutsc ¢¢che
décadence als Philosophie’: Der Antichrist, 1888, 6, p. 178).

Nietzsche’s egoism (not a synonym of egotism) gives a better explanation
of the decisions of the businessman. In fact, his egoism and will to power are
creative forces, expressions of the vitality of life. Systems limiting this vitality
are to be condemned. Nietzsche emphasises the importance of the character of
individuals.

Moreover, according to Nietzsche ‘egoism’ is to be interpreted: it does not
exclude human feelings.

Egoism! But nobody has asked what kind of ego! But unconsciously everybody
equates one ego with the other. These are the consequences of the slave theory of
universal suffrage and of ‘equality’ (Nachlass 1884-1885, 11, p. 85, cf. Ibid., 11,
p.219)10,

In the comment on Nietzsche’s volumes 1-13, the editors of his Kritische
Gesamtausgabe point out that, for example, the ‘will to truth’, the ‘will to
justice’, the ‘will to beauty’ and the ‘will to aid’ are forms of the ‘will to
power’ (Kommentar zu Band 1-13, 14, p. 387). Egoism does not exclude pity
or even love, as the following passages illustrate:

If only destiny would lead people my way like you, without suffering, and people
with whom I can share hope and meals and honey. But I am a giver, I give eagerly,
as a friend to friends. But let strangers and poor people themselves pick fruit from
my tree; so that it may be less humiliating ... But beggars should be completely
forbidden! Really one is irritated by giving them and irritated by not giving them
(Ibid., 4, p. 11411,

We, the open-ended ones and the rich ones in spirit, who are like open wells at the
edge of the street and do not want to prevent anybody drawing from us (Frohliche
Wirtschaft, 1882, 3, p. 631)12.

He — did not love enough: if so he would have loved us, the laughing ones! But he
hated us and mocked at us, he promised us weeping and grinding of teeth ... Thus,
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is it necessary to start scolding when one does not love? That seems bad taste to
me. But so he did, this absolute one. He came from the mob ... And he himself
did not love enough: otherwise he would have been less angry at not being loved.
All great love does not want love — it wants more (Zarathustra, 1885, 4, p. 365) 13

3. CONCLUSION

Nietzsche is not interested in general questions of policy, but is concerned
with individual virtue and character. His aim is not to propose a moral code: he
rejects universal moral rules that treat everyone as equal. He does not accept
immutable foundations for ethics; good and bad depend on context.

As a philosopher Nietzsche remains indispensable. Business ethics would
be more realistic and comprehensible if based on Nietzsche’ s ideas and no
longer on philosophies which do not reflect the reality of business life. Indi-
vidualism and egoism are better means of explaining the business world than
altruism. Moreover, egoism does not exclude human feelings. As Arrow (Ar-
row, 1997, p. 516) rightly observes: ‘One must not expect miraculous transfor-
mations in human behaviour. Ethical codes ... are not a universal substitute
for ... the institutions, taxes, regulations, and legal remedies’.

NOTES

1. Cf. nevertheless: ‘“The “ego” (that does not agree with the management according to plan
of our nature!’) is only an abstract synthesis — so acts of “egoism” do not exist’ (‘Das ‘Ich’
(welches mit der einheitlichen Verwaltung unseres Wesens nicht eins ist!) ist ja nur eine
begriffliche Synthese — also giebt es gar kein Handeln aus ‘Egoismus’: Nachlass 1885-
1887, 12, p. 32).

2. Es scheint jetzt Jedermann wohlzuthun, wenn er hort, dass die Gesellschaft auf dem Wege
sei, den Einzelnen den allgemeinen Bediirfnissen anzupassen und dass das Gliick und zu-
gleich das Opfer des Einzelnen darin liege, sich als ein niitzliches Glied und Werkzeug des
Ganzen zu fiihlen: ... Man will nichts Geringeres ... als eine griindliche Umbildung, ja
Schwichung und Aufhebung des Individuums (Morgenrithe, 1881, 3, p. 124).

3. Thr dringt euch um den Néchsten und habt schone Worte dafiir. Aber ich sage euch: eure
Nichstenliebe ist eure schlechte Liebe zu euch selbst . .. Rathe ich euch zur Nichstenliebe?
Lieber noch rathe ich euch zur Nichstenflucht und zur Fernstenliebe (Zarathustra, I, 4,
p. 77).

4. Der Eine geht zum Nichsten, weil er sich sucht, und der Andre, weil er sich verlieren

mochte. Eure schlechte Liebe zu euch selber macht euch aus der Einsamkeit ein Gefingniss
(Ibid., 4, p. 78).

5. Die Liebe zum néchsten ist die Liebe zu unserer Vorstellung vom Néchsten. Wir kénnen
nur uns selber lieben, weil wir uns kennen. Die Moral des Altruism ist unmoglich (Nachlass
1880-1882, 9, p. 35).

6. Nicht an den Anderen denken, alles strengstens um seiner selber willen thun ist auch eine
hohe Moralitit. Der Mensch hat so viel fiir sich zu thun, dass er immer fahrlissig ist, wenn
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10.

11.

12.

13.

er etwas fiir Andere thut. Weil so viel fiir Andere gethan wird, deshalb sieht die Welt so
unvollkommen aus (/bid., 9, p. 93).

. Die Tollkiihnheit hat mehr grosse Thaten gethan als die Néchstenliebe (Nachlass 1882-

1884, 10, p. 130).

. Der Egoismus ist kein Moralprinzip, kein ‘Du sollst’ denn es ist das einzige ‘Du musst’

(Ibid., 10, p. 301).

. Unegoistische Handlungen sind unmdglich; ‘unegoistischer Trieb’ klingt mir in die Ohren

wie ‘holzernes Eisen’ (Nachlass 1884-1885, 11, p. 208).

Egoismus! Aber noch Niemand hat gefragt was fiirein ego! Sondern jeder setzt unwillkiir-
lich das ego jedem ego gleich. Das sind die Consequenzen der Sklaven-Theorie vom suf-
frage universel und der ‘Gleichheit’ (Nachlass 1884-1885, 11, p. 85; cf. Ibid., 11, p. 219).

Moge mein Schicksal mir immer Leidlose, gleich euch, iiber den Weg fiihren, und Solche,
mit denen mir Hoffnung und Mahl und Honig gemein sein darf! (Zarathustra, 1883, 4,
p- 113) ... Ich aber bin ein Schenkender: gerne schenke ich, als Freund den Freunden.
Fremde aber und Arme mogen sich die Frucht selber von meinem Baume pfliicken: so
beschdmt es weniger ... Bettler aber sollte man ganz abschaffen! Wahrlich, man &rgert
sich ihnen zu geben und drgert sich ihnen nicht zu geben (Ibid., 4, p. 114).

Wir freigebigen und Reichen des Geistes, die wir gleich offnen Brunnen an der Strasse
stehn und es Niemanden wehren mogen, dass er aus uns schopft (Froliche Wissenschaft,
1882, 3, p. 631).

Der — liebte nicht genug: sonst hitte er auch uns geliebt, die Lachenden! Aber er hasste und
hohnte uns, Heulen und Zdhneklappern verhiess er uns ... Muss man denn gleich fluchen,
wo man nicht liebt? Das — diinkt mich ein schlechter Geschmack. Aber so that er, dieser
Unbedingte. Er kam vom Pobel. ... Und er selber liebte noch nicht genug: sonst wire er
weniger geziirnt, dass man ihn nicht liebe. Alle grosse Liebe will nicht Liebe — die will
mehr (Zarathustra, 1885, 4, p. 365).
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In looking towards the origins of uncertainty in economic theory, most
economists point to the groundbreaking work of Frank Knight in Amer-
ica or J.M. Keynes in England. However, it can be argued that devel-
opments in philosophy contributed, at least in some way, to the propo-
sition of uncertainty in economics, particularly in the case of Knight.
In tracing the nature and scope of these contributions, as they relate to
Knightian uncertainty, this paper generally looks beyond the more im-
mediate Pragmatic influence on Knight, towards a work by an author
who anticipates some of what both Knight and the Pragmatists were to
emphasise; the Genealogy of Morals. In describing this possible antic-
ipation by Nietzsche, it will be necessary to present the discussion into
three parts. First, since the understanding of Nietzsche is premised on an
understanding of the philosophical context that confronted Nietzsche, a
brief outline of this context will be provided. Second, a more detailed
examination of Nietzsche’s anticipation of Knightian uncertainty is then
provided. Third, a comparison of Knightian uncertainty, the principles
of Pragmatic philosophy, and Nietzsche’s Genealogy of Morals is used
to provide a more detailed articulation of possible anticipations of Niet-
zsche.

German Idealism, Transcendental Philosophy, Pragmatic Philosophy,
Uncertainty, Nietzsche, Knight
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1. INTRODUCTION

Philosophy, particularly Pragmatic philosophy and German literature, had
a significant impact on American economics in general, and the writing of
Risk, Uncertainty, and Profit ([1921] 1985) in particular.! This is not to say
that Knightian economics is entirely dependent on philosophy. Rather, the in-
fluence of philosophy on Knight is a significant factor in the genealogy of
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Knightian uncertainty; one that can be argued to both surround and support
the proposition of uncertainty in RUP.?

In searching the possible inspiration for the proposition of uncertainty, one
can note that Knight harnessed a keen interest in German literature, which
may have prompted Knight to refer to German literature throughout his career.
First, before the writing of RUP, Knight wrote his M. A. thesis on a significant
figure in German literature; Gerhardt Hauptmann (Knight 1913a). Second,
after the writing of RUP an ongoing interest in German literature prompted
Knight to complete the translation of Max Weber’s General Economic History
([1923] 1926).3

Apart from German literature, philosophy was also an important aspect
of the intellectual landscape from which the proposition of Knightian uncer-
tainty was made.* With regard to this possible influence of Pragmatic philos-
ophy, one can note that the distinction between risk and uncertainty is essen-
tially built on what Knight refers to as a, ‘superficial sketch of the theory of
knowledge’ (Knight [1921] 1985, 199-200). Instead of remaining indifferent
between the various philosophical theories of knowledge, Knight states his
preference for the Pragmatic theory of knowledge near the beginning of his
discussion of uncertainty.

It will be evident that the doctrine expounded is a functional or pragmatic view,
with some reservations (Knight [1921] 1985, 200).

Considering these two influences it can be argued that Knightian uncer-
tainty is partly an offspring of German literature and partly an offspring of
American Pragmatic philosophy.” Yet, in order to understand this genealogy
of Knightian uncertainty one must seek a way of reconciling Knight’s interest
in both German literature and Pragmatism; to fill the gap that exists between
these two influences. Generally, this work proposes that the work of Nietzsche
bridges at least some of this gap, where Nietzsche anticipates at least some of
what Knight was to later articulate.

In elaborating this anticipation of Knightian uncertainty by Nietzsche’s Ge-
nealogy of Morals, a brief sketch of the philosophical context of Nietzsche is
first provided in section two. Such a sketch is required, since an understand-
ing of Nietzsche is premised on an adequate understanding of the philosophic
questions that concerned Nietzsche. Instead of focussing on all of Nietzsche’s
work, The Genealogy of Morals is selected, since it contains probably the most
coherent account of Nietzsche’s idea of ‘perspectivism’, which will be shown
to be important to Knight. Whereas section two essentially outlines the philo-
sophical approach to the fallibility of knowledge, a more detailed rationale for
the idea of uncertainty becomes apparent in section three. Here, the porten-
tous contribution of Nietzsche, which was to be taken up somewhat indepen-
dently by the Pragmatists, and then by Knight, is outlined.® Finally, section
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three brings together the analysis by contrasting Knightian uncertainty to both
Pragmatic philosophy and the work of Nietzsche in the Genealogy of Morals.
By highlighting the similarities between Knightian uncertainty, the Pragma-
tists, and Nietzsche, the similarities between Knight and Nietzsche may also
be clarified to some extent.

2. PHILOSOPHICAL CONTEXT

In order to give a complete account of how the philosophical development
of uncertainty influenced scientific debate, a lengthy and detailed account is
required. However, such a lengthy account cannot be given within the con-
fines of the present work. Given this limitation and by way of summary, it can
be noted that the impulse toward the development of Knightian uncertainty
tends to begin with Hume.’ Here, Hume applies the insights of experimental
method, which were learnt in the realm of the natural sciences, to the moral
realm. In doing so, Hume argues that such an application is intended to create
a more solid basis for all types of scientific endeavour (Hume [1739] 1985,
43-4).

2.1. Hume. Despite the intention of Hume, his work creates the impres-
sion that all knowledge may be fallible, by asserting that all thought is derived
from a possibly faulty set of sense perceptions (Hume [1739] 1985, 49). No
qualitative distinction, between impressions and ideas exists, so that the dif-
ference between ideas and impression is one of degree, such that ‘Impressions
and Ideas differ only in their strength and vivacity’ (Hume [1739] 1983, 66).
All ideas, therefore, emanate from sense perception, even though the senses
cannot be trusted to deliver accurate perceptions. Here, Hume presumably
measures ‘accuracy’ by comparing human knowledge to a form of knowl-
edge that is objective, which is not derived from such faulty sense perceptions.
Moreover, the faculty of reason, which links together all these disparate sen-
sations is not reliable since,

This sceptical doubt, both with respect to reason and the senses, is a malady, which
can never be radically cur’d, but must return on us every moment, however we may
chance it away, and sometimes may seem entirely free from it (Hume [1739] 1985,
267-8).

Since both sense perception and reason are fallible and unreliable Hume
argues that, ‘all knowledge degenerates into probability’ (Hume [1739] 1985,
231, 238). It is this fallibility of reason and the unreliability of sense percep-
tions that forces merchants to heavily rely, not on certitude but on, ‘some de-
gree of probability; tho’ uncertain and variable, according to the degrees of his
experience’ (Hume [1739] 1985, 232).
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2.2, Rousseau. This impression of fallibility, derived in part from the
work of Hume, was of particular interest to Kant, when combined with the in-
sights of Hume’s great contemporary; Rousseau ([1770] 1964). In contrast to
Hume, it can be argued that Rousseau prioritises the understanding of human
agency ahead of considerations of the fallibility of knowledge.® Rousseau’s
prioritisation of moral issues, over issues concerning scientific investigation is
a response to his basic disagreement with the moral implications of enlighten-
ment thought. It can be argued that this prioritisation, apart from other things,
resulted in the proposition of human agency as the fundamental right of man.

In contrast, Rousseau argues that both Hobbes ([1651] 1950) and Locke
([1698] 1967) prioritise issues of self-preservation, as underpinned by law,
over considerations of individual morality. Laws protect the interest of the
powerful by bonding the majority, not to the fruits of progress, but to penury.
If preservation is the goal of enlightenment thought, then Rousseau leads one
to question the underlying reason for preservation. Preservation, or ‘progress’
was moving towards the enslavement of the majority, and the destruction of
man’s freedom, according to Rousseau. ? Preservation or ‘progress’ was, there-
fore, leading to the destruction of any possibility for the good life for the ma-
jority (Bloom [1963] 1987, 560-1).

2.3. Kant. These priorities of Rousseau, apart from others, were used by
Kant to counter the arguments of Hume. At a general level, Hume’s sceptical
position poses some problems for philosophy. As Kant says,

Thus the fate that waits upon all scepticism likewise befalls Hume, namely, that his
own sceptical teaching comes to be doubted, as being based only on facts which
are contingent, not on principles which can constrain to a necessary renunciation
of all right to dogmatic assertions (Kant [1787] 1929, 611).

Uncertainty, or at least the fallibility of knowledge, enters the Kantian con-
ception of knowledge because empirical knowledge is so closely tied to the
observer. It is the observer who generates concepts, and it is the observer who
exercises human agency by engaging with the world, so as to derive experience
and, ultimately, knowledge. Every question must be posed from the exercise of
human agency; from the perspective of one’s own conscious existence. More-
over, every answer must be derived with reference to the outcome of human
agency; one’s own experience. In the event that the perceptions of one person
can differ from others, and that everyone may have different access to informa-
tion, then the veracity of personal knowledge is exposed to the possibility of
doubt. Yet, while on the brink of emphasising the fallibility of knowledge,
Kant proposes the Transcendental hypothesis, which indicates, apart from
other things, that, all life ... neither begins in birth nor ends in death; that
this life is an appearance only, that is, a sensible representation of the purely
spiritual life, and that the whole sensible world is a mere picture which in our
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present mode of knowledge hovers before us, and like a dream has in itself no
objective reality; that if we could intuit ourselves and things as they are, we
should see ourselves in a world of spiritual beings, our sole and true commu-
nity with which has not begun through birth and will not cease through bodily
death — both birth and death being mere appearance (Kant [1787] 1929, 619).

24. Developments on Kant: Hegel. Hegel developed one possible im-
plication of Kant; that if consciousness precedes sensation, and the Transcen-
dental realm precedes consciousness, then the Transcendental realm may pos-
sibly become the key to understanding all things including the essential char-
acter of man. In this way, Hegel’s development of Kant tended to more com-
pletely eliminate the acceptance of the fallibility of knowledge and uncertainty,
than the work of Kant would suggest. In doing so, this Hegelian enterprise
tends to emphasise the notion of the mind, apart from other things, by arguing
that history allows man access to the gradual revelation of the Transcendental
realm (Hegel [1821] 1967, [1837] 1956). Absolute knowledge occurs, through
this revelation, when the mind comes to realise that reality is a complete arti-
fice of the mind itself, and that there is nothing beyond that artifice. '°

2.5. Developments on Kant: Schopenhauer. By way of contrast,
Schopenhauer argues that the retreat into an individual perspective cannot
validate the idea that there is only one valid form of scientific knowledge.
Rather, this retreat can be argued to extinguish all pretensions to know the uni-
verse according to one form of knowledge. Instead of one mode of knowing all
things, there are suddenly many modes that are created by what Schopenhauer
refers to as the ‘will’. Here, Schopenhauer attempts, controversially according
to some, to extend the idea of Transcendental knowledge through articulating
the notion of the ‘will’ (Janaway [1994] 1997, 235-7). Schopenhauer argues in
a fashion that is derived from his interest in mystical texts, that everything in
nature is a representation of the will. It is this notion of the will that underlines
the fallibility of knowledge. As Schopenhauer indicates,

only the will is thing in itself ... It is the innermost essence, the kernel, of every
particular thing and also of the whole. It appears in every blindly acting force of
nature, and also in the deliberate conduct of man, and the great difference between
the two concerns only the degree of the manifestation, not the inner nature of what
is manifested (Schopenhauer [1819] 1969, 110).

3. NIETZSCHE

3.1. Nietzsche and Problems with Knowledge

It is Nietzsche’s criticism of a Transcendental perspective, possibly inspired
by Schopenhauer’s critique of Transcendental philosophy, which can be ar-
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gued to possibly anticipate the work of the Pragmatic philosophers and, at
least to some extent, the proposition of Knightian uncertainty.!! Like Niet-
zsche, the Pragmatists look to the future, not to the past, as the focus of both
human endeavour and of philosophy in general. As Nietzsche says man is,
‘more sick, more uncertain, more mutable, less defined than any other animal,
there is no doubt about that [since he is] ... eternally oriented towards the
future’.!'? Such a preference for the future brings with it problems of verify-
ing the certainty of knowledge, especially in light of the general observation
that Nietzsche views human knowledge as being substantially limited by the
limited perspective from which one perceives reality. All knowledge is de-
rived from, and in some respects limited to, the individual perspective of the
observer according to Nietzsche.

It is argued that it is in these canyons of the mind, between these disparate
perspectives, that the Nietzschean anticipation of Knightian uncertainty may
well have been born. In this way, Nietzsche heralds the introduction of a more
intense awareness of problems associated with the establishment of certain hu-
man knowledge. As Strauss indicates, the emphasis in Nietzsche is away from
the universal and the Transcendental, and toward the disparate individual per-
spective; towards the problems surrounding the establishment of any certainty,
which might well be associated with those disparate perspectives.

Nietzsche indicates that the highest achievement ... is in the last analysis not the
work of reason but of nature; in the last analysis all thought depends on something
untouchable ‘deep down,” on a fundamental stupidity; the nature of the individual,
the individual nature, not evident and universally valid insights, it seems, is the
ground of all worthwhile understanding or knowledge (Strauss 1983, 189-90).

3.2. Nietzsche’s Critique of Transcendental Knowledge

By arguing that if the Kantian glimpses of the Transcendental realm are
either indecipherable, or impossible, Nietzsche indicates that these glimpses
cannot form part of human knowledge in general. More specifically, these
glimpses of the Transcendental realm cannot be used to correct sense per-
ception. Specifically, Nietzsche argues that all human knowledge is derived
from engagement with reality, without the touchstone of the Transcenden-
tal realm, even though the Transcendental realm is largely unintelligible for
Kant. 13

Partly as a result of Nietzsche’s questioning of the Transcendental realm,
the presuppositions of all Idealist philosophy generally came under intense
questioning by other philosophers. More specifically, in a remarkable antici-
pation of future developments in philosophy, particularly Pragmatic philoso-
phy, Nietzsche cautions all philosophers about the ‘dangerous old conceptual
fable which posits a ‘pure, will-less, painless, timeless knowing subject’’, as
well as accepting the essentially self-contradictory concepts like, ‘pure reason’
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(Nietzsche [1887] 1996, 98). !4 The central problem of such a fable is, among
other things, that it fails to appreciate the intimate connection of knowledge
with existence itself. As Nietzsche argues,

for these [self-contradictory concepts] always ask us to imagine an eye which is
impossible to imagine, an eye which supposedly looks out in no particular direc-
tion, an eye which supposedly either restrains or altogether lacks the active powers
of interpretation which first make seeing into something — for here, then, a non-
sense and non-concept is demanded of the eye. Perspectival seeing is the only kind
of seeing there is, perspectival ‘knowing’ is the only kind of ‘knowing’ [brackets
added] (Nietzsche [1887] 1996, 98). 13

Since Nietzsche indicates that, if a Transcendent perspective cannot exist,
then Transcendental knowledge of any aspect of human existence cannot be
intelligible for Nietzsche. Post-Nietzschean knowledge, therefore, depends on
the standpoint of the agent within reality, along with ‘the will to power’, in
the absence of any pretence about an ability either to know, or to have any
information of, the Transcendental domain (Dannhauser [1963] 1987, 845).
Knight may well have possibly taken up this view of Nietzsche, albeit indi-
rectly through a largely Pragmatic influence, in rejection of scientific explana-
tions of the world as purely objective. As Knight argues,

We cannot and under no conceivable conditions could we either have any expe-
rience without knowing it or know anything without it’s being a part of our ex-
perience. The problem then is to get a certain view of experience; in the poet’s
language, to “see life singly and see it whole” (Knight 1913b, 2).

If all knowledge must come from disparate standpoints, and if there is ef-
fectively no Transcendental perspective that man can assume at any time and
in any way, then Nietzsche essentially questions the idea that Transcendental
knowledge can somehow verify sense perception (Kant [1787] 1929, 59). As
Nietzsche argues,

all kinds of transcendentalists have once again won the day — they are liberated
from the theologians: what luck! — Kant revealed to them the secret path along
which they may from now on, in independence and with the greatest scientific
respectability, pursue their ‘heart’s desire’. Likewise: from now on, who could
hold it against the agnostics if, as worshippers of the unknown and mysterious in
itself,ltﬁhey now pray to the question-mark itself as God? (Nietzsche [1887] 1996,
131).

Some critics of Nietzsche argue that Nietzsche’s criticism of Kant is defec-
tive, since Nietzsche’s knowledge of Kant is derived mainly from Schopen-
hauer’s interpretation of Kant, rather than from Nietzsche’s own reading of
Kant. One might well argue that the version of Kant that Schopenhauer of-
fered to Nietzsche was not completely free from Schopenhauer’s own inter-
pretation. In some respects, this criticism of Nietzsche can therefore be argued
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to be partially correct.!” For example, it can be argued that Nietzsche misin-
terprets Kant, by maintaining that knowledge is purely an abstract concept for
Kant. Here, Singer has noted how Kant emphasises that knowledge, ‘is only
possible because our mind plays an active role, organising and systematising
what we experience’ (Singer [1983] 1997, 117). In addition, Dewey argues that
Kantian knowledge is in some way a middle ground such that, ‘The Kantian
epistemologist has formulated the claims of both schools [i.e. the rationalist
and the sensationalist] in defining the judgement as the relation of perception
to conception’. '® However to dismiss the entire critique of Kant by Nietzsche,
on the basis that Nietzsche’s understanding of Kant might be deficient in some
way, can also be misleading, apart from being dismissive of the genius of Ni-
etzsche.

3.3. Promises and the Transition from Contractual Debt to Moral
Guilt

If knowledge is of this more perspectival kind, as suggested by Nietzsche,
then it becomes difficult for humans to make promises about the future. More-
over, if man can make promises about the future with certainty, then there
would be no need to make promises in the first place. Here, humanity might
equate the future to itself. As Nietzsche indicates,

To think in terms of causality, to see and anticipate from afar, to posit ends and
means with certainty, to be able above all to reckon and calculate! For that to be
the case, how much man must have become calculable, regular, necessary, and
even to his own mind, so that finally he would be able to vouch for himself as
futm;eQ, in the way that someone making a promise does! (Nietzsche [1887] 1996,
40).

These difficulties, regarding the making of promises, translate into the eco-
nomic sphere through the making of contracts that cover future periods. Here,
the debtor makes a promise to the creditor about his/her ability to repay a debt,
even though problems exist with forecasting future events. Creation of debt,
through the issuance of promises made on the basis of imperfect knowledge,
leads to the existence of guilt and the prevalence of oppression (Nietzsche
[1887] 1996, 44-47). In other words, Nietzsche argues that the existence of
cruelty and oppression is supported by a humanity that is too ambitious; a
humanity that tries to overcome problems with knowledge that it cannot over-
come. Cruelty is one way of regulating this ambition, by punishing one for
making promises about a future that man has little, or no, reliable knowledge
of (Nietzsche [1887] 1996, 48).

34. Nietzsche and Knightian Uncertainty

While the above analysis provisionally establishes the possibility of a gen-
eral linkage between Nietzsche and the idea of Knightian uncertainty, a some-
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what more definite linkage is yet to be established. However, since only pass-
ing reference to Nietzsche is made in most of the published work of Knight, it
remains rather difficult to establish this more definite linkage between the two
authors. Yet, by referring to some early work of Knight, which remains unpub-
lished, it may be possible to begin the work of establishing a somewhat less
ambiguous linkage. Accordingly, in order to more fully appreciate the impact
of Nietzsche on Knight, chapter six of Knight’s Ph.D. is of assistance.

34.1. Economics and Change. By way of introduction, Knight argues
that the idea of change in economics cannot be incorporated into economic
theory without first linking the understanding of consciousness, in general, to
economic theory in particular. At the outset of chapter six, Knight argues that
in order to make economic analysis more consistent with reality, it is necessary
to abandon the assumptions that all knowledge of social relations is fixed, and
that knowledge of these fixed relations is either perfect, or can be assumed to
be perfect.

That the world we live in is pre-eminently a world of change is familiar to the
degree of being commonplace. Of the two factors in industrial society, both the
world of nature and man himself, individually and racially as well, undergo con-
stant change and in addition are liable to sudden and apparently very irregular
mutations of considerable magnitude (Knight 1916b, 163).

Although change is a part of everyday life, it can be of two main types; pre-
dictable change and unpredictable change. Predictable change would involve
the operation of laws that were fixed and that apply in all times and places,
much like the laws of the physical universe. Such forms of uniform change
are possibly conceivable under a philosophical regime such as German Ideal-
ism, where tendencies toward ideals are generally thought to be in operation.
However, in a manner somewhat consistent with Nietzsche, Knight questions
the very basis of these uniform changes by arguing that human consciousness
is constantly re-evaluating its relationship with the world. Such re-evaluation
precludes the existence of definite and unchanging laws in the realm of human
decision-making.

It is conceivable that all changes might take place in uniform ways, or according
to definite laws which might be so generally and surely known that perfect knowl-
edge of both present and future would still be natural and inevitable. As repeatedly
pointed out, if this were in fact the case, the question of rest versus motion would
make comparatively little difference in the working of economic forces; the corol-
lary is practically much more important than the proposition. But in actual life
the one is as false and impossible as the other, and we shall drop them both to-
gether. The assumption of perfect knowledge is quite as violent to reality as that of
the stationery state. It is altogether insupposable that in this world human beings
should ever have complete and perfect knowledge to base their actions upon, in
their economic life or elsewhere (Knight 1916b, 164).
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34.2. Unpredictable Change. If one accepts that change in human af-
fairs cannot be adequately predicted, then one may also accept that perfect
knowledge of human affairs has never existed, and may never exist. Moreover,
for problems with establishing certainty of human knowledge to be recog-
nised as a series of errors, one needs to have access to the benchmark of per-
fect knowledge, so as to measure both the existence and extent of such errors.
Yet, if perfect knowledge is highly questionable, as suggested by Nietzsche,
then this benchmark is vacuous; it cannot exist. Accordingly, problems with
establishing perfect certainty are seen as being a permanent feature of human
existence, as well as the difficulties involved in measuring the degree of human
error against the benchmark of Transcendental knowledge.

According to Nietzsche’s interpretation of reality, imperfect knowledge
based on the existence of uncertainty, becomes a human trait that plays an im-
portant role in defining and understanding human existence. Although modern
social scientists might find it difficult to accept, Nietzsche argues that the two
projects that try to overcome these inherent limitations of human knowledge,
science and religion, should become somewhat more humble in their objec-
tives. Specifically, neither science nor religion, can bridge the gap between
humanity on the one hand, and perfect knowledge on the other. A lack of cer-
tainty, and the human response to such problems, are therefore very much part
of the study of man and are not issues that can be treated as ephemeral devia-
tions from a perfect state. Knight may well have interpreted such an insight of
Nietzsche, and others, by arguing as follows,

In regard to the material environment, we cannot so much predict the weather for
a day in advance with any degree of certainty ... In regard to the actions of men,
present and future, we are of course still more hopelessly at sea. We must therefore
take into account from now on at least an irreducible minimum of imperfection
in human knowledge; we must reckon with what may be called “the factor of
uncertainty” (Knight 1916b, 164-5).

Not only is human knowledge of consumption and production inherently
imperfect, but both production and consumption are anything but instanta-
neous; significant time lags exist. Such lags effectively magnify the unpre-
dictable outcomes, which exist under uncertainty. Not only does production
take time, but so does consumption, as well as determination of consumer
preference, both before and after consumption. Such a recognition of the sig-
nificance of time is somewhat consistent with Nietzsche, since the focus of ac-
tivity is not the present, but on how one intends to alter the future. As Knight
indicates,

Accurately stated, what we are concerned with is the interval between the “deter-
mination to” a given line of action (involving sacrifice) and its final fruition. This
interval is the source of the uncertainty of which we have to take account. It may
be divided up into stages — the planning of the activity, its performance, the act of
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exchange, and the enjoyment of the result — each giving rise independently to its
own degree and kind of uncertainty, as will be shown (Knight 1916b, 165-6).

3.4.3. Infinite Recurrence. In an attempt to settle the issue, regarding
the importance of uncertainty to economics, Knight directly refers to the work
of Nietzsche when describing the, ‘ultimately static state’ (Knight 1916b, 172).
Here, Knight describes an abstract static state that has the following character-
istics: (i) an indefinitely long time-period, and (ii) the period of change is infi-
nitely variable.?® Yet, such assumptions, while conceivable, make the analysis
of empirical data problematic. Specifically, these assumptions can be argued
to lead one to a realisation that it would be impossible, or at least problematic,
to discern whether or not one is already existing in such a state.

In other words, by taking the idea of the static state to an extreme, Knight
tries to highlight the flaws in such a form of idealist, or static-state, analysis.
Assumptions of such a form of analysis may, therefore, be so unrealistic that
one ends up questioning the very nature of reality, where the very possibility
of research may be questioned, if every possible combination of events has
already occurred. Such questioning can frustrate the basic objective of all sci-
entific reasoning; to understand reality without distorting reality with the tools
of enquiry; scientific methodology. Here, and importantly for the purposes of
this section, Knight acknowledges that the source of this insight is the work of
Nietzsche. As Knight argues,

To make the situation concrete we may describe it as the ultimately static state.
We may suppose that all changes will be self-compensating sometime, but that
the time is indefinitely long and the periods of various changes infinitely variable
and their relations so complex that knowledge sufficient for prediction is impos-
sible. That such a supposition is not utterly fantastic will be seen when one calls
to mind the impossibility of knowing whether we are not in fact living in such
an ultimately static world now. The view has been seriously and ably contended
for under the name of the theory of infinite recurrence popularized especially by
Nietzsche (Knight 1916b, 172).

The idea of infinite recurrence is generally connected with Nietzsche’s re-
jection of German Idealism, as elaborated earlier. If a perfect description of
the entire world can be assumed, down to the lowest possible level, and if one
could then vary time infinitely, then one can conceive of a situation where fi-
nite events recur an infinite number of times. Infinite recurrence is, therefore,
where a finite number of events exist within infinite time. While such assump-
tions are conceivable under an Idealist philosophy, Nietzsche argues that such
assumptions comprise a distortion of reality that leads away from the analysis
of reality, thereby preventing one from examining the ordinary problems of
human existence.
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4. PRAGMATIC PHILOSOPHY

4.1. Introduction

Nietzsche anticipates much of what Knight was later to contribute to eco-
nomics in terms of Knightian uncertainty, although one philosophical school
was to intervene and influence Knight possibly more than any other area
of philosophy; the Pragmatic school.?! By way of generally introducing the
Pragmatic theory of knowledge, it can be noted that the Pragmatists view the
‘foundation metaphor’ of knowledge as consisting of any combination of im-
pressions, facts, sense data, or other things.>?> Whatever the ‘foundation’ of
knowledge is identified as, in terms of any particular philosophical system, the
Pragmatists generally argue that the role of the philosopher is always predeter-
mined by previous philosophic systems. Typically, the role of the philosopher
is to discover the foundation of knowledge and then build a more sophisticated
system of knowledge, which then serves as a way of adjudicating on what one
can legitimately know, as well as what one cannot know.

In contrast, the Pragmatists generally argue that all the foundations of
knowledge are questionable, so that one cannot derive a legitimate claim
to knowledge by referring to any ‘foundation’. Instead, the rules of inquiry
can assist in determining the possible legitimacy of knowledge, which seems
broadly consistent with the ideas of Nietzsche. Problems with establishing the
certainty of knowledge are neither a problem with human knowledge itself, nor
a deficiency in sense perception, where the degree of error can be measured in
some way. Rather, problems with the certainty of human knowledge become
an important characteristic of knowledge itself (Peirce 1868a; 1868b). Inquiry
does not start and finish; it is a continuous procedure of revision, where knowl-
edge is never immutable, but fluid and very much context dependent. Such a
Pragmatic inquiry sought, among other things, to align philosophical studies of
morality and social life with developments in experimental scientific inquiry.
An important implication of this new approach is not only the acceptance of
the problems that result from a lack of certainty, but also the acceptance of
the idea that the analysis of the human response to problems with knowledge
may lead to insights as to the very nature of the human condition. Accordingly,
these problems do not distort human knowledge, rather they might allow for a
better understanding of human knowledge. As Dewey notes,

Freedom is an actuality when the recognition of relations, the stable element, is
combined with the uncertain element, in the knowledge which makes foresight
possible and secures intentional preparation for probable consequences (Dewey
1929, 199).
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4.2, Aspects of Pragmatic Philosophy

While such a broad outline of Pragmatic philosophy is useful in itself,
a more detailed comparison and contrast between Pragmatic philosophy,
Knightian uncertainty, and the work of Nietzsche, might be carried out, with
regard to Knight’s most famous published work; RUP. To this end, one can
compare the main aspects of Pragmatic philosophy, using Dewey as an exam-
ple, to both RUP and the work of Nietzsche. Accordingly, such an examination
represents the first step in terms of illustrating the influence of Nietzsche on
Pragmatism and on the proposition of Knightian uncertainty. For example, in
an essay entitled The Need for a Recovery in Philosophy, Dewey outlines five
ways of contrasting his Pragmatic view of experience with what Dewey re-
marks is the ‘orthodox’ view of experience (Dewey [1916] 1960). Each aspect
will firstly examine the possible influence of Dewey and then a contrast will
then be made to the work of Knight and Nietzsche.

4.2.1. Aspect One: Knowledge as Intention and Reality. Pragmatism
questions the view of experience as proposed by the German Idealists and oth-
ers, so that the empirical conception of knowledge that classifies experience as
the only valid form of knowledge, is forcefully doubted. Moreover, to argue
that all knowledge comes from experience, as Dewey did in his early Hegelian
or Idealistic period, constitutes a distortion of experience for the Pragmatists
(Dewey [1895-1898a] 1967). In addition, the rationalist conception of knowl-
edge, where experience is seen as never sufficient to generate knowledge, is
also questioned by the Pragmatists. For Dewey, the intention to know is an
essential part of knowledge, so that to understand ‘knowing’ one must under-
stand the intentions that underlie the desire to know, within the larger context
of experience.?? Evidence of aspect one in the discussion of Knightian un-
certainty may possibly be given by the discussion of the approach taken by
previous economists, such as J.B. Clark, Alfred Marshall, and others (Knight
[1921] 1985, 22-50). It can be argued that the static methods, to which Knight
refers, may well be based on the very philosophy that the Pragmatists sought
to criticise. This is because these static methods hold that fixed categories of
knowledge exist, which generally excludes the role of intention in terms of
obtaining knowledge (Dewey [1916] 1960, 23). As Knight notes,

We must first discuss one change at a time, assuming the others suspended while
that one is working itself out to its final results, and then attempt to combine ten-
dencies at work, estimate their relative importance, and make actual predictions.
This is the way our minds work; we must divide and conquer. Where a complex
situation can be dealt with as a whole — if that ever happens — there is no occasion
for “thought”. Thought in the scientific sense, and analysis, are the same thing
(Knight [1921] 1985, 16-7).



158 Nash

While this aspect of Pragmatic philosophy has no direct linkage to Nietz-
sche, it can be argued that Nietzsche’s continual emphasis on the future,
throughout The Genealogy of Morals ([1887] 1996) is similar to both Prag-
matism and discussion of uncertainty in RUP. For example, Nietzsche argues
that the desire to know the future leads, not only to frustration, but also to fear.
As Nietzsche indicates,

Assuming that everything which man ‘knows’ fails to satisfy his desires but rather
frustrates and then engenders fear, what a divine liberation it is to be allowed to

attribute the blame for this not to ‘desire’ but to ‘knowledge’! (Nietzsche [1887]
1996, 131).24

4.2.2, Aspect Two: Context Dependency of Knowledge. Pragmatism
questions the dualism found in the Descartes distinction between mind and
body, since Dewey argues that this dualism contributed to the general con-
clusion that experience was radically subjective. In contrast, Dewey argues
that the division between the mind and body is largely irrelevant to Pragmatic
philosophy. Experience, as the inseparable fusion of rationality and sense per-
ception, of mind and body, becomes the focus of Pragmatic philosophy. Yet
if knowledge is essentially created by the intersection of mind and body, then
the definition of knowledge is somewhat less clear than as defined by pervious
schools of philosophy, since knowledge becomes somewhat context depen-
dent. As Dewey argues,

Pretty much all students are convinced that we can reduce knowledge neither to
a set of associated sensations, nor yet a purely rational system of relations of
thought. Knowledge is judgment, and judgment requires both a material of sense
perception and an ordering, regulation principle, reason (Dewey [1895-1898a]
1967, 4-5).

If one recognises that the interaction of intention with empirical reality is
a fundamental aspect of knowledge for the Pragmatists, then the importance
of Knight’s reference to his idea of knowledge being divorced from traditional
analysis, may possibly be better understood. As Knight indicates at the outset
of chapter seven, he must take a brief ‘excursion’ into the theory of knowledge
so as to highlight the, ‘large group of phenomena which are connected with the
imperfection of knowledge’ (Knight [1921] 1985, 197). While the emphasis
on the context dependency of knowledge is not the same in Nietzsche, it can
be argued that Nietzsche’s emphasis on knowledge being dependent on one’s
perspective, tends to be generally consistent with the Pragmatic recognition of
the context dependency of knowledge. >

4.2.3. Aspect Three: Future as the Revelation of Intention.

But experience in its vital form is experiential, an effort to change the given; it
is characterised by projection, by reaching forward into the unknown; connection
with a future is its salient trait (Dewey [1916] 1960, 23).
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If experience is characterised by interaction of intention and reality, then the
impact of intention may tend to mean that the future cannot necessarily be es-
timated with reference to historical precedent. Since intention, as an important
aspect of consciousness, is ever changing, then the past merely represents one
possible series of intersections between human deliberation and reality, which
may, or may not, re-occur in the future. The future, not the past, is the primary
focus of Dewey in general, and all practical judgements in particular.?® As-
pect three implies that the future is not understood as function of the past, but
arevelation of freely chosen intention. In this posturing towards the future, it is
apparent that problems arise with establishing the certainty of human knowl-
edge, since prediction of the future becomes effectively subordinated to an un-
derstanding of disparate intention (Dewey [1916] 1960, 23). The importance
of this forward looking posture of Pragmatism may be highlighted by Knight’s
description of the universal form of conscious behaviour as one that is,

designed to change a future situation inferred from a present ... We must in-
fer what the future situation would have been without our interference, and what
change will be wrought by our action. Fortunately or unfortunately, none of these
processes is infallible, or indeed ever accurate and complete (Knight [1921] 1985,
202).

Nietzsche also argues that man is concerned with the future, even though
such a pre-occupation leads man to become ‘sick’, as Nietzsche terms it. Man
is afflicted by a sickness that is borne out of an ambition to know a future
that cannot be known, since to know the future is to be God-like. Yet, this
sickness creates a tension in man that forces him to continue in an existence
that perpetually frustrates him/her (Nietzsche [1887] 1996, 100).

4.2.4. Aspect Four: Uncertainty and Disentanglement. Pragmatism
rejects the atomistic view of empiricism, so that experience is not accepted
to be a series of discrete and separable perceptions that can be disentangled,
at will, and at any time from the observer. In contrast, experience is conceived
in terms of a unity, where one experience overlaps others, so that knowledge
is shaped as a form of complex meshing between one experience and another
(Dewey 1939, 544). As Dewey indicates,

every experience in its direct occurrence is an interaction of environing condi-
tions and an organism. ... In its identity with a life-function, it is temporally and
spatially more extensive and more internally complex than a single thing like a
stone, or a single quality like red. For no living thing could survive, save by sheer
accident, if its experiences had no more reach, scope and content, then the tradi-
tional particularistic empiricism provided for. On the other hand, it is impossible to
imagine a living creature coping with the entire universe at once. In other words,
the theory of experiential situations which follows directly from the biological-
anthropological approach is by its very nature a via media between extreme atom-
istic pluralism and block monism (Dewey 1939, 544). 27
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Aspect four implies that the division of the observer from the observed may
possibly be futile, since experience is the mutual transformation of the ob-
server and the observed (Dewey 1939, 544). Knight refers to situations where
the possibility of third party description is limited, which essentially arises
from the difficulties involved in the disentanglement of the decision-maker
from the decision that might be insured by an external party. Explicit insur-
ance contracts, which would allow the firm to avoid the uncertainty associated
with decisions of entrepreneurs and salaried managers, are impossible mainly
because of this problem of disentanglement. As Knight notes,

The decisive factors [which might allow for the use of explicit contracts] in the
case [being considered] are so largely on the inside of the person making the de-
cisions that the “instances” are not amenable to objective description and external
control [brackets added] (Knight [1921] 1985, 251).

Problems with disentanglement in Nietzsche have been highlighted with the
above analysis of how Nietzsche instigates the idea of perspectival knowledge.
One cannot detach knowledge from the perspective from which one perceives
knowledge.

4.2.5. Aspect Five: Experience and Intelligence. Dewey rejects the
idea that experience and intelligence are somehow opposed, or antithetical.
Experience is traditionally thought of as the fodder of the scientific mecha-
nism, according to the Pragmatists. Here, experience is assigned the scientific
label of ‘input’, then scientific principles are applied to the raw data of expe-
rience, so that scientific outcomes can then be discerned. Experience, plus the
application of scientific methodology is assumed to equate scientific output.
Yet, if experience can be intelligent, itself, before the application of scien-
tific methodology, then this equation may be premised on a false presumption;
that experience and intelligence are antithetical. In questioning this equation,
therefore, the Pragmatic philosophers tend to argue that experience and intelli-
gence are often mixed, so that experience itself can be intelligent. Accordingly,
intelligence understood in this way is the sum of,

impulses, habits, emotions ... which contrive ingenuously on behalf of the imag-
ined good (Dewey [1916] 1960, 68).

Accordingly, aspect five may well imply that the distinction between intelli-
gence and experience is virtually useless (Dewey [1916] 1960, 68). Knight can
possibly be argued to emphasise this aspect of Pragmatism by arguing that,
‘no sharp distinction can be drawn between perception and reason’ (Knight
[1921] 1985, 202). According to Knight, perception is created by a sophis-
ticated interpretation of sensory input, where the intention of interpretation
often creates the ‘imaginary construct’ that Knight argues is the basis of per-
ception (Knight [1921] 1985, 203). Different intention will create different
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imaginary constructs, which are all very different from what the ‘naked nerve
organ’ communicates to the brain (Knight [1921] 1985, 203). Moreover, these
imaginative constructs that are pregnant with intention are prone to error, since
intention clouds perception to such a significant degree. Such error is impor-
tant because, ‘all consciousness, is forward-looking; and an essential element
in the phenomena is its lack of automatic mechanical accuracy, its liability to
error’ (Knight [1921] 1985, 203). While an exact match between this aspect
of Pragmatic philosophy and the philosophy of Nietzsche is not generally ap-
parent, the clear emphasis on problems with knowledge, within the work of
Nietzsche, seems to be broadly consistent with this aspect of Pragmatic phi-
losophy.

S. CONCLUSION

The primary inspiration for Knight was philosophy, and it is in the discipline
of philosophy that Knight’s transition away from a deterministic world view
began. In this respect, it can be argued that the Humean project that sought
to establish a more solid base for this deterministic view, through the mistrust
of sense perception, is not some aberration in modern philosophy. Rather, it
can be argued to be merely the logical conclusion of the modern philosophy
of Descartes, Machiavelli, and Hume in contrast to the ancient philosophy of
Plato, Xenophon, and Aristotle (Strauss 1952). Specifically, Hume effectively
collapses all metaphysics into the faulty realm of sense perception (Hume
[1739] 1985, 1748).

As was noted in section two, in partly attempting to rescue the theory of
knowledge from the scepticism of Hume, Kant establishes a metaphysical
realm that precedes experience. While pointing toward the acknowledgement
of the fallibility of knowledge, Kant generally fails to extensively explore the
implication of the fallibility of knowledge. Instead, Kant clouds the analysis
by pointing toward the possibility of a universal perspective, through assert-
ing the reality of the Transcendental realm, which can only be glimpsed by
humanity.

This largely Kantian tension, between Hume and Rousseau, is one of the
conflicts that is then developed in two very different ways by Hegel and
Schopenhauer (Melzer 1990), as was outlined in section three. It is Nietzsche
who builds on one of these developments of Kant; the work of Schopenhauer.
Here, Nietzsche argues that any pretension of a Transcendental perspective,
which overcomes the limitations of individual perspectives, generally enslaves
the will. Political, scientific, and religious zealots had abused such a preten-
sion, according to Nietzsche, by enslaving man in the chains of scientific and
religious dogma. By questioning the possibility of the Transcendental perspec-
tive, it is argued that Nietzsche did not plunge religion into nihilism, or science
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into relativism. Rather, it is argued that Nietzsche’s emphasis on the fact that
humanity can never perceive perfect knowledge as a benchmark for evaluat-
ing reality, possibly represents an important anticipation of what was to come
later; Pragmatic philosophy as well as the emphasis on uncertainty in eco-
nomic theory.?® By referring to some works of Knight, a more direct linkage
between Knight and Nietzsche is suggested.

The anticipations of Nietzsche seem to be very much portrayed in the sev-
eral similarities that exist between Pragmatic philosophy and the theory of
knowledge that underlies Knightian uncertainty. First, Knight’s continual ref-
erences to intention being part of reality for economics, tends to make more
sense when seen against the broadly similar emphasis in both Nietzsche and
Pragmatic philosophy. Second, the context dependency of knowledge, which
is emphasised by Knight also seems to find a generally similar emphasis in
both Nietzsche and Pragmatic philosophy. Third, Knight’s reference to the im-
portance of intention in determining the future also appears to be generally
consistent with Pragmatism and Nietzsche. Fourth, by recognising these three
problems of knowledge, Knight comes to an appreciation of an important prac-
tical problem for economics; disentanglement. Again, both Pragmatic philos-
ophy and the philosophy of Nietzsche generally acknowledge these problems.
Lastly, a vision of knowledge, which does not divorce intelligence from expe-
rience, also has some consistency with both Nietzsche and the Pragmatists.

NOTES

1. Risk, Uncertainty, and Profit (Knight [1921] 1985), shall now be referred to as RUP.
Knight’s interest in German philosophy is described in many studies of Knight. For ex-
ample, Krutch recalls that; ‘Knight was the only student he ever saw with a book, other
than a text book; the book was Kant’ (Krutch 1962, 20).

2. Although Knight defines uncertainty in chapters seven and eight of RUP, the literature
typically relies on a somewhat narrow reading of the latter part of chapter seven for the
definition of uncertainty, where Knight distinguishes three probability situations. Although
problems may exist with this narrow reading, which are examined by the author elsewhere,
it can be argued that the last category is generally recognised as containing the definition of
uncertainty. Here, the impossibility of classifying instances, or trials, exists (Runde 1998).
As Knight indicates,

3. Estimates. The distinction here is that there is no valid basis of any kind for
classifying instances. This form of probability is involved in the greatest logical
difficulties of all, and no very satisfactory discussion of it can be given, but its
distinction from other types must be emphasised and some of its complicated re-
lations indicated (Knight [1921] 1985, 225).

More generally, Knight defines uncertainty as a situation where quantitative methods are
not applicable. As Knight shows, It will appear that a measurable uncertainty, or “risk”
proper, as we shall use the term, is so far different from an unmeasurable one that it is not
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in effect an uncertainty at all. We shall accordingly restrict the term “uncertainty” to the
non-quantitative type (Knight [1921] 1985, 20).

3. While, there are other instances of the influence of German literature on Knight, apart from
these two instances, word restrictions prevent a full treatment in this paper.

4. Runde points out a few terminology problems in Knight, and suggests a reformulated con-
struction of the definition, where uncertainty is a situation in which, it is not possible to
calculate a priori probabilities or where there are insufficient trials ‘like’ enough to form a
reference class of even more or less homogeneous trials on the basis of which frequencies
can be determined (Runde 1998, 543; Lawson 1985, 1997; Langlois and Cosgel 1993).

5. Rorty argues that not only did Nietzsche anticipate Pragmatism, but that many others have
also noticed this aspect in Nietzsche. As Rorty indicates,

Berthelot was probably the first to call Nietzsche “a German Pragmatist,” and
the first to emphasise the resemblance between Nietzsche’s perspectivism and the
pragmatic theory of truth [and that this resemblance has been] [brackets added]
(Rorty [1998] 1999, p. 21).

6. Once again some selection of material is required in order to focus the analysis. Here, the
work of Dewey is selected, not because it is seen as being better, or worse, than the other
Pragmatic philosophers. Rather, since Dewey was the subject of much correspondence in
the work of Knight, some of Dewey’s work, which is relevant to the current discussion, is
outlined herein. In addition, the author recognises the significant differences between all
three Pragmatists.

7. Even though more detail is required in this section, word constraints prevent more extensive
coverage of this important area of study. However, more detail on these areas is available
on request. Excluding the brevity of the current treatment, it might be anticipated that some
commentators will reasonably object to the notion that Hume ‘began’ the development of
the notion of Knightian uncertainty in economic theory (Stove 1966, 1973). To such an
objection one could respond by noting that uncertainty has always been the central problem
for the entire modern project of philosophy (Machiavelli [1513] 1985; [1517] 1996; Strauss
1958; Fortin 1996; Aristotle 1980, 1995; Plato 1991). More specifically, many might argue
that the road to uncertainty was first laid by Descartes ([1637] 1907), yet as Kennington
notes, the genealogy of Descartes may be traced to Machiavelli (Kennington [1963] 1987,
438). However, for the purposes of this work, it is argued that the peculiarly Nietzschean
recovery of uncertainty began, at least primarily, with the work of Hume. By taking the
procedures of science to the logical extreme Hume, in conjunction with Rousseau, partially
triggers the Transcendental response of Kant, which then became the object of Nietzsche’s
criticism (Hill [1963] 1987; Bhaskar [1975] 1978; Gildin 1983; Hassner [1963a] 1987). As
Professor Mansfield indicates,

From Hume onwards, the power of reason to grasp Nature is doubted, so that
leaving Nature to its own devices of the Invisible Hand became an acceptable
premise from which to order a civil society. Nietzsche only completes this proce-
dure of doubt; he radicalises it to the degree that it becomes recognisable (Mans-
field [1991] 1993, 76).

8. As Hassner notes, Kant repeatedly acknowledges the influence of Rousseau (Hassner
[1963a] 1987, 585-6).

9. Moreover, Knight defines progress in a very similar manner to Rousseau, although it is
doubtful that Knight was particularly aware of the importance of Rousseau. For example,
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11.

12.

13.
14.

15.

16.
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as Knight argues, ‘Changes need to be such as to improve conditions for the bulk of the
citizenry, or of a dominant part, that is, in the direction of ‘progress’. Hence problems
arise out of conflict between freedom and progress, not merely order, as is often stated’
(Knight 1966, 177; 1956, 1960; Le Roy and Singell 1987). In addition, it can be noted that
the preface to the re-issue to RUP has, in parts at least, a somewhat Rousseauean flavour
(Graham 1947). In particular, Knight’s comment on the nature of Enlightenment thinking,
faith in populist government, and the tendency for the ‘crowd mind’ to be misled are also
somewhat reminiscent of Rousseau (Knight [1921] 1985, xxvii-xxix; Gordon 1974; Howey
1983; Schweikhardt 1988).

Such conclusions influenced the great economist, Marshall (Marshall [1890] 1961; Groe-
newegen 1990; Singer [1983] 1997, 192-3; Hassner [1963b] 1987, 732-60).

Such an anticipation of Pragmatism can be argued to be apparent, although the Pragmatists
were largely unaware of the work of Nietzsche, at least in the early years of Pragmatism.
Instead of referring to a wide variety of Nietzsche’s work, reference to The Genealogy
of Morals is made, since this text comprises one of Nietzsche’s most coherent works on
the notion of perspectival knowledge; something that appears to be important to both the
Pragmatists and the proposition of Knightian uncertainty. Specifically, it can be argued that
section twelve of essay three contains one of Nietzsche’s clearest expressions of “perspec-
tivism”. As was noted earlier, Rorty supports the idea that Nietzsche anticipates much of
Pragmatic philosophy (Rorty [1998] 1999, p. 21).

[brackets added] (Nietzsche [1887] 1996, 100).

Denn der Mensch ist kréinker, unsicherer, wechselnder, unfestgestellter als irgend
ein Thier sonst, daran ist kein Zweifel ... der ewig-Zukiinftige (Nietzsche [1887]
1968, 385, lines 1-9).

(Nietzsche [1887] 1996, 7, 130-1).

. meine Herrn Philosophen, von nun an besser vor der gefihrlichen alten
Begriffs-Fabelei, welche ein ,.reines, willenloses, schmerzloses, zeitloses Subjekt
der Erkenntniss* angesetzt hat, hiiten wir uns vor den Fangarmen solcher con-
tradiktorischen Begriffe wie ,,reine Vernunft®, ,,absolute Geistigkeit™ ,,Erkenntiss
an sich” (Nietzsche [1887] 1968, 383, lines 2-7).

Hier wird immer ein Auge zu denken verlangt, das gar nicht gedacht werden kann,
ein Auge, das durchaus keine Richtung habe soll, bei dem die aktiven und inter-
pretirenden Krifte unterbunden sein sollen, fehlen sollen, durch die doch Sehen
erst ein Etwas-Sehen wird, hier wird also immer ein Widersinn und Unbegriff von
Auge verlangt. Es giebt nur ein perspektivisches Sehen, nur ein perspektivisches
,.Erkennen* (Nietzsche [1887] 1968, 383, lines 7-14).

Gewiss ist, dass alle Art Transcendentalisten seit Kant wieder gewonnenes Spiel
haben, — sie sind von den Theologen emancipirt: welches Gliick! — er hat ihnen
jene Scheichweg verrathen, auf dem sie nunmehr auf eigne Faust und mit dem
besten wissenschaftlichen Anstande den ,,Wiinschen ihres Herzens* nachgehen
diirfen. Insgleichen: wer Verehrer des Unbekannten und Geheimnissvollen an sich,
das Fragezeichen selbst jetzt als Gott anbeten? (Nietzsche [1887] 1968, 423, lines
9-17).

(Schopenhauer [1819] 1969, [1844] 1969; Heidegger 1971).
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19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.
26.

27.

28.

[brackets added] (Dewey [1895-1898a] 1967, 21; [1895-1898b] 1967, 1934, 1939).

Wie muss der Mensch, um dermaassen iiber die Zukunft voraus zu verfiigen,
erst gelernt haben, das nothwendige vom zufilligen Geschehen scheiden, causal
denken, das Ferne wie gegenwiértig sehn vorwegnehmen, was Zweck ist, was Mit-
tel dazu ist, mit Sicherheit ansetzen, iiberhaupt rechnen, berechnen konnen, — wie
muss der Mensch selbst vorerst berechenbar, regelméssig, nothwendig geworden
sein, auch sich selbst fiir seine eigne Vorstellung, um endlich dergestalt, wie es ein
Versprechender thut, fiir sich als Zukunft gut sagen zu koénnen! (Nietzsche [1887]
1968, 308, lines 24-34).

165

Here the, ‘ultimately static state’, is one where every possible combination of events has

already occurred (Knight 1916b, 172).

This school seems to emphasise some of Nietzsche’s criticisms of German Idealism. De-
spite these profound influences, orthodox economics continues to neglect the significance
of Knightian uncertainty for the understanding of economic systems, although the problems
that emanate from uncertainty still underlie some of the most advanced problems in recent

micro-economic theory. See also the reference to Rorty (Rorty [1998] 1999, p. 21).

Even though it is considered somewhat out of the scope of this chapter to consider whether
or not the Pragmatic critique of Kant is valid, it can be noted that some recent commentators

are questioning the validity of this Pragmatic critique. As Westphal says,

Complaints that Kant’s basic conceptual categories are “fixed” err badly by dis-
regarding the fact that, on Kant’s view, our categories must be “schematized” in
order to use them to judge spatio-temporal objects and events. In principle, the
“schematism” of the categories is extremely flexible (it is effected by the “Tran-
scendental synthesis of imagination,” constrained by our basic forms of judgement
and by the world we sense), and can cover the kinds of variability Kant’s critics
allege against his view (Westphal forthcoming, 10).

Neither the author, nor Knight are uncritical of Dewey. Knight’s criticism of Dewey are well
known, and Strauss’s criticism of Dewey is also significant (Strauss [1959] 1988, 279-81).

Gesetz, dass Alles, was der Mensch ,,erkennt®, seinen Wiinschen nicht genug thut,
ihnen vielmehr widerspricht und Schauder macht, welche gottliche Ausflucht, die
Schuld davon nicht im ,,Wiinschen®, sonderin im ,,Erkennen‘ suchen zu diirfen!
... (Nietzsche [1887] 1968, 423, lines 21-25).

See section 3.2.

Accordingly, the Humean and German Historical School focus on prediction, based on past

experience, is questioned.

Dewey’s criticism of empiricism, particularly the strong tradition of British empiricism, is
partly derived from William James, who was developing his instinct psychology, which had

an influence on the work of Schmoller (Schmoller 1883; James [1890] 1981, 1040-1).

(Knight [1921] 1985, 199-251; Rorty [1998] 1999, p. 21).
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The history of the Friedrich-Nietzsche-reception in the GDR developed
controversially and comprises various phases. At the beginning, a ver-
dict on Nietzsche was imposed, since he was considered as an intellec-
tual forerunner of fascism. This verdict was followed by a critical dis-
cussion of his work in the 60s and 70s. Finally in the 80s, Nietzsche’s in-
tegration into the national German cultural heritage began. To comment
correctly on this contradictory process of the history of reception the
view from “outside”, which oriented itself by official announcements is
not sufficient. On the contrary, it is necessary to complement this view
— against the background of the development of domestic and foreign
policy of the GDR — by a precise review of the internal philosophic and
cultural-scientific discussion in the GDR.
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Venice was for Friedrich Nietzsche the only place in the world that he really
loved. 2 However, he lived only a few months there. In contrast, he did not like
Middle-Germany, but it had been his home, and for more than two thirds of his
life, his place of residence.

1. INTRODUCTION

“The world, in which we mentally exist, is to a great extent a world formed
by Marx and Nietzsche.”? This appraisal, once made by Max Weber, is valid
for the entire 20t century, and thus, also for the divided world of the Ger-
mans between 1945 and 1990. Here though exists an essential restriction. Karl
Marx’s intellectual influence was restricted to the East and Friedrich Nietz-
sche’s influence to the West. This different and even contrary importance of
Marx and Nietzsche in the postwar reality and the replacement of the word
“and” by the word “or” in Max Weber’s quotation shows that in addition to the
political, military and economic partition of Germany, an intellectual division
existed as well — an unbridgeable ideological dissent.
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Although Nietzsche’s birth place Rocken and the places of his youth, Naum-
burg and Schulpforta, are in the former Prussian province of Saxony, that is,
on the territory of the former GDR, and although the house of his death and his
tomb, and his inheritance is kept in Weimar, where since 1896 the Nietzsche-
Archiv has been, Friedrich Nietzsche was far from being a historic model in the
GDR. His name was not mentioned in any textbook. No streets or places were
named after him, not even in Naumburg or Weimar. His image did not deco-
rate any stamp. Regardless of his geographical connection to East-Germany,
he was taboo in the public life of the GDR. He was considered for the most of
the time as a non-person.

It would be wrong, however, to draw the conclusion that Nietzsche did not
play any role at all in the intellectual life of East-Germany. This was by no
means the case! For, like Luzifer, while being expelled from Christian heaven,
finally has his place in the intellectual world of Christianity as the Prince of
Darkness, Nietzsche had his place in the intellectual world of the GDR, al-
though outside the classic philosophers’ Olymp, in the hell of the antagonists
of socialism and historic progress, in short: as an ideological foe image. This
implied a one-sided and distorted reception of the philosopher and his ideas
and caused confusion of the history of influence and the work on its own,
as well as the abuse of his ideas in the “cold war”. It further implied his ex-
istence in the non-existence,* his becoming a phenomenon® and the loss of
authenticity by freeing the ideological image from the historic figure and the
authentic work. The verdict imposed on the philosopher in 1945 as a direct
response to the National Socialists’ favoring of Nietzsche as their intellectual
ancestor was not without effect: his name was only rarely mentioned in the
postwar years and, if so, it was associated with the evil, with fascism. This
only changed in the course of the 60s, when Nietzsche and his work were
increasingly promoted as a subject of academic criticism and philosophical-
historical discussion. Finally in the 70s, he was valued even in the GDR as
an excellent critique of culture, important philosopher and great artist, but at
the same time he was continuously outlawed and ideologically attacked. This
weird contradictory attitude to the historical heritage was maintained in the
80s, when Nietzsche became subject of an acrimonious controversy, in both
the philosophic guild and between the disciplines. Simultaneously, first books
by Nietzsche were published in the GDR, and he was slowly rediscovered as a
representative of the national German cultural heritage.

Numerous documents and evidence exist on the history of the highly contro-
versial Nietzsche-reception in the GDR. Altogether, there are more than 100
titles of essays, articles, dissertations, contributions to collections, dictionar-
ies, and monographs. Compared to the number of publications on Nietzsche
in other countries, this number is certainly small. However, for a differentiated
analysis of the Nietzsche-reception in the GDR, it is sufficient.® Nevertheless,
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the question on Friedrich Nietzsche’s role in the GDR remains complicated.
It becomes even more complicated, strictly speaking, at least in the first two
decades, asking for its opposite, for Nietzsche’s non-existence in the intellec-
tual life of the GDR, for his hidden existence, not visible to all. Second, it has
to be considered that the humanities and social sciences in the GDR do not
offer a uniform picture concerning their occupation with Nietzsche, but an ex-
traordinarily varying one. Third, it can be observed that the party leaders’ and
government’s approach to Nietzsche in each of the periods between 1945 and
1990 was characterized by both, continuity and discontinuity. Accordingly, no
uniform decision can be formed easily for the entire time horizon.

2. THE VIEW FROM “OUTSIDE”

The revision of the history of the Nietzsche-reception in the GDR is still at
its beginning. The papers written so far’ are strongly influenced by the ide-
ological controversy of the past. Frequently, they contain false estimations,
misunderstandings, globalizations and errors, which result from an often in-
sufficient knowledge of the academic life in the GDR. Above all, there is a
systematic underestimation of the culture of discussion in the GDR and the
variety of opinions, that was hidden behind the official ideology, observable.
This is particularly true for the view from “outside”.

Dennis M. Sweet writes, for example, that Nietzsche was “officially forbid-
den” in the GDR and was declared to be taboo as he had been the important
philosopher of German fascism (Sweet (1984) p. 232). — If this had been true,
any particular occupation with the Nietzsche-reception in the GDR would be
futile. Accordingly, Steven E. Aschheim refers to the Nietzsche-reception in
the GDR on only a half page of his 385 page long monograph The Nietzsche
Legacy in Germany 1890-1990, which was published in 1992 and has, mean-
while, been translated into German.® Nevertheless, he states in a footnote that
Nietzsche’s book Ecce homo was published in 1985 in a bibliophile facsimile
edition and that a “far reaching and sensible revaluation of Nietzsche” began
in the GDR in the 80s (Aschheim (2000) p. 325). The latter was recognized ex-
plicitly by Sweet in a later article as well (see Sweet (1987)), however, without
admitting an overall revaluation of the Nietzsche-reception in the GDR.

Despite the fact that Nietzsche was never really forbidden in the GDR, these
and similar papers reflect the way of dealing with the controversial philosopher
in the GDR only from one side. By pointing out that Nietzsche was considered
mainly as an intellectual ancestor of imperialism, mental pioneer of fascism,
anti-Humanist and irrationalist, they conceive the basic item of the political-
official Nietzsche-image correctly; however, they fail to do justice to the ex-
traordinary differentiation of this issue. The debates held within the Marxist-
Leninist philosophy already reveal a significantly wider variety of opinions.
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Not to mention the non-Marxist positions® and half-official discussions ° that
are normally never perceived by the observers from “outside”.

Furthermore, it has to be noticed that Friedrich Nietzsche’s work was by no
means only subject to philosophic research but at least as much to the science
of literature, linguistics and the cultural science. This gains importance since
philosophy as a part of Marxism-Leninism was more obliged to the ideology
of the communist party, the SED, than any other discipline, which remained
in a certain distance to the SED’s ideology. Highly explosive issues, to which
Nietzsche’s philosophy without doubt belonged, were often switched over to
the less by party controlled disciplines, like the humanities and cultural sci-
ence.

In 1982, an essay by Ernst Behler was published in Nietzsche-Studien,
which concerned the comparison of the Nietzsche-reception in the states of
the East-bloc (see Behler (1982)). Although the paper is mainly oriented to the
particular official ideological announcements, it avoids the otherwise custom-
ary generalizations. In contrast, it contains some remarkable statements, that
pay attention to a more differentiated view. Accordingly, already in the 60s
and 70s, the GDR had the “most intensive and most knowledgeable occupa-
tion with Nietzsche” among the socialist states.'! Even the official Nietzsche-
image, established by Marxism-Leninism, was, as pointed out by the author,
“not entirely negative”. Nietzsche was under no circumstances identified with
fascism in the GDR (ib., p. 88). Behler considers Nietzsche’s defamation by
West-German lefties as a “proto-fascist” in East-Germany as untenable and
overcome latest since the 60s (ib., p. 89).

The essay is followed by a debate during which the GDR-linguist Renate
Reschke pointed out that the spectrum of the occupation with Nietzsche in
the GDR was by far more differentiated, above all regarding the nuances that
are formed by cultural theory, aesthetics and the science of literature, and
which shape a general understanding of Nietzsche, that “increasingly appreci-
ates Nietzsche’s work critically as the most important philosophy after/besides
Marx’ theory”.'? Nietzsche’s honoring expressed hereby, as well as the equal-
ization of his philosophy with Karl Marx’ theory, marks an imposition in the
Nietzsche-reception of the GDR. It is also obvious that Georg Lukécs’ influ-
ence, which was still regarded as decisive by Western observers, had given way
to a historically qualifying discussion aimed at using Nietzsche’s productive
impulses for the way the socialist society sees itself (Reschke (1982) p. 99).

3. PHASES OF A HISTORY OF RECEPTION

At the beginning, after 1945, the discussion of Nietzsche in East-Germany
was marked by getting ideologically even with fascism.!'> As one of the in-
tellectual ancestors of national socialism'# he was regarded as an intellectual
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forerunner and pioneer of the Nazis. But this was not all: His criticism of so-
cialism, liberalism and christianity, of democracy, rationality, morals etc. was
conceived as a criticism from the right, as a statement of a militant and reac-
tionary conservatism, immoralism, irrationalism and romanticized nihilism.
Hardly any thinker of the 19™ century fit less into the SED’s understand-
ing of tradition, and nobody seemed to personify its intellectual antagonism
against the party, against socialism and democracy, better than Nietzsche. He
was downright predestinated for the role as a model of the counter draft of the
socialist-proletary cultural heritage. Thus, the intellectual hostility of the anti-
fascist-democratic worker-and-peasant-state was concentrated on him unlike
anybody else. In consequence, Nietzsche became the ideological chief enemy
for postwar anti-fascism and finally a state-enemy for the GDR.

Theoretically this was based besides older papers by Franz Mehring, '
mainly on polemical articles from the time of the anti-fascist resistance by
Georg Lukdcs (1933, 1935), Hans Giinther (1935), Alfred Kurella (1936)
and Johannes R. Becher (1943, 1945). Other, less rejecting-critical positions
of “left” authors like Kurt Eisner, Gustav Landauer, Eduard Bernstein and
Lily Braun remained unconsidered. Likewise the various bourgeois Nietzsche-
receptions, for instance by Heinrich and Thomas Mann, Christian Morgen-
stern, Robert Musil, Hermann Hesse, Gottfried Benn, Otto Flake a.o. '

The creation of Nietzsche as an ideological enemy was helped by the fact
that he was not at all unknown in postwar Germany. He was present in the
minds like no other German thinker. In a certain way he even was popular — as
an intellectual ancestor of the Nazis, as an “Urfaschist” (Harich (1994)). For
this, it was unnecessary to construct him as an enemy, to print his books and
distribute his ideas, everything was already there — and discredited most ter-
ribly by the Nazis. Thereby, the differences between Nietzsche and the Nazi-
ideology became blurred more and more. While Mehring regarded Nietzsche
in 1891 merely as a “mastermind of the exploiting capital”,!” he served in
Lukécs’ eyes in 1933 already directly as a pioneer for the Nazis “by formulat-
ing decisive philosophic issues so thoroughly, that the fascist ideologists had
simply to copy them”.!® This equation of Nietzsche’s philosophy with the fas-
cist ideology was the foundation of his criminalization in the postwar era. In
the German communists’ eyes, Nietzsche’s intellect was sitting in the dock in
Niirnberg, as a culprit, of course. While Thomas Mann in 1947 regarded this
equation as the “most blunt misunderstanding of all” (Mann (1990) p. 703)
without absolving Nietzsche from intellectual complicity completely, the SED
adopted this view and paved the way for putting the philosopher and his work
under taboo for decades.

The way the GDR saw itself as an anti-fascist democratic state determined
essentially its Nietzsche-(foe) image of the 50s. The contention on Nietzsche
as a forerunner of fascism was part of the legitimacy of the GDR. Lukacs hit
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the spot by calling Nietzsche the “leading philosopher of reaction” (Lukacs
(1984) p. 252) and thus, excluding him from the line of tradition of the GDR.
But this was not enough. In addition, he regarded the break with Nietzsche
as essential for the “uprooting of reactionary ideology in Germany”!® and,
therefore, consciously concentrated on the most important representative of the
bourgeois philosophy. His conviction of a direct philosophic connection from
Schelling to Rosenberg and Hitler via Nietzsche (see Lukacs (1984)) became
decisive for the approach to problematic thinkers in the early GDR. In the
case of Nietzsche, it resulted in a verdict, while other notabilities, like Richard
Wagner, remained unaffected. Thus, Nietzsche was promoted to a philosophic
chief enemy of Marxism and “origin of all philosophic evil”,?" as Norbert
Kapferer states. Voices deviating from this, like for example Ernst Bloch’s and
Hans Mayer’s, became silent at the end of the 50s, and in consequence all
public discussion on this slowly ceased.

Looking through the philosophic literature of the 50s and 60s gives the im-
pression that Nietzsche should have been passed over in silence and forgotten.
Presentations are restricted to a few shallow sentences on the “reactionary na-
ture” of his doctrine, 2! or his name is not mentioned at all.?? He was not cited,
not to mention being printed; his name is rarely mentioned, if anywhere, in
works of literary history and history of art.?? It seems almost, as if Nietzsche
did not exist in the perception of the public in the GDR any more. A closer
look reveals that this is clearly a false perception.

First of all, his birthplace and tomb were further situated in the GDR and
were secret places of pilgrimage for Nietzsche’s disciples. Second, the Nietz-
sche-Archiv existed in Weimar, where Giorgio Colli and Mazzino Montinari
had been working on the complete edition of Nietzsche’s work and letters
since 1961. Also, East German private households owned countless books
by Nietzsche, and, since Nietzsche was not forbidden, these books were also
traded to a certain extent in second-hand bookstores and privately.?* More-
over, Nietzsche’s work was available for academic purposes in libraries. So,
Nietzsche played an odd double role at this time: Officially he was regarded
a non-person and ideological enemy. However, the first scientific edition of
his collected work and letters without any ideologically motivated falsification
was prepared in Weimar silently tolerated and even supported by the party and
the government.

An almost uniform front of rejection of Nietzsche existed in the humanities,
namely the philosophy.?> The less ideologized disciplines, however, like lit-
erary science and history of art, were occupied quite intensely with his work.
Likewise were unofficial private circles and philosophic conversation groups.
So, Nietzsche was gradually promoted to a mysteriously known unknown in
the 60s, who’s influence was stronger than it seems at a first glance. This sug-
gests that the dogmatic approach of the SED, whereby Nietzsche on one hand,
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was politically tabooed and, on the other hand, was ideologically implemented
for the anti-fascistic legitimacy of the GDR, was not forever sustainable. More-
over, the narrow minded view of the SED leaders that considered theory not as
theory, but as an earlier form of policy or its consequence, became more and
more a restraint for any reception of history.

The modification that led finally also to a revaluation of Friedrich Nietz-
sche came creeping but not by accident. It took place at the beginning of the
70s against the background of an overall reorientation of the social and cul-
tural policy of the GDR. The reasons for the intellectual and politico-cultural
“Wende” in the GDR in these years are of external but also internal nature:
One reason was the emergence of the GDR from international isolation, the
entrance to the UNO (18.9.1973), the normalization in the relations to the
Federal Republic of Germany?2® and the signing of the final act of Helsinki
(1.8.1975). These agreements important for the GDR, did not only set new
standards for foreign policies but also for domestic and cultural policies: The
modified new global-political role of the GDR as a state in the center of Eu-
rope required a new historic way the GDR saw itself. For this, the old intel-
lectual line of tradition from Thomas Miintzer to Erich Weinert seemed to be
far too restrictive. Another reason was the failure of the attempt to establish an
independent ““socialist nation” with the GDR. The cultural heritage that was
restricted to the proletarian tradition and the classical period was a too narrow
basis for legitimacy. As a state and part of a large European cultural nation the
GDR needed an adequate historical basis. For this, a new, essentially enlarged
understanding of the heritage and a widened horizon of history was needed.

Intense discussions were held on this in cultural-theoretical and cultural-
political journals in the GDR at the beginning of the 70s, especially concerning
the relation of the GDR to the united German cultural heritage.?’ The discus-
sion advanced a significantly wider reception of the heritage in comparison
to the past and a more differentiated approach to the historic heritage as an
expression of a sovereign attitude of the GDR toward its own history.

Characteristic of this novel approach to the historic heritage was the re-
discovery of historic celebrities and backwards projection of its own history
behind the year 1945. Friedrich II. of Prussia served as a key figure for this, as
his statue was erected again in the street “Unter den Linden” and his historic
position was revalued in a widely noticed book by Ingrid Mittenzwei as an
“enlightened conservative” and an “intelligent, versatile and musically talented
sovereign”.?® Similar things happened to Otto von Bismarck, the Prussian offi-
cers Clausewitz, Scharnhorst, Gneisenau and Bliicher, the reformer von Stein,
Wilhelm von Humboldt a.o. Even the philosophic reception of the heritage
experienced a significant enlargement by paying attention not only to Leibniz,
Kant, Herder, Fichte, Hegel, Feuerbach, Marx and Engels but also to Schelling,
Schlegel, Schleiermacher, Schopenhauer, Kierkegaard and others. Writers who
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were distant to the socialist realism, like Kafka, Freud, Musil, George, Proust,
Joyce, St. Zweig a.o. were now extensively published. On the basis of the new
approach of the GDR to the cultural heritage and against the background of
a global political easing and peaceful coexistence the deconstruction of ideo-
logical foe images became suddenly possible, putting also Friedrich Nietzsche
into a new light. The verdict of the time of the anti-fascist resistance and the
postwar era did not seem to be opportune any longer. Simply removing it was
also not possible. For that, old patterns of thought and firmly established posi-
tions had to be overcome.

Since Lukécs, as said before, made a decisive contribution to the determina-
tion of the Nietzsche-image in the GDR, overcoming his Nietzsche-criticism
and getting a greater distance to him was a precondition for the revaluation
of the philosopher. This followed immediately by no longer conceiving Nietz-
sche mainly as an “ideologist of reactionary mobilization” but as an “inter-
preter of the crisis of the bourgeois society that he felt with his own body”?°
(see Kaufmann (1976)). As the ideologization and denunciation of Nietzsche
as a mastermind of national socialism obviously was a response to the abuse
of the philosopher in the third empire, the chance arose with greater historic
distance to 1945 to get rid of it and create an authentic Nietzsche image.

Not perceiving Nietzsche fundamentally differently than before is the nov-
elty, because this was not true, but that his reception now took place more
differentiated and less politically. Nietzsche was from now on not only con-
sidered as a political philosopher and prophet of rising imperialism, but also
as a deep thinker and great artist. Besides his aristocratic bearing also the “so-
cialist impact” (Thomas Mann) of his work was now noted.

The aspects mentioned here do not mean that everything immediately
changed regarding Nietzsche. This was of course not the case. His work was
still not published in the GDR and the official philosophical discussion hardly
paid him any attention. The only book about him that was published in 1977
was a translation from Russian.3° However, this publication supported a dis-
cussion instead of the previously ruling mere taboo. Moreover, it offered the
readers a new approach to Nietzsche, as the editors explicitly pointed out the
difference between Nietzsche’s “intellectual aristocracy” and the “blood-and-
soil ideology of Nazism”.3! The beginning of a constructive occupation with
Nietzsche came much closer.

Still, something else caused the decisive breakthrough — Stephan Hermlin’s
violation of the taboo. He included a poem by Nietzsche in his Deutsches Lese-
buch (1976).3? This encouraged other authors to refer to Nietzsche in papers
on literary and cultural history,>? as well as in novels and stories.>* The music
company Eterna brought out a new recording of Gustav Mahler’s third sym-
phony with Zarathustra’s “drunken song”. Besides, Max Klinger’s busts and
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drawings of Nietzsche were presented again in Leipzig. Furthermore, count-
less works of the world literature > referring to the uncomfortable philosopher
came on the market and contributed indirectly to a strengthening of Nietz-
sche’s position in the everyday-consciousness.

The fact that Nietzsche was not conceived (in the first instance) as an ideol-
ogist and a political philosopher but as a poet, an artist, is remarkable. Seem-
ingly, it was a tying in with an earlier perception.3® In fact, it was a matter of
revision of the Nietzsche-image and the approach to Nietzsche, but in a round-
about way.” Nietzsche first had to be made presentable as an artist, for being
reintroduced as a philosopher.

The 80s present again an altered picture concerning Nietzsche. One char-
acteristic was the agreement finally reached between publishers and oppo-
nents among party leaders to allow the publication of Nietzsche’s work in the
GDR. In 1985 Ecce homo was published in a bibliophile facsimile edition,
Menschliches, Allzumenschliches and Morgenrote were supposed to follow.
Their delivery was protracted until 1990, however.*® Simultaneously, activi-
ties aimed at a reopening of the Nietzsche-Archiv in Weimar to the interested
public have taken place since 1983.

Rather than by starting the edition of single works by Nietzsche, the mod-
ified situation was marked by holding the discussion about Nietzsche now in
public. First, among academics by placing research topics accordingly3® and
by the publisher’s order to Wolfgang Harich to write a monograph on Nietz-
sche aimed at producing a differentiated Nietzsche-image.*? Harich proofed
to be the wrong person for doing this.*! But instead other authors started ex-
tensive inquiries on Nietzsche.*?

The academic occupation with Nietzsche in this phase is characterized by
an emphasized realism and the willingness for dialogue. The foe image of
Nietzsche of the earlier years was obviously damaged and there was no longer
anything like a “Marxist-Leninist consensus” (see Kapferer (1990) p. 6). While
Heinz Malorny for instance interpreted in 1981 Nietzsche’s ideas yet as “being
without question along the lines of the most reactionary circles of the ruling
class of conservative and neo-fascist forces”,*> Renate Reschke already ana-
lyzed the productive impulses from Nietzsche’s philosophy. She stood up for a
critical but essentially more differentiated analysis of Nietzsche (see Reschke
(1982) p. 98, (1983a) p. 1198). This gave room for a new and unusual basis
for discussion. At the same time, the difference between the essentially still
orthodox philosophical-historical view, characteristic for the 80s, and the far
more open view of literary and cultural science was documented there. Also,
a third interpretation existed, a political-ideological one used in official text-
books and dictionaries. For example, the “Philosophenlexikon”, published in
1982, presents Nietzsche still as “ancestor of the specific imperialist, conserv-
ative and pre-fascist line in the bourgeois philosophy”, that is, as a “pioneer of
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fascism”.** Other publications differentiate, in contrast, thoroughly between
Nietzsche’s authentic philosophy and his philosophic and political influence,
whereby falsifications by the Nietzsche-Archiv led by Elisabeth Forster-Nietz-
sche represent a separate chapter. To draw a conclusion from the abuse of
Nietzsche by the National-Socialists to the essence of his philosophy was in-
creasingly regarded as a fallacy. Did not also J.W. Stalin refer to Marx and
Engels?!

In the mid-80s, a further modification of the comprehension of tradition
and heritage of the GDR can be recognized: Somehow, as a reaction to the
aggravating crisis of legitimation of the GDR, the unified German cultural
heritage was accepted.*’ At the same time, the enlargement for a compre-
hensive reception of the heritage meant a support for Erich Honecker in his
effort for a policy of rapprochement to the Federal Republic, that was pursued
intensely between 1984 and 1987 under the slogan “coalition of rationality”.
Against this background, the publishing of an article by Heinz Pepperle (1986)
titled “Revision of the Marxist Nietzsche-Image?” was certainly no accident. It
marked the beginning of a new phase of discussion about Nietzsche. Although
this article was not aimed at completely revising the earlier Nietzsche-image, it
nevertheless started a debate on exactly this issue, the revision of the previous
Nietzsche-image of the GDR.

Opposed to the cautiously differentiating view of the author Heinz Pepperle
was a text by Wolfgang Harich. He wrote a completely inopportune pamphlet
(see Harich (1987)) that culminated in the assertion that “a society had reached
its cultural bottom when the knowledge of Nietzsche’s work is regarded a cri-
terion of general education”.*® He even proposed that “considering Nietzsche
as not quotable should be a basic rule of intellectual hygiene”. — Consequently:
“He should vanish into thin air!” (ib. 1053).%” In referring to Lukdcs, striking
the wrong note and even falling behind the level of the argumentation in the
70s and 80s in the diction of it contents, he triggered a debate that made him
no honor at all but put Nietzsche into the center of intellectual-cultural life in
the GDR. This happened on one hand by publishing a larger number of oppos-
ing articles in the journal “Sinn und Form”, but even more by picking up the
gauntlet by Stefan Hermlin on the X. Congress of writers of the GDR in 1987.
The debate was like a strike of liberation. Finally, it was possible to get even
with the party’s old-fashioned orthodox opinion on Nietzsche. At last, the way
was paved for a distinguished reception that could differentiate between work
and history of influence. At the same time, however, this debate revealed the
in the GDR still existing dissent between the disciplines, generations and sin-
gle researchers concerning this issue. This is also fundamentally valid for the
Nietzsche-conference held in 1986 at the university in Halle*® and likewise
for a greater number of publications from the late 80s*’ — which in part were
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published only after the “Wende” and remained consequently mostly without
any influence.

4. CONCLUSION

The history of the Nietzsche-reception in the GDR shows two things: First,
itreveals Nietzsche’s importance and influence that also the GDR could not es-
cape, neither by the verdict imposed in 1945 on the philosopher, nor by abusing
his ideas in the ideological quarrel during the cold war. The GDR’s attempt
to pursue the approach to the historic heritage as a process of intellectual-
ideological demarcation on one hand, but on the other hand as a national state
occupation aimed at strengthening the base for its legitimacy, had to fail. The
history of the Nietzsche-reception vividly shows this.

Second, the intellectual-cultural development of the GDR is reflected in the
history of its reception, its precondition from the anti-fascist resistance, as well
as its final mergence in the bigger German state in 1990. In particular, this his-
tory represents, however, a rich mosaic of contradictory details. The record of
the latter requires not in the least the precise review of the relating discussions
held in the GDR against the background of the general development of domes-
tic and foreign policy and intellectual history. This is, however, only beginning
today.

NOTES

1. Translated by Ulrike Busch.
2. ,,Venedig, der einzige Ort auf Erden, den ich liebe.* (Nietzsche 1986, vol. 8, p. 47).

3. ,.Die Welt in der wir selber geistig existieren, ist weitgehend eine von Marx und Nietzsche
gepriagte Welt.” (cf. Baumgarten (1964) p. 554f).

4. For instance by quoting without mentioning the author’s name, by using apostrophes well
directed and by deliberate concealment.

5. ,,Phdnomenalisierung* (cf. Buhr (1988a)).
6. See Busch (2000) p. 776f.
7. See Kapferer (1990), Herzberg (1996), Riedel (2000).
8. See Aschheim (2000) p. 324.
9. See for example: Meckel (1980) pp. 174-208.
10. See for example: Tschiche/Nowak/Steinmiiller (1982).

11. ,,... intensivste und auch kenntnisreichste Auseinandersetzung mit Nietzsche® (Behler
(1982) p. 86).
12. ,,... ein Nietzsche-Verstindnis ..., das in zunehmendem MaBe die bedeutendste Philoso-

phie nach/neben der Marx’schen Theorie . . . kritisch zu wiirdigen beginnt (Reschke (1982)
p. 98).
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13. The article from February 9th 1946, ascribed to Harich, represents a rare exception. In
contrast to the general diction, it protests Nietzsche’s innocence and advocates a strict dis-
tinction between (putative) impact and work (see Harich (1946) pp. 123-125).

14. Paul de Lagarde, Arthur Graf de Gobineau, Houston Stewart Chamberlain and Richard
Wagner belonged to this group besides Nietzsche (cf. Aschheim (2000) pp. 251ff).

15. Mehring, Die Lessing-Legende (1893), Zur Philosophie und Poesie des Kapitalismus
(1891), Nietzsche gegen den Sozialismus (1897) and Uber Nietzsche (1899).

16. See Hillebrand (1978).
17. ,,... das ausbeutende Grofkapital*“ (Mehring (1961) p. 160).

18. ... so fertig formuliert, dass die abgestempelten Ideologen des Faschismus sie blof}
abzuschreiben und zu iibernehmen brauchen* (Lukdcs (1989) p. 107).

19. ,,... einen Zentralpunkt der Entwurzelung der reaktiondren Ideologie in Deutschland*
(Lukécs (1989) p. 380).

20. ,,... Urquell alles philosophischen Ubels* (Kapferer (1990) p. 69).

21. ,reaktionidre Klassenwesen®, see for example: Abrifl der Geschichte der Philosophie (1966)
pp. 414, 442ff.

22. So, it is futile to look for example in Lehrbuch der Philosophie published in 1967 (Kosing
(1967)) or in the monograph Rugard O. Gropp (1960) for a hint on Nietzsche.

23. See e.g. Geerdts (1966) pp. 464ff; Hamann/Hermand (1965-1967) and (1975).

24. Wolfgang Harich complained about this bitterly and regarded it as a process of undermining
the official ideology of the GDR tolerated by the government.

25. See for example the more than 20 notes on Nietzsche in Philosophisches Worterbuch, edited
by Georg Klaus and Manfred Buhr (1964) (1965) (1966) (1969) etc.

26. This process is mainly marked by the Viermdchte-Abkommen iiber Berlin (West) 3.9.1971,
the Verkehrsvertrag v. 26.5.1972 and the Grundlagenvertrag zwischen der Bundesrepublik
Deutschland und der DDR v. 21.12.1972.

27. See Kaufmann (1973), Bock (1976) as well as VII. Schriftstellerkongress der DDR (1974).

28. ,,... ‘aufgekldrter’ Konservativer und ,.intelligenter, vielseitiger und musisch begabter
Herrscher* (Mittenzwei (1979) S. 206f).
29. ... Ideologe reaktiondrer Mobilisierung®, ,,als Interpret der am eigenen Leib verspiirten

Krise* (Kaufmann (1976) p. 37).
30. See Oduev (1977).

31. ,,... geistigen Aristokratismus Nietzsches* und ,,Blut-und-Boden-Ideologie des Nazismus*
(Gerlach/Rieske in the preface to Oduev (1977) p. 9).

32. It was the poem ,,An den Mistral“ (KSA vol. 3, pp. 649-651). See Hermlin (1976) pp. 504f.
33. See Bottcher et al. (1975) pp. 732 and 922ff.

34. For example: Werner Heiduczek, Tod am Meer, Halle 1977 and Erwin Strittmatter, Griiner
Juni, Berlin 1981.

35. Like e.g. works by George Bernard Shaw, Heinrich Mann, August Strindberg, Stanislaw
Przybyszewski, Albert Camus and Saul Bellow.

36. Accordingly Wilhelm Windelband dealt with Nietzsche exclusively as a poet and not as a
philosopher (see Windelband (1892)). The book by Alois Riehl (1897) was also extraordi-
narily popular.
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37. This is in accordance with a statement given retrospectively by Klaus Hopcke, between
1973 and 1989 vice-minister for cultural affairs of the GDR, which states that because of
the protraction of the edition of bourgeois philosophers in scientific publishing houses, the
solution was found in publishing these editions in belletristic publishing houses (Hopcke
(1997) p. 11).

38. An edition of the work by Nietzsche in four volumes was planned in the publishing house
Aufbau-Verlag, annotated and edited by Wolfgang Heise. Heise’s sudden death made the
project stop. Instead, a few hundred copies of the Nietzsche-edition in six volumes by Karl
Schlechta were imported and sold to “interested researchers” because of the “more and
more unbearable shortage” (see Hopcke, ib.).

39. See Reschke (1983b) and Naake (1985).

40. See Harich (1994) p. 172, Hopcke’s statement on this reads however slightly differently
(see Hopcke, ib.).

41. Concerning W. Harich see the article by Giinter Krause in this volume.

42. For instance Renate Reschke, Eike Middell, Heinz Malorny, Giinther Rudolph, and Hans-
Martin Gerlach.

43. ,,... eindeutig im Sinne der Interessen der reaktionérsten Kreise der herrschenden Klasse,
konservativer und neofaschistischer Krifte® (Malorny (1981) p. 1043).

44. | Stammvater der spezifisch imperialistischen, konservativen und prafaschistischen . .. Linie
in der deutschen biirgerlichen Philosophie®, als ,,geistiger Wegbereiter des Faschismus* (H.
Malorny (1982a) p. 697).

45. In 1985, a member of the Politbiiro, Kurt Hager, gave a programmatic speech at the
Akademie der Kiinste in Berlin on the issue of the understanding of tradition and heritage
of the GDR. Among other things he asked for accepting the heritage ,,in its entireness* for
reaching a clear position (Hager (1985) p. 447).

46. ,Eine Gesellschaft kann kulturell kaum tiefer sinken, als wenn sie die Kenntnis seiner
(Nietzsches) Elaborate zu den Kriterien ihrer Allgemeinbildung rechnet.” (Harich (1987)
p. 1036).

47. ,Den Mann nicht fiir zitierfdhig zu halten, sollte zu den Grundregeln geistiger Hygiene
gehoren.” ,,Ins Nichts mit ihm!* (Harich (1987) pp. 1036ft).

48. See Bauermann/Gerlach (1987) and Gerlach (1988).
49. See Buhr (1988c), Malorny (1989), Tonnies, ed. b. Rudolph (1990), Buhr (1990).
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Abstract The paper analyzes the reception of Friedrich Nietzsche in the work of
Wolfgang Harich who was one of the most famous philosophers and
political thinkers of the GDR. It is discussed the approaches of Harich
to the philosopher from Rocken and argued that Harich’s main approach
to Nietzsche was characterized by an ideological concept of an enemy.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Friedrich Nietzsche (1844-1900) was one of the most influential German
philosophers during the second half of the 19™ century. His work inspired sev-
eral streams of the modern European philosophy, social sciences and cultural
studies in the 20" century.

Among contemporary philosophers and historians of philosophy Nietzsche
is often recognized as one of the leading representatives of the so-called philos-
ophy of life, as one of the founders of this philosophical school. Furthermore
he is considered as very important when it comes to the debate on the irrational

I wish to thank Giinther Rudolph and Siegfried Prokop for valuable comments and suggestions
on an earlier draft of this paper.
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streams of European thinking. In this special context the topic of the affinity of
Nietzsche’s philosophy to fascism is discussed (see Taureck 2000) and a cen-
tral question is raised: did Friedrich Nietzsche play the role as “a forerunner”!
of the Nazism?

An interesting topic of the today’s international Nietzsche discourse is the
reception of Nietzsche’s thought in Europe and Germany, particularly in the
German philosophy and social sciences of the 20" century (see Aschheim
1992; Riedel 2000).

This topic includes the question how the GDR dealt with Friedrich Ni-
etzsche? Did exist an academic Nietzsche reception? What did leading East
German intellectuals think about the advocate of the philosophy of life? And
what approach to Nietzsche and his philosophy was prevailing among GDR
philosophers and social scientists?

The aim of this is paper is to present some interesting insights into the East
German Nietzsche reception, to show how the internationally known GDR
philosopher Wolfgang Harich (1923-1995) was dealing with Nietzsche, to
evaluate his Nietzsche interpretation and to have a look at the roots of this
interpretation.

The section 2 of the paper describes in broad outline the biography of
Harich. The aim of section 3 is to analyze Harich’s views regarding Friedrich
Nietzsche. The relationship between Harich’s main approach to Nietzsche and
Georg Lukacs’ concept of the late bourgeois philosophy is shown in the sec-
tion 4.

2. SOME REMARKS ON WOLFGANG HARICH AND
HIS BIOGRAPHY

Among the numerous GDR protagonists of the preoccupation with Friedrich
Nietzsche the philosopher Wolfgang Harich has played an eminent role. An
expression for this fact is that at the beginning of the 80s Harich was requested
by the deputy minister of culture to write an “official” book on Nietzsche (see
Harich 1994, p. 172; Hopcke 1998, p. 170/171).

Harich’s approach to Nietzsche has very intensively influenced the GDR
debates on this issue. His “yes” or “no” was often the decisive factor when
editorial boards of academic journals had to decide to publish papers on Niet-
zsche and his work or when publishing houses were seriously discussing the
question of editing works of Nietzsche or books dealing with his thinking and
with the reception of his thoughts.

In 1986 the East German philosopher and economist Giinther Rudolph was
preparing the edition of two works of Ferdinand Tonnies: “Der Nietzsche-
Kultus. Eine Kritik” published in 1897 and “Nietzsche-Narren”, the chapter 1
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of the Tonnies booklet “ ‘Ethische Cultur’ und ihr Geleite” which was pub-
lished in 1893. In these writings Tonnies offered an interesting and convincing
analysis of several aspects of the German Nietzsche debate in the 90s of the
19 century.

The publishing house was very interested in this book project and en-
coureged the editor Rudolph. And three referee’s reports voted for the publica-
tion of Tonnies’ writings, but the fourth one, given by Harich, recommended
not to publish Tonnies” works (see Harich 1988).

In case of Friedrich Nietzsche the philosopher Harich liked it very much
to celebrate the role of a highly ranked state official censor. In his referee’s
report he wrote: “Under the guise of a rediscovery of the Nietzsche opponent
Ferdinand Tonnies the attempt is made to back up the spreading the Western
Nietzsche renaissance to the GDR and the rest of the socialist countries”.?

In 1990 when the great tournaround changed the political and ideological
landscape in East Germany and the role of Harich in debates on Nietzsche too,
Glinter Rudolph could edit the Tonnies’” writings on Nietzsche (see Tonnies
1990).

Wolfgang Harich belonged to the most brilliant philosophers and inspiring
political thinkers in East Germany. In his preface to Harich’s Nicolai Hart-
mann book (see Harich 2000) Martin Morgenstern has written that in the early
50s Harich became “the intellectual wonder child of the culture and philos-
ophy scene in the GDR”.? The known philosopher Camilla Warnke taking
lectures in German studies and philosophy at Humboldt University in Berlin
praised the young Harich for his excellent lectures on history of philosophy,
especially on classical German philosophy (see Warnke 1999, p. 31). And the
historian Siegfried Prokop well-informed about Harich and his political think-
ing, publishing also a much-read Harich biography (see Prokop 1997) counts
him to “the great German left intellectuals”# in the last century. But Harich
did not only belong to the eminent persons of the German contemporary his-
tory he stood also for glory and misery of Marxist scholars in the youngest
German history and particularly under the SED regime in the GDR. In his
obituary Guntolf Herzberg has stressed the deeply rooted internal contradic-
tions of Wolfgang Harich’s biography (see Herzberg 2000).

Born in 1923 Wolfgang Harich grew up in an intellectual family. His father,
Walter Harich (1888-1939), was a famous writer and historian of literature
who published biographies on the German poets E.T.A. Hoffmann and Jean
Paul. Furthermore he edited a 15-volume-complete edition of E.T.A. Hoff-
mann (see Harich 1999). From 1940 until 1942 the young Harich took lec-
tures (as observer) in philosophy, German studies and theology at Friedrich-
Wilhelms University in Berlin. In philosophy he was taught by the famous
Eduard Spranger and Nicolai Hartmann.
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Especially Hartmann’s philosophical programme, his epistemology, ontol-
ogy and philosophy of nature should have an enormous influence on Harich’s
philosophical thinking. In his posthumously published Hartmann book Wolf-
gang Harich characterized him as “a very important thinker, among the Ger-
man thinkers of the 20™ century probably the most important one”.>

In his philosophical development Hartmann took a key position insofar that
he prepared him for the reception of Marxist philosophy in its Soviet prove-
nance — what Harich confirmed in an autobiograhical interview series in the
mid-90s (see Prokop 1997, p. 30) and described in his autobiographical book
“Ahnenpal}” (see Harich 1999, p. 169). In the interview series Harich said:
after reading W.I. Lenin’s work “Materialism and Empiriocriticism” in the
winter of 1944/45 1 understood, “that this is fundamentally the epistemologi-
cal point of view of Nicolai Hartmann, so the Marxists have also a very sound
philosophy ...”% and from the philosophical point of view the decision was
made “to become communist”.” In his “AhnenpaB” Harich writes he was pre-
pared after 1945 for accepting “the most primitive and dogmatic concoctions
of dialectic materialism of Soviet provenance”.?

From 1946 until 1951 Harich studied philosophy and German studies in
East Berlin, defended his doctor thesis on Gottfried Herder with “summa cum
laude” in 1951, was appointed to the chair of history of philosophy at the
Humboldt University from 1951 until 1954 and also to the first editor-in-chief
of “Deutsche Zeitschrift fiir Philosophie” which — together with the already
known philosophers Ernst Bloch, Arthur Baumgarten und Karl Schroter — he
co-edited from 1952 until 1956.

Harich’s research work was primarily focused on history of philosophy and
literary studies. His name was very closely connected with the edition of the
works of Heinrich Heine, Arthur Schopenhauer, Ludwig Feuerbach, Rudolf
Haym and Gottfried Herder.

In 1950 Harich started his career as editor of Aufbau-Verlag. He was ap-
pointed to the deputy chief editor of this famous publishing house from 1954
until 1956, was in charge of the departments of ‘“Philosophy and Science” and
“Classics edition”.

At Aufbau-Verlag Harich established his personal relationship to the in-
ternationally known Hungarian Marxist philosopher and literature specialist
Georg Lukacs. His relationship to Lukacs began in 1950 when he was prepar-
ing the first GDR editions of Lukacs’ writings (see Lukacs 1954a; 1954b).
The correspondence with Lukacs and the reading of his numerous papers and
works on philosophy and history of philosophy, on history of literature and
literary studies exerted an enormous influence on the academic thinking of
Wolfgang Harich — he was “completely enchanted by the books of Lukacs”?
and believed, “he is the most fruitful thinker who the Marxists have” after
Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels. ! And Harich was pretty strongly impressed
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by Lukacs’ approach to the problem of Stalinism after the death of J.W. Stalin
in 1953 and the 20" party congress of the CPSU in 1956 (with Khrushchev’s
revelations on Stalin and Stalinism) and by Lukacs’ role as member of the
Imre Nagy government during the Hungarian uprising in October 1956. Fi-
nally Harich has explained his position to Lukacs with exemplary clarity: it has
been Lukacs’ “proved loyalty to Marxism-Leninism as world view, to commu-
nism as party” which has contributed to the fact that he advanced to Harich’s
“guiding star”.!!

Having already a critical position to the GDR orthodoxy of philosophy in
the period from 1953 until 1956, Harich believed in the chance of the 20th
party congress of the CPSU to open the door for new developments in the state
socialist societies of Central and Eastern Europe. It seemed to him the time
would be ripe for the beginning of the political and ideological destalinization.
Therefore Harich called for a broadly developed democratization of the GDR
society, initiated a discussion on the necessity of an unified Germany based
on what he labelled “socialist values” and tried to establish close contacts to
highly ranked socialdemocrats in West Germany. He was fully convinced that
a political cooperation between anti-Stalinist and democratic forces of SED
and sociademocrats in the FRG could encourage the process of German unifi-
cation.

In October 1956 Harich met Georgi Pushkin, the Soviet embassador in East
Germany, and talked to him about his alternative political programme on Ger-
many which was expressed in a 50-page-memorandum titled “Studies on the
world historical situation” (see Harich 1956). But his project felt through, the
embassador was not interested in Harich’s political ideas and aims (see Harich
1999, p. 271). He informed without any delay the SED leader Walter Ulbricht.

After starting several activities in order to fall Walter Ulbrucht in the sense
of a “red 20" of July” of the GDR (see Prokop 1997, p. 98) Harich was arrested
at the end of November 1956. In March 1957 he was convicted of “preparing
the counter-revolution” and got ten years in prison. In his booklet “No diffi-
culties with the truth” (1993) Harich gave his explanation of the situation in
1956, primarily the political and ideological circumstances at Aufbau-Verlag
and his cooperation with its leader, Walter Janka (see Janka 1990).

During the time in prison and after his release Harich dealt with the German
romantic Jean Paul. He edited and published well-accepted books on this issue
(see Harich 1967; 1974). Furthermore Wolfgang Harich was one of the editors
of the new edition of Feuerbach’s “Collected Works”.

At the beginning of the 70s he discovered his interest in the ecological prob-
lems and the green movement in the West. Harich understood very quickly and
precisely the importance of the warnings of “Club of Rome”, wrote his inter-
esting and much-criticized book “Communism without growth?” (see Harich
1975).
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In the 80s after his coming back from a longer stay in the West (1979 until
1981) Harich was dealing with two major challenges — with Nicolai Hartmann
and Friedrich Nietzsche. In case of Hartmann he continued his earlier studies
from 1982 until 1989, deepened his knowledge on Hartmann and enlarged
his manuscripts on this almost forgotten German scholar. Martin Morgenstern
edited a part of these manuscripts in 2000.

In case of Nietzsche Harich was involved in a newly started East German
Nietzsche debate which was formally opened in 1986 when the philosopher
Heinz Pepperle published an open-minded Nietzsche article (see Pepperle
1986). But the true causes of this Nietzsche debate in the second half of the
80s were primarily rooted in eminent political and ideological changes in the
GDR occured in the first half of the 70s (see Busch 2000, p. 768/769).

Reinhard Pitsch has labelled Harich’s “struggle for Nietzsche” in the 80s as
the “cross of his old age”.!? Harich was deeply worried about the mentioned
Nietzsche discourse in the GDR and about a number of ideas expressed in
several contributions to the Nietzsche conference of the West German Marx-
Engels-Foundation organized under the title “Brother Nietzsche?” and tak-
ing place in 1988. Therefore he decided to write an anti-Nietzsche book (see
Harich 1994) in the first half of 1989 offering his very critical view on Niet-
zsche, the process of rediscovery of Nietzsche in the GDR and among the lefts
of the FRG.

Harich’s book “Nietzsche and his brothers” was finished in 1989 but edited
in the middle of October 1994 precisely after the 15%, the date of celebrating
Friedrich Nietzsche’s 150" birthday. Harich believed it would be an excellent
idea presenting a special contribution to this historical occasion in the unified
Germany — and requested his publishing house to release the anti-Nietzsche
book on October 171 (see Prokop 1997, p. 166).

3. HARICH’S VIEW REGARDING NIETZSCHE

In the several stages of his life Harich was always challenged by Nietzsche
and his thinking. The philosopher from Rcken should play a main role in the
world of ideas and feelings of the philosopher from Konigsberg. Perhaps the
relationship between Harich and Nietzsche is an impressive example of the
topic “Nietzsche and the Germans”.

Harich came into first contact with Nietzsche in 1939 when he was a 15-
year-old grammar school pupil. An old grammar school teacher in the small
Brandenburg town Neuruppin introduced his favourite pupils into the phi-
losophy, discussed with them works and ideas of Immmanuel Kant, Arthur
Schopenhauer and Friedrich Nietzsche.

Explaining his first contact with Nietzsche Wolfgang Harich was interested
in putting special emphasis on the historical circumstances of this contact.
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He underlined that he did not study the writings of Nietzsche like a student
before the world war I but in 1939 when the Nazi system and its ideology
ruled in Germany. Reading Nietzsche under these circumstances Harich was
completely convinced — “that was the spirit of the Nazism.”!3

His next and undoubtledly very remarkable preoocupation with Nietzsche
dated from 9™ February 1946 — the young Harich wrote an excellent article on
the phenomenon Nietzsche and the youngest German history titled “Nietzsche
in the twilight of the century”!'* published in the German newspaper “Der
Kurier — Die Berliner Abendzeitung” (see Harich 1946).

After the breakdown of the so-called Third Empire, after the fascist dic-
tatorship Harich gave his first public commentary on Nietzsche. Noteworthy
is the fact that Harich was offering his opinion on Nietzsche under political
and ideological circumstances deeply characterized by the search for guilty
persons for this enormous desaster in the German and world history and by
mentioning in this context pretty often the name of Friedrich Nietzsche, the
influence of his thinking on many followers of the Nazis.

As a matter of fact Nietzsche was considered as one of the most influential
thinkers under and for the Hitler regime. The opinion was widely spread that
there has been a close relationship between the philosophy of Nietzsche, the
fascist ideology and the philosophy of Alfred Rosenberg.

Confronted with this political and ideological atmosphere Wolfgang Harich
has written an outstanding article in defense of Nietzsche — and has offered
an approach to Nietzsche which later had a surprise in store among Harich’s
followers! Contrary to the widely spread opinion he called for making a precise
distinction between Nietzsche’s work and thinking on the one hand and its
abuse on the other hand.

Harich was strongly arguing with positions denying the fact that Nietzsche
was willing to carry on “ ‘the flagg of enlightement’, ‘the flagg with names
of Petrarca’s, Erasmus’, Voltaire’s’ .15 Therefore he did not accept views
considering Nietzsche “as dark reactionary”.'® At this time Harich put Ni-
etzsche in line with Johann Wolfgang v. Goethe and Heinrich Heine, he un-
derstood these intellectual heros “as exceptions, who did breathe the free air
of a cosmopolitism”.!” He raised a very important question: “Why does one
believe today, to disqualify him as prefascist?”!® and came to conclusion that
Nietzsche “is not guilty of the fact, that obese German petit bourgeois felt like
members of the master race in taking part in persecution of Jews” and “a rabid
youth lent their biological charm for very reactionary ideas”. '

In this context it is necessary to take into account, that the young Harich
was impressed by Nietzsche and his philosophy because he took part in lec-
tures of Nicolai Hartmann who was — as I mentioned — one of his major aca-
demic teachers in philosophy in Berlin. Harich was well-introduced into the
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world of ideas of Nietzsche by Hartmann who showed him the “true” Niet-
zsche and offered his interpretation in controverse with the Nietzsche view of
Alfred Baeumler working at the Institute for Political Educational Theory of
Friedrich-Wilhelms-University in Berlin.

There is no doubt the Harich article is, here I fully agree with Manfred
Riedel, “an eminent document of the German post-war history and of the fight
about a philosophical authentic picture of Nietzsche”. 20

Who were the addressees of Harich thoughts on Nietzsche? I would suppose
his contribution was addressed to two groups:

First: To the group of Marxist intellectuals who were very closely connected
with the German labour movement and the Communist Party of Germany — in-
tellectuals like Johannes R. Becher, Anna Seghers, Bert Brecht, Hans Mayer,
Alfred Kurella, Alexander Abusch or Hans Giinther. In their anti-fascist en-
gagement directed to expose the intellectual profile of the Nazi system and to
win a large number of people to the anti-fascist battle they devalueted the aca-
demic profile of Nietzsche’s philosophy and developed in a very simple way
a close relationship between this philosophy and the ideology of the Hitler
regime.

Second: It was addressed to the very coloured group of German followers
of Nietzsche sometimes called the “Nietzscheaner”. These followers had made
the experience that their hero seemed to be deeply involved in the most dark
chapter of the German history. But the majority of them could not exactly fig-
ure out what really happened. They were unable to make a precise distinction
between truth and legend, between an idol and a philosophical programme. In
other words: for them the self-confidence of a doctrinary faith did not exist
anymore. Therefore this first and well-written Nietzsche article of the young
Wolfgang Harich could contribute to open them the eyes. It could help them
to understand the fascistally formed Nietzsche picture they were followed.

In the 80s Harich presented a view regarding Nietzsche which is named his
“main approach” to Nietzsche. It dominated his thinking up to Harich’s death
in 1995 and differed extremely from the above described position of the 1946
article.

This so-called main approach found its concrete expression in several ac-
tivities of Harich during the 80s such as

— the known and provocative “Sinn und Form” article of 1987 (see Harich
1987a),

— the book “Nietzsche and his brothers” (see Harich 1994),

— the famous attack against the GDR edition of Nietzsche’s “Ecce homo”
presented in the shop window of the Brecht book shop in Berlin (see
Prokop 1997, p. 157/158),

— the attempts to prevent any state official measures to integrate Nietzsche
in the modified heritage concept of the GDR including writing angry
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letters to Erich Honecker and Kurt Hager, leading SED representatives,
and to the GDR prime minister, Willi Stoph.

After starting to introduce very slowly a new understanding of the national
heritage and to modify the approach to Nietzsche in the 70s and the first half of
the 80s the philosopher Heinz Pepperle wrote an article in 1986. It was titled
“Revision of the Marxist Nietzsche picture?”?! and published in the leading
East German journal in arts and literary studies, the above mentioned “Sinn
und Form”.

Pepperle’s central and, of course, very interesting point was to discuss seri-
ously the question whether are there perhaps any convincing reasons to replace
the given Marxist judgements in case of Friedrich Nietzsche or are the given
ones still valid? His answer has underlined two aspects. First, in general there
are no reasons for a total revision of the Marxist Nietzsche picture. But, sec-
ond, it would be worth to read Nietzsche much more carefully because his
writings would express very exactly the true shape of the late bourgeois soci-
ety and its mental state.

Wolfgang Harich wrote an answer article stressing five points (see Harich
1987a). First, he underlines that there are no reasons for a revival of Nietzsche
and his philosophical programme. Second, he puts emphasis on the opinon
that the fascists did Nietzsche not abuse but “in fact he was their most im-
portant, their decisive intellectual forerunner”.?? Third, he explaines that the
the history of ideas “does not know any much more eloquently harbinger of
power, any much more enthusiastic war-monger than Nietzsche”.?* Fourth, he
believes it would be only necessary to rethink newly “our different evaluation
of Nietzsche and Schopenhauer”2* because in the writings of Karl Marx exist
some impressive and positive comments on Schopenhauer’s plea for humanity
and this “is reason enough, Nietzsche, who teaches the opposite”,? to make
hated (see Harich 1987, p. 1019). Fifth, he can not accept the Pepperle at-
tack on Georg Lukacs, “the outstanding exponent of the Nietzsche critique of
Marxism”.%% And Harich writes not to quote Friedrich Nietsche should “be a
part of the general principles of the intellectual hygiene”.?’

After the publication of the papers of Pepperle and Harich the famous “Sinn
und Form” debate on Nietzsche started under the headline “Opinions to a
dispute”?® opened by Stephan Hermlin (see 1988) and finished by Heinz Pep-
perle (see 1988). Known East German philosophers, literary specialists and
writers submitted refreshing contributions. As a matter of fact the door was
not longer closed for a much more open-minded discourse which lead to new
horizons in the East German Nietzsche debate.

In his book “Nietzsche and his brothers™ written at the end of the 80s Wolf-
gang Harich tried to state more precisely his view regarding Nietzsche. In
the chapter II titled “The fascism and Nietzsche” he writes that he would
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not Nietzsche call “the but only a ‘progenitor’ of late bourgeois decadent
philosophy”.?° But there is no doubt for Harich — Nietzsche has been “the
intellectual forerunner of fascism”3° and he explaines the affinity of fascists
to Nietzsche with the fact that already Nietzsche was hostile to to the labour
movement and the socialism (see Harich 1994, p. 22).

How to evaluate Harich’s positions? The hard core of this Nietzsche ap-
proach was clearly characterized by an ideological concept of an enemy. The
main component consisted of the idea to offer Nietzsche as “the founder, the
creator of the fascist ideology”.3! Harich considered Nietzsche as the absolute
bad boy of the German philosophy and the major intellectual hero of the Nazi
ideology! Friedrich Dieckmann put the finger on the problem when he wrote
in 1995 Wolfgang Harich was seized by an “Anti-Nietzsche obsession” (see
Dieckmann 1995, p. 748).

It seems to me in the “Sinn und Form” debate Harich was not so much in-
terested in arguing with Heinz Pepperle and his Nietzsche picture. The main
adressee of his paper should be all leading representatives of GDR philoso-
phy and literary studies who were trying to modify and to renew the tradi-
tional Marxist Nietzsche interpretation. From his deeply rooted orthodox na-
tional communist point of view Harich understood these new developments as
very dangerous tendency which could lead to undermine the political prin-
ciples of the GDR culture. Therefore he was inveighing against all activi-
ties to integrate also Friedrich Nietzsche into the humanistic traditions of the
GDR.

The interesting question is why did Harich develop such type of Nietzsche
understanding? What were the reasons for his thinking in categories of the pure
good and the pure bad? It seems to me there are several aspects contributing
to understand Harich’s way of thinking.

The first aspect is closely connected with the family socialization of Harich.
Numerous members of the Harich family was affected by the Nazism, its ide-
ology and policy (see Harich 1999). Harich’s personal involvement in the anti-
fascist resistance movement is to consider as second aspect. The third aspect
to take into account is the fact that Harich’s Marxist world view was based
on a class struggle concept which favoured a bipolar approach to all phenom-
enons of the society. And a fourth aspect was mentioned by Caroline de Luis,
the ex-wife of Wolfgang Harich. She has described precisely Harich’s main
problem — his view on Nietzsche was primarily determined by fear (see de
Luis 1996, p. 168). Based on his antifascism rooting in the anti-Nazism of the
Harich family, based on the experiences Harich made during the world war 11
he deeply worried about the possibility that dangerous thoughts of Nietzsche
could to bring an influence to bear again in Germany or Europe, could cause
new fascist tendencies.
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4. GEORG LUKACS’ CONCEPT OF THE LATE
BOURGEOIS PHILOSOPHY -
THE INTELLECTUAL MAIN SOURCE OF
HARICH’S NIETZSCHE INTERPRETATION

Harich’s main approach to Nietzsche, his most prefered way of analyzing
Nietzsche’s work and place in the history was tremendously influenced by
Georg Lukacs. His view on the state of the modern bourgeois ideology, his
division of the history of philosophy into the stage of progress and the stage
of reaction and particularly his concept of the late bourgeois philosophy has
strongly formed Wolfgang Harich’s preoccupation with Friedrich Nietzsche.

Georg Lukacs is considered as one of the most important Marxist intel-
lectuals of th 20" century. Like Harich he lived the experiences of political
repressions of the Stalinist system: in the Soviet Union during his stay at the
beginning of the 40s, in Hungary as member of the Imre Nagy government
during the Hungarian uprising in autumn 1956. At least twice Lukacs was pre-
sented by the orthodox communist forces in Central and Eastern Europe as a
symbolic figure of the political and ideological revisionism.

In the GDR he was officially honoured for his 70™ birthday in 1955 (see
Lukacs 1955), but five years later Lukacs was discussed and sharply critizised
as leading representative of the so-called modern revisionism (see Lukacs
1960).

This Hungarian scholar particularly inspired the development of the philos-
ophy, literature and German studies in East Germany in the second half of the
40s and in the early 50s (see Schiller 1998). The known scholar of Romance
languages and literature Werner Krauss has written, Lukacs’ influence on the
socialist part of Germany between 1948 and 1955 was “immense” (see Krauss
1984, p. 212). The sociologist Helmut Steiner has also underlined the “privi-
leged position, who the personality and the work of G. Lukacs in the first half
of the 50s in the GDR had”. ¥

Georg Lukacs’ writings, ideas and concepts played an major role in the
different stages of the East German Nietzsche debate (see Lukacs 1933 (1989),
1935, 1943 (1948), 1948, 1954b; Dialog 1975; Buhr and Lukacs 1987).

Dealing with structures of the modern bourgois ideology in the age of im-
perialism Lukacs’ research interest was primarily focussed on the theoretical
and intellectual roots of the Hitler system with special emphasis on the devel-
opment of what he called irrationalism. The findings of his studies have been
published in several influential writings. His books and articles show Lukacs’
impressive knowledge in philosophy and literature, they demonstrate his well-
developed abilities of analysis and critique.

But discussing Lukacs’ writings on the ideology and philosophy of fascism
it seems to me they did not follow very precisely traditional academic stan-
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dards. It means they were not written from the point of view to contribute to
the completion of an academic discipline or to offer a subtly differentiated aca-
demic framework of a special chapter of the history of the modern bourgeois
philosophy.

The hard core of these Lukacs’ works is, generally speaking, political ideol-
ogy which was really required in face of a very complicated historical situation
of the mankind. His above mentioned studies are characterized by three central
ideas:

First, to unmask the ideology of the Nazi system. The fact that in the so-
called Third Empire Friedrich Nietzsche was officially considered as an inspir-
ing thinker was taken as absolute clear evidence for his reactionary profile and
for being a forerunner of the Nazi ideology. Therefore it is no surprise when
Harich writes: “Lukacs realizes clearly, that in the world Nietzsche is the lead-
ing philosopher of the reaction during the whole period of imperialism”.33

Second, to prevent a growing influence of this ideology and of its several
theoretical or philosophical sources.

Third, to contribute for widening out the front against all ideas of inhuman-
ity, aggressiveness and chauvinism.

From this very special point of view Georg Lukacs was looking at Friedrich
Nietzsche, was trying to analyse his work and to determine his place in the
history of philosophy and in the history of the mankind.

In his works Lukacs has painted a multicoloured picture of the historic de-
velopment of the German philosophy between 1830/40 and the first half of
the 20" century. In this context he created his concept of the late bourgeois
philosophy. Its main component consists of the simplifying description of the
modern bourgeois philosophy as battle of two central lines — the progessive
and the reactionary one. Under this headline the development of the modern
philosophy was reduced to an one-dimensional, antithetical confrontation of
“positive” and “negative” tendencies or forces.

In his Marxist research programme Lukacs has discovered and shown sev-
eral changes in the development of bourgeois philosophical concepts: from the
dialectics to the metaphysics, from the rationality to the irrationality, from the
civilization to the barbarity — and the peak has been Alfred Rosenberg’s “The
myth of the 20™ century”.

In the post-Hegelian period the identified reactionary line would directly
lead from Friedrich W. Schelling, via Arthur Schopenhauer and Friedrich Ni-
etzsche to Alfred Rosenberg and Adolf Hitler. And Nietzsche was considered
as one of the spokesmen of the late bourgeois philosophy and reaction.

Nietzsche’s criticizing of the ideas and concepts of socialism, his attacks
against working class and democracy and his whole philosophical programme
could not be acceptable for the state socialism and its official Marxism. There-
fore Lukacs understood the denunciation of Nietzsche as a “central point of up-
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rooting of the reactionary ideology in Germany”.>* His primarily ideologically
coloured Nietzsche picture was not only very limited (see Jung 1990). But it
has also contributed to introduce Friedrich Nietzsche’s philosophy into the
East German academic discourse under a negative sign — and has prevented a
seriously developed critical Nietzsche understanding (see Riedel 2000, p. 233).

As a matter of fact Lukacs’ view dominated the ideological concepts and
the philosophical thinking in East Germany from the end of the 40s until the
mid-70s — even his name was strictly banned from the public discourse. And in
order to open the gates for a new Nietzsche approach in the GDR the influence
of the Lukacs concept must be reduced step-by-step. Finally, in the mid-70s the
discussion on this issue was opened, East German literature specialists started
to become distant to Lukacs’ Nietzsche interpretation (see Dialog 1975).

In the late 40s Harich came in touch with Lukacs’ concept and was extremly
impressed by his position to show “the way of Germany to Hitler in the field
of philosophy”,3> to expose “all intellectual groundworks to the ‘national so-
cialist world view’ 3¢ and to analyze the “most important and typical periods
and representatives” of the irrationalism.3” He fully accepted Georg Lukacs’
view that Nietzsche would be the “founder of the irrationalism of imperialis-
tic period”,® “the leading philosopher of the imperialistic reaction”>° and the
most important forerunner of the fascist ideology in Germany — and became
the leading East German proponent of the Lukacs concept and his Nietzsche
interpretation.

When GDR philosophers and literature specialists increased their critique
of the Lukacs concept in the 80s, when they tried to historize it and started
to break down Lukacs’ general system of philosophical thinking including the
Nietzsche approach Wolfgang Harich felt personally involved and enormously
motivated to defend his famous Hungarian teacher and colleague.

Believing Lukacs’ approach to the so-called late bourgeois philosophy and
his interpretation of Nietzsche would be still valid Harich answered very emo-
tionally all critics in an essay in 1986. But he did not realizing that a number of
important historical changes led to the break down of the orthodox approach.
Unfortunately Harich’s essay could not be published in the GDR, an Austrian
journal published it in 1987. The title sounds like a programme: “More respect
for Lukacs!” (see Harich 1987b).

S. CONCLUSION

Wolfgang Harich’s preoccupation with Friedrich Nietzsche reflects a
tragedy of the younger German history: an excellent Marxist philosopher had
to live the dramatic experiences of the communnist dogmatism and intoler-
ance. His understandable fear of a new fascism but particularly his own dog-
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matic philosophy prevented the revision of a historically limited and primarily
ideologically orientated picture of Nietzsche.

NOTES

. wein Vorldufer* (cf. Ottmann 2000, p. III).

. wUnter dem Deckmantel einer Wiederentdeckung des Nietzsche-Gegners Ferdinand Ton-

nies wird der Versuch unternommen, dem Ubergreifen der westlichen Nietzsche-Renai-
ssance auf die DDR und die iibrigen sozialistischen Ldnder Schiitzenhilfe zu gewdhren*
(cf. Harich 1988, p. 9).

. intellektuellen Wunderkind der Kultur- und Philosophieszene in der DDR* (cf. Morgen-

stern 2000, p. VII).

. den grofien deutschen linken Intellektuellen* (cf. Prokop 1996, p. 25).

5. ,,ein sehr bedeutender Denker, unter den deutschen Denkern des 20. Jahrhunderts wohl der

grofite (cf. Harich 2000, p. 49).

. »daf3 dies im Grunde genommen der erkenntnistheoretische Standpunkt von Nicolai Hart-

mann ist, also haben die Marxisten ja auch eine sehr solide Philosophie“ (cf. Prokop 1997,
p- 30).

7. ,, Kommunist zu werden (cf. Prokop 1997, p. 30).

8. ,.fiir die primitivsten und dogmatischsten Elaborate des dialektischen Materialismus sow-

12.
13.
14.
15.

16.
17.

18.

19.

20.

21.
22.

Jjetischer Provenienz“ (cf. Harich 1999, p. 169).

. ,,von den Biichern von Lukacs vollig hingerissen* (cf. Harich 1999, p. 356).
10.
11.

,er der fruchtbarste Denker ist, den die Marxisten haben* (cf. Harich 1999, p. 356).

,,bewdhrte Treue zum Marxismus-Leninismus als Weltanschauung, zum Kommunismus als
Partei*; ,, Leitstern“ (cf. Harich 1999, p. 169).

,,das Kreuz seines Alters* (cf. Pitsch 1999, p. 32).
. das war der Geist des Nazitums* (cf. Prokop 1997, p. 161).
,,Nietzsche im Zwielicht des Jahrhunderts* (cf. Harich 1946, p. 123).

,, ‘die Fahne der Aufkldrung’*, ,, ‘die Fahne mit den Namen Petrarcas, Erasmus’, Voltaires’*
(cf. Harich 1946, p. 123).

,.finsterer Reaktiondr“ (cf. Harich 1946, p. 123).

Ausnahmeerscheinungen, die die freie Luft eines Kosmopolitismus atmeten* (cf. Harich
1946, p. 124).

,» Warum also glaubt man heute, ihn als Vorfaschisten abtun zu diirfen?* (cf. Harich 1946,
p- 124).

., ist unschuldig daran, daf3 feiste deutsche Spiefier sich bei Judenprogromen als Herren-
menschen fiihlten*, , eine fanatisierte Jugend den stockreaktiondren Ideen ihren biologi-
schen Charme lieh* (cf. Harich 1946, p. 125).

ein bedeutendes Dokument deutscher Nachkriegsgeschichte und des Kampfes um ein

philosophisch authentisches Nietzschebild“ (cf. Riedel 2000, p. 183).
., Revision des marxistischen Nietzsche-Bildes* (cf. Pepperle 1986, p. 934).

«

» Er war tatsdchlich ihr wichtigster, ihr entscheidender geistiger Wegbereiter* (cf. Harich
1987a, p. 1020).
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23. , kennt keinen beredteren Kiinder der Gewalt, keinen passionierteren Kriegstreiber als Nie-
tzsche“ (cf. Harich 1987a, p. 1028).

24. ,,unsere unterschiedliche Wertung Nietzsches und Schopenhauers® (cf. Harich 1987a,
p- 1018).

25. ,,ist das Grund genug, Nietzsche, der das Gegenteil lehrt“ (cf. Harich 1987a, p. 1019).

26. ,,den iiberragenden Exponenten der Nietzschekritik“ (cf. Harich 1987a, p. 1018).

27. ,,zu den Grundregeln der geistigen Hygiene gehoren* (cf. Harich 1987a, p. 1036).

28. ,,Meinungen zu einem Streit

29. ,den, sondern nur einen ‘Stammvater’ spiitbiirgerlich dekadenter Philosophie “ (cf. Harich
1994, p. 19, stressing-G.K.).

30. ,,der geistige Wegbereiter des Faschismus“ (cf. Harich 1994, p. 19).

31. ,,der Begriinder, der Schopfer der faschistischen Ideologie* (cf. Harich 1999, p. 317).

32. ,privilegierte Stellung, die die Personlichkeit und das Werk G. Lukacs’ in der ersten Hdilfte
der fiinfziger Jahre in der DDR hatte “ (cf. Steiner 1996, p. 69).

33. ,,Lukacs erkennt klar, daf3 Nietzsche der im Weltmaf3stab fiihrende Philosoph der Reaktion
wiéhrend der ganzen Periode des Imperialismus ist* (cf. Harich 1994, p. 29).

34. |, Zentralpunkt der Entwurzelung der reaktiondren Ideologie in Deutschland“ (cf. Lukacs
1989, p. 380).

35. ,,der Weg Deutschlands zu Hitler auf dem Gebiet der Philosophie “ (cf. Lukacs 1984, p. 6).

36. ,,alle gedanklichen Vorarbeiten zur ‘nationalsozialistischen Weltanschauung’* (cf. Lukacs
1984, p. 6).

37. ,,wichtigsten und typischsten Etappen und Reprisentanten* (cf. Lukacs 1984, p. 5).
38. ,, Begriinder des Irrationalismus der imperialistischen Periode“ (cf. Lukacs 1984, p. 244).
39. ,der fiihrende Philosoph der imperialistischen Reaktion* (cf. Lukacs 1984, p. 252).
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11. Justice and Economy from Human,
All Too Human to Thus Spake Zarathustra

Rainer Kattel
Tallinn University of Technology, Estonia

Abstract This essay argues that in Nietzsche’s critique of morality — in particular
during the time he wrote from Human, All Too Human to Thus Spake
Zarathustra —, two basic modes of relation of the human being to the
world come apparent, viz., practical wisdom and technical skill. Nietz-
sche discusses these through the phenomena of justice and the economy.
Discussing Nietzsche’s understanding of the nature of human action and
of technical skill, the essay shows that for him, both the morality of
principles and industrialized economic activity have become nihilistic
in mass society.

Keywords: Nietzsche, Friedrich, ethics, economy

JEL classification: B3,Z0

1.1

The name of Friedrich Nietzsche, it seems, gives voice to much more than
to a great philosopher of the late 19" century. It resonates as few others do, as
if it was giving a name to an experience, “das Erlebnis Nietzsche”, as Thomas
Mann writes. (1960, 25)? An experience not of reading and study, not first of
all; but rather of encounter, gathered and culled from nameless other encoun-
ters and experiences. Nietzsche is part of our own life-story, part of what is
closest to us. To deny him this immediacy means, as Lowith implies, to mis-
understand him. (1937, 405, 407; also Foot 2001, 103) However, not Nietz-
sche’s polemics, but rather the phenomena becoming apparent in his ques-
tions as well as in his answers,* are the substance of that encounter. To be
sure, Nietzsche’s polemics, his critique, questions and answers often dwell
between myth-creating evocations and rational argument, and his response
is as often part of the question, further unraveling both, as if always on the
way. It is that way, writes Friedrich Georg Jiinger in his magnificent book
on Nietzsche, “which leads through the plenty of contradiction” and where
“the polemical [is] left behind. It is nothing else but the skin which the snake
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leaves behin when she rejuvenates and renews herself.” (2000, 3; see also M 11,
“Vorrede”, 2)

This essay sets out to show that these phenomena belong, to use a phrase
from Martin Heidegger, to the place of the ethical as the genuine place of the
human being. (1991, 47)° It is through Nietzsche’s critique of the seemingly
lucid clarity of what modernity has come to know as morality or ethics, coined
by the stream of times and moulded into principles and yet apparently void of
anything common, % that these phenomena become apparent. They fall, as this
essay will argue, into the categories of practical wisdom and technical skill;
more generally speaking, these are the phenomena of justice and economy.

2.

In the writings of his convalescent years (M II, “Vorrede”, 5) — that is,
roughly, from Human, All Too Human to Zarathustra’ — Nietzsche prounces
the breakdown of the idea of the Christian God — metaphorically expressed
in WS and pronounced in FW® — under the spell of perspectivism. (FW, 343)
Nietzsche recognizes that this leaves us at the shore of an “open sea” which has
perhaps never been so open before. (343; also 356) It is the conditio humana
as such which is laid open by the fall of transcendental beliefs. The focus on
and realization of the openness of the condition of man is the main underlying
characteristic of Nietzsche’s writings of this period, culminating in the idea of
overcoming the human being. (See Kaiser in this volume) This focus encom-
passes almost all important topics — also those concerning economical, social
and political matters® — in his work. Yet, not least because of the aphoristic
and poetic character of Nietzsche’s work, this focus and openness created the
difficulty to be moulded into comprehensive conceptual expressions. Nietz-
sche himself, writing in 1885 a new (but unpublished) preface to Human, All
Too Human, brings forward one overarching concept of this focus of a conva-
lescent:

It happened late — I was already beyond my twenties — that I came to realize what
I had utterly missed so far: namely, the justice. “What is justice? Is it possible?
And if not, how can one then go on living?” — such questions I asked myself
constantly. ... Perhaps I will find justice on the way! And so there began for me a
time of wandering. (KSA 11, August-September 1885, 40, 65) 10

What drives this realization, throwing light onto way left behind and yet to
go, is the possibility that justice, taken — as Nietzsche seems to take it in the
quote above — in the widest possible sense of the word, ! is indeed impossi-
ble, or — to paraphrase Nietzsche’s famous sentence from European Nihilism,
“‘Gott’ ist eine viel zu exterme Hypothese” (KSA 12, Sommer 1886 — Herbst
1887, 5, 71) — that justice is a much too radical hypothesis. This doubt falls
into two possibilities: “To elevate to rearrange the concept of justice — or to
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prove that human activity is necessarily unjust.” (KSA 10, November 1882 —
Februar 1883, 4, 133)!2 However, it is not a crossroads of intellectual choice
that Nietzsche describes here, but rather two sides of the same coin. Justice, the
seeming paradise awaited by human beings, is a utopia (KSA 9, Ende 1880,
7, 289), because one “is always unjust — says justice — not only when you hurt
each other, but also when you are benevolent, when you love, when you are
useful.” (KSA 10, November 1882 — Februar 1883, 5, 1) 13 This heavy verdict
is spoken from somewhere else, as if from a place beyond human actions and
points of view, '# as if justice itself realizes its own impossibility in the human
world. However, it is more than a yearning for a metaphysically viable base of
justice, which also shimmers in these words; rather, Nietzsche, through the cri-
tique of the concept of justice, brings forward another phenomenon. He writes
in Zarathustra:

I do not like your cold justice; out of the eye of your judges there always glanceth
the executioner and his cold steel. Tell me: where find we justice, which is love
with seeing eyes? Devise me, then, the love which not only beareth all punish-
ment, but also guilt! Devise me, then, justice which acquitteth every one except
the judge! ... But how could I be just from the heart? (“The Bite of the Adder”) 1

Apparently it is the question whether it is at all possible to think of jus-
tice other than in terms of reward and punishment, other than in terms and
language of judgement. At first, thus, it is not so much the concept of justice
itself which is at the heart of the matter, but rather possible meanings of jus-
tice in a human action. (See MR, 116; 120; and Heidemann 1972, 106-107) 16
Through this critique, which especially in Zarathustra does not operate on the
level of the genealogical approach,!” but rather in the condensed form of po-
etic expression, the phenomenon of human action is let into the open, freed
from the concrete historical, religious and socio-political background.

Nietzsche’s well-known polemics of equality '8 and of the Christian love of
the neighbor, ' which he unmasks as illusions (see M 1, 56), are only touching
the surface of the problem; both of these notions Nietzsche contrasts and at-
tacks with the unrecognizability of the other: “The Unrecognizable — that is the
next person.” (KSA 9, Friihjahr 1880, 2, 52)?° We misunderstand every human
action. (KSA 10, Juli-August 1882, 1, 20)2! Our inability to comprehend the
other causes us to search for motives which were leading to a certain deed, its
causes and triggers; we build continuities and connections. Deeds done, words
said, fall — be it through chance, fate or intention — through the wall of our par-
ticularity, confronting our sheer and utter ignorance and uncertainty of their
full motivations and consequences. Thus, Nietzsche argues, we can never be
responsible, nor can we judge anybody else.?? All judgement, however much
information we have to base it on, however much we try, is necessarily unjust.
That we have institutionalized ways for judging is for Nietzsche nothing more
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than self-defense.?® Our virtues are in the end only looking for self-reward, be
it in the eyes of others, of ourselves, or of a God. %

3.

In the beginning of Zarathustra, in “The Three Metamorphoses”, Nietzsche
describes as the last metamorphosis of the spirit that of a child:

But tell me, my brethren, what the child can do, which even the lion could not
do? Why hath the preying lion still to become a child? Innocence is the child, and
forgetfulness, a new beginning, a game, a self-rolling wheel, a first movement,
a holy Yea. Aye, for the game of creating, my brethren, there is needed a holy
Yea unto life: its own will willeth the spirit; his own world winneth the world’s
outcast. >

The two previous metamorphoses of the spirit — to a camel and from the
camel to a lion — took place in the desert, “in the loneliest desert.” The spirit as
the child, however, leaves behind all the “thou-shalts” and “I-wills” — guilt and
freedom — and wins back its world through the game. However, a game has al-
ways a world of its own, since it can only be played according to some rules
which are immanent to that particular game. (See Gadamer 1999c¢, 87) Even
if played in solitude, the game has its horizon inside of which it takes place.
However, for Nietzsche, this is true for every human action: every action brings
with it the horizon of the actor. (92-93) Yet, the borders of the independence of
that horizon are the borders of the other. (See esp. KSA 8, Herbst 1878, 34, 18)
We notice it when something goes horribly wrong, we notice it through capital
crimes, through insight into evil. However, Nietzsche is not — not first of all,
and this is often overlooked?® — talking about things of such nature, but rather
the opposite: “We must again become good neighbours to the closest things
and cease from gazing so contemptuously past them at clouds and monsters of
the night.” (WS, 16) These are the small, the close things, actions and events
which constitute day-to-day life — a glance, a word —; which, as it were, stay
quiet and too close, almost invisible and inaudiable.?’ Yet, they always carry
in themselves, in their fulfillment, the horizon of the actor, the traces of his
individuality. It is in common language that these horizons of different actors
meet: “language”, as Nietzsche writes in 1874, “is the sounding expression of
a common soul.” (KSA 7, Ende 1874, 37, 5) 28 Words and tones are “rainbows
and seeming bridges” between individual human beings. (Z, “The Convales-
cent”) Rainbows and seeming bridges are the horizons we cannot see, feel, nor
grasp; however they become a voice in language which thus resonates in every
of its words the entirety of the human together. 2’

However, human actions do not vanish:

And like the star that goeth out, so is every work of your virtue: ever is its light
on its way and travelling — and when will it cease to be on its way? Thus is the
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light of your virtue still on its way, even when its work is done. Be it forgotten and
dead, still its ray of light liveth and travelleth. (Z, “The Virtuous™)30

We talk, we go, yet words said, with this or that tone and intention, remain
and take on a life of their own. This cannot be made undone, and thus also any
wrong done can not be made undone by any punishment. It remains amongst
human persons, in their in-between; every action changes the in-between. It
is through the idea of eternal recurrance that this nature of human action and
being together receives its basis of practical wisdom:3!

‘No deed can be annihilated; how could it be undone by the penalty! This, this is
what is eternal in the ‘existence’ of penalty, that existence also must be eternally
recurring deed and guilt!” ... All ‘It was’ is a fragment, a riddle, a fearful chance
— until the creating Will saith thereto: ‘But thus would I have it.” Until the creating
Will saith thereto: ‘But thus do I will it! Thus shall I will it!” (Z, “Redemption’) 32

Everything will always come again, all of our actions will come again and
we will do them again. In order to be able to proclaim: “thus do I will it! Thus
shall T will it”, we can never be off-guard in the sense of practical reason.
However, how can we know that our actions were just? Justice cannot be de-
termined through judging and judgement, as we saw above; nor can it mean to
each his or her own: “How can I give every one his own! Let this be enough for
me: I give unto every one mine own.” (Z, “The Bite of the Adder”)3? “Mine
own” points to a proactive, rather than reactive, nature of justice (Jaspers 1947,
207; see also F.G Jiinger 2000, 16, 25; and Stevens 1980, 232), and thus being
in the openness which is confronting every human action.

In his probably most famous poem, “Sils-Maria”, Nietzsche writes:

Here I sat, waiting, waiting — for nothing,

beyond good and evil, enjoying

light, and then again, shadow, wholly play only,
wholly see and noon, wholly time without a goal, only.
There, suddenly, friend! One two became —

And Zarathustra passed me by, away.

(FW, “Lieder des Prinzen Vogelfrei”) 34

The dialogue that enters into complete peacefulness is not disturbing, it is,
rather, welcomed as a friend. And here, Zarathustra, the radical proclamator
of will to power (Gadamer 2000, 142), will pass by. Justice is in an action,
when this particular action lets the person in front of us stay who he or she is,
we let the other into the dialogue with us, that is the “mine own” that we can
and should give.3° In order words, justice’s “love with seeing eyes” means our
own loving eyes. However, this means that justice can be fulfilled if the other
person is or could be at least a friend,3” since love can essentially be only
between the two — lovers, friends, child and parent. However, if two become
more, the ability to be just diminishes, because we are not able to give the
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same amount of attention and concern to people we do not love, even if we
know that we should. (See, however, Levinas 1998, 229-231)

At the end of JGB, written and published at the same time of “Sils-Maria”
and with the last book of Zarathustra, there is a poem, which brings again the
line “Around noon it was, when one became two”, but Zarathustra, a guest at
a party, comes and — stays:

Now the world laughs, ruptured the curtain of ghastliness,

it was time to be wedded for light and darkness ...
(KSA 5, “Aus hohen Bergen. Nachgesang”)38

Apparently, what Zarathustra knows and preaches can be understood, but
not followed: “What Zarathustra narrates is like a story about the basic expe-
rience of philosophy; it is, like the cave metaphor from the Politeia, a Vorstel-
lungsbild for the transformation of the soul.” (Figal 1999, 268; see also M 11,
336)

4.

Nietzsche’s concept of justice is the most massive critique of his own times
and of its understanding of morality. (Cf. also Heidegger 1991, 5) The gener-
alization of the particular is immanent to existing morality and, according to
Nietzsche, this does “unjustice to everyone.” (KSA 9, Friihjahr — Herbst 1881,
11, 63)3° Generalizations create the feeling of solidarity, they express mea-
sures according to which to handle things, how to act, how to be at all amongst
others and in the world:

Perhaps all the morality has its origin in the tremendous inner excitement which
seized on primeval men when they discovered measure and measuring, scales and
weighing (the word ‘Mensch’, indeed, means the measurer, he desired to name
himself after his greatest discovery!). With these conceptions they climbed into
realms that are quite unmeasurable and unweighable but originally did not seem
to be. (WS, 21)40

It is not the anthropological hypothesis of the origins of morality but rather
that of the field of origin itself — the field of skill and of measuring*! — which
is important here.

To measure means to create representation, and at the same time it means to
create the possibility to go infinitely further with these representations. (M I,
19) Measuring allows proportions, it creates continuity of entities otherwise
not there, indeed their whole being as being at hand. (JGB, 4; 21)*> Measuring
brings the world to a stand-still, it casts it, as it were, into marble. Measuring
is a supreme technical skill and at the heart of human creativity, not only in the
sense of actually producing something, but first of all in the sense of handling,
of grasping the world, changing and differentiating, making something partic-
ular, in order to be able to generalize it, to bring it into the world, among and
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around other things, making it useful, useable. However, to generalize means
to give up the uniqueness of a thing. (M I, 19) Measuring creates the illusion*?
of understanding the relationship between two objects.

Yet, measure as part of techne, part of skill, ends in what is done: its goal
is the realization. Its ground of being is, however, in the actor who possesses
the skill, who brings something into the world.** Thus, the nature of skill
lays close to the nature of the practical action, that which takes place in the
human being together.*> And this makes it possible to transform it from one
sphere of human activity to the other. Measuring transformed into the sphere
of practical reason is, according to Nietzsche, the morality of principles, i.e.,
any morality. Under the morality of principles — expressions of measure —, the
other is replaced with a goal immanent in the generalization of a principle.

However, at the core of Nietzsche’s critique is the insight that the other is
not always the other in first place: “And not to him who is offensive to us are
we most unfair, but to him who doth not concern us at all.” (Z, “The Pitiful”)*®
That is, human relations are obviously different, we value differently our par-
ents, our loved ones, our friends, enemies and complete strangers, and we do
not treat them all in the same way. Apparently, one cannot speak of a general
relationship to the other as such; it is always specific. Moreover, the relation-
ship between an I and an You is not the same as between an I and a We.*” Thus,
the emphasis in the quote above shifts from the unfair treatment of people of
no concern whatsoever to us to being unconcerned at all. Under the morality
of principles, the other is lost; we become unconcerned.

S.

However, Nietzsche goes further still. He locates measuring skill in every-
day activities, and that is — in the most widest sense — in economical activity,
in the economy. (See WS 296) Nietzsche is decidedly not looking at the econ-
omy as an economist would;*® rather, he is looking at the economy as an en-
vironment in which human persons exist. He is looking at phenomena as they
present themselves in everyday lives and activities.*” It is the meaning of the
economy and of economic activity and their character of creating a life-world
that are of importance for Nietzsche. He questions the meaning of economic
activity and that of the economy as a whole through placing them into the con-
text of human together, that is, of human interaction. However, the context of
the together is mass-society:°

Only the skilled producer of the product ought to be the judge of the product, and
the public ought to rely on their faith in him and his integrity. Therefore no anony-
mous work! At the very least a knowledgeable expert in the product would have
to be at hand as guarantor and place his name upon it if the name of its originator
was unavailable or without significance. ... From all of which it follows that what
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is attractive to the eye and costs little now commands the market — and that can, of
course, only be the product of the machine. ... Thus in this domain of work too
our watchword must be: ‘More respect for those who know!” (WS, 280)°!

The counterpart to mass industrialized production is obviously mass con-
sumption. The meeting place, the market, is not, however, ruled in this case by
the substance of production, but rather by “competitive selling” (WS, 280), and
thus in the end by fashion. The market receives its rules from consumption, >
which drives the development of mass production as opposed to skilled pro-
duction by craftsmen, leading to a loss of understanding of both what is pro-
duced and what is bought.>> However, the loss of understanding touches only
the surface of the problem: when a skilled craftsman produces something, he
actually realizes his techne, his technical skill and knowledge, he and the thing
produced are the measure he creates and realizes. Thus, there always remains
something personal: “The machine is impersonal, it deprives the piece of work
of its pride, of the individual goodness and faultiness that adheres to all work
not done by machine — that is to say, of its little bit of humanity.”>* (WS, 288;
also FW, 366) The person — the other — leaves traces of him- or herself in the
product he made, that is, the horizon of the person comes to be also in the
thing he made; a thing of the world made by a human person carries in itself
this person’s horizon which can through the thing reach us. And thus there can
be a dialogue.

Mass production is, however, oriented towards consumption on the one
hand, and on the other, from the point of view of the consumer, nobody has
actually created it, it carries nothing from the producer. There is no person.
(See also E. Jiinger 1932, 99-102) Mass production leaves nothing behind of
the person involved in producing; the particular product has not risen from the
human world, and thus, it brings no world with it. It is perfect techne which,
however, is meaningless; the concrete product itself becomes meaningless, but
even more so the structure within which it has its being, that is, the economy. 55
(150) The economy is ruled by consumption and thus by fashion created by
the lowest common denominator, by the mass person. Consumption can be
replaced only by consumption. (See F.G. Jiinger 2000, 148-152) Thus, mass
person essentially has no face nor voice other than the hunger to consume.
(Jaspers 1932, 15) Mass person exists outside of the together; mass person
is the one for whom one does not have no concern whatsoever, because one
does not see nor hear him or her; mass person blends into the environment
created by mass production in which there is no morality, since also moral-
ity — through different possible principles — has become another item to be
consumed. Morality itself becomes nihilistic.
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6.

Measuring is the gift from Prometheus which, as Plato argues, can only
be checked through another gift, coming from Zeus, namely that of dike kai
aidos.”® Moreover, Nietzsche argues that human interaction does not only in-
clude the in-between, but also the things around. Things we buy created by
persons we know stay between the buyer, the seller and the producer; they
become part of the human world through the faults and specialities of the pro-
ducer present in the product. All creation is, by its nature, giving, its being is
towards the other: “All creation is giving.” (KSA 10, November 1882 — Feb-
ruar 1883, 4, 23)57 However, this is obviously not the case with anonymous
labor. Industrialized labor is for Nietzsche the new slavery. (MR, 206, see also
WS, 288 and Ottmann 1987, 110) It cannot know justice, since mass society
does not, as a result, bring loneliness to its members, but rather “Verlassen-
heit”, being left behind, (see Z, “The Return Home”), being left without world
and meaning.>®

Products of craftsmanship are possibilities of horizons between persons, as
are words, tones, actions; they connect through their existence, which is only
in their particularity. In mass society this is taken over by the consumption.>°

However, especially in Human, All Too Human, Nietzsche is well aware
of the fact that most of the time, daily lives take place in an institutionalized
environment ruled through political decision-making. It is not Nietzsche’s cri-
tique of state and democracy®® which in our context is important, but rather
the meaning he ascribes to the political:

If a man has no sons he lacks full right to a voice in discussions of public affairs.
One has to have staked, with the others, that which one loves best: that alone ties
one firmly to the state; to possess a just and natural interest in the fate of institutions
one has to have in view the happiness of one’s posterity ... (M I, 455)61

It is the nature of institutions involved in the processes of public life that
Nietzsche seeks to describe. Obviously, what Nietzsche sees is the illusion of
political representation in mass society. (WS, 276) A child, however, is part of
our own life-story, we represent it as we represent ourselves. And yet, we raise
a child and then we have to set it free. (See esp. M I, 224)

In other words, in this interplay between possession and recognition, Nietz-
sche describes the nature of education, which should coin our involvement in
public affairs through the basic question of the human together: “‘What is this
actually, that I do? And what do I want with that?’ — that is the question of
truth, which is not taught in our way of education, and that means, it is also
not asked; for that, there is no time.” (MR, 196; see also M 1, 467)62 What
Nietzsche describes here is the practical wisdom, coined by ethos (see esp.
M, 601), received through education, which cannot be replaced by rules and
principles, since, as Aristotle has shown, the practical is always the particular,
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the last case. (Nichomachen Ethics, 1142 a 35; see further Jonas 1984, 189-
198; Gadamer 1998b, 121) The joy of techne, of handling, of being able to
create rules and to apply them, to measure and to meet the measure, is in the
end a lull to moral, ethical consciousness, or in more Nietzschean terms, to
Dionysian compassion. It slides into the anonymity of rules and things around
us, and thus gives anonymity to human actions. Therefore, the place of the
ethical is not only the in-between, but also — and at times as ours perhaps even
more than ever — the around, the life-world created through the economy and
organized living together, the state.

7.

After Zarathustra, Nietzsche and Zarathustra part, they fade into distance,
and from this distance, the late Nietzsche tries harder than ever to create some-
thing new, something truly Dionysian: a new human being.® We should not
forget, however, as F.G. Jiinger reminds us, that “the Ubermensch erscheint
dort, wo der Mensch keinen Sinn mehr hat” — “the Ubermensch appears where
the human person does not have/make any sense anymore.” (2000, 140)

NOTES

1. I would like to thank Wolfgang Drechsler for suggesting that I write this essay in the first

place; for our many discussions of the topic; and for his very kind questions and comments
regarding the essay version. I am also grateful to Otto Kaiser and to the other participants
of the Venice conference for critical and constructive feedback, as well as to the students
of the Nietzsche seminar I co-taught with Wolfgang Drechsler in the Fall of 2000 at the
University of Tartu. Funding came from an Estonian Long-Term Topical Research Grant
and from the Estonian Science Foundation, grant no. 3995.
The works and unpublished notes of Nietzsche are referred according to the Kritische Stu-
dienausgabe (KSA) by Colli and Montinari (1999), using the standard abbreviations, GT
for Geburt der Tragodie (KSA 1), M I-1I for Menschliches, Allzumenschliches (KSA 2),
WS for Der Wanderer und sein Schatten (KSA 2), MR for Morgenrithe (KSA 3), FW
for Die Frohliche Wissenschaft (KSA 3), Z for Also sprach Zarathustra (KSA 4), JGB for
Jenseits Gut und Bose (KSA 5). The unpublished notes (KSA 7-13) are referred to accord-
ing to volume, time of writing and fragment number of Colli and Montinari. In the main
text, the quotations are given in English, usually with the original in the endnote. For the
translation of M I-II and WS, the edition of Hollingdale (1999) and for Z, the edition of
Common (1997) were — if not otherwise indicated — used. Otherwise, the translations are
by the author.

2. “‘Nietzsche’ — der Name des Denkers steht als Titel fiir die Sache seines Denkens.” (Hei-
degger 1996, xi)

3. As Stern argues, “His work is the seismograph of modern Europe.” (1978, 22) This is not
the place to discuss, even through references, the range and scope of Nietzsche’s influence,
nor the possibilities to understand him; for this, see the contribution by Drechsler to this
volume.
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4.
5.

11.

See also Babich 1994, 18.

In the original: “Soll nun ... der Name Ethik dies sagen, dass sie den Aufenthalt des Men-
schen bedenkt ...”.

. See, e.g., MR 9: “die Macht der Sitte ist erstaunlich abgeschwdicht und das Gefiihl der

Sittlichkeit so verfeinert und so in die Hohe getragen, dass es ebenso gut als verfliichtigt
bezeichnet werden kann”; also MR, 34; further briefly Foot 2001, 103; and for the wider
context of the discussion, Gadamer 1998; F.G. Jinger 2000, 139-140; Heidegger 1996,
566-567; also Habermas 1999, 315-318.

. On periodizing Nietzsche’s work, see, e.g., Lowith 1978, 25-30. Gadamer argues in two

of his essays on Nietzsche (1999a and 2000) that it is significant that the fourth book of
Zarathustra was first published by Nietzsche separately from the other three and only as
a Privatdruck for his friends. (The first part was published in August 1883, the second
and the third in the Spring of 1884, and the fourth in 1885 as a Privatdruck. The first
Gesamtausgabe — with Nietzsche’s approval — included Zarathustra in three books; in four
books, as it stands now, it was first published in 1893; Ottmann 2000, 52.) Gadamer sees
in the fourth book then more or less an “authentische Interpretation” (459) of the previous
three books. Ottmann (1987, 239) argues that in the third book of Z, there is the point of
“Umschlag vom Ideal der Apolitie zur Herrschaftslehre”, and that the fourth book can stand
alone (2000, 52, 62-63); on the first issue, see also Roth 1997, 98; on the latter, Heidemann
1972, 102-103, and Kaiser in this volume. For different plans for the structure and substance
of Zarathustra, see KSA 10, Herbst 1883, 21, 3; KSA 10, Herbst 1883, 17, 54; KSA 10,
Herbst 1883, 20, 10; KSA 10, Herbst 1883, 16, 51; KSA 11, Herbst 1884 — Anfang 1885,
29, 8.

. See WS, 84; the segment is called “Die Gefangenen”. One day, as the prisoners entered the

prison’s workshop, there were no guardians, and the prisoners speak among themselves,
until “der Letzte der Gefangenen” says:  ‘der Gefiingnisswiirter ist eben plotzlich gestor-
ben’. — Holla schrien Mehrere durcheinander, holla! Herr Sohn, Herr Sohn, wie steht es
mit der Erbschaft? Sind wir vielleicht jetzt deine Gefangenen? — ‘Ich habe es euch gesagt,
entgegnete der Angeredete mild, ich werden Jeden freilassen, der an mich glaubt, so gewiss
als mein Vater noch lebt’. — Die Gefangenen lachten nicht, zuckten aber mit den Achseln
und liessen ihn stehen”. For FW, see 125.

. See Ottmann 1987, 144-146.

. In the original: “Es geschah spdt — ich war schon iiber die zwanziger Jahre hinaus —, daf}

ich dahinter kam, was mir eigentlich noch ganz und gar fehlte: nihmlich die Gerechtigkeit.
‘Was ist Gerechtigkeit? Und ist sie moglich? Und wenn es nicht moglich sein sollte, wie wdr
da das Leben auszuhalten?’ — solchermaaflen fragte ich mich unabldssig. ... Vielleicht,
daf} mir unterwegs wieder die Gerechtigkeit selber begegnen wiirde! Also begann fiir mich
eine Zeit der Wanderschaft”. See further KSA 12, Herbst 1885 — Friihjahr 1886, 1, 9; also
Heidegger 1996, 570.

In Nietzsche scholarship, the concept of justice has not recieved much attention. How-
ever, Heidegger counts Nietzsche’s concept of justice among the five most important con-
cepts Nietzsche developed (the others are: ‘Wille zur Macht’, ‘Nihilismus’, ‘Die ewige
Wiederkunft des Gleichen’, ‘Der Ubermensch’; 1997). Jaspers as well ascribes to this con-
cept a pivotal rank in Nietzsche’s philosophy (1947, 205-211). However, both Heidegger
and Jaspers interpret it, first, in the context of truth, and secondly, by doing so take it to
the level of metaphysics, both as Nietzsche’s critique thereof and as his continuation of
the same. (See in particular Heidegger 1996, 570-584; also 1976, 412-415; Jaspers 1947,
206, 210.) This, however, is possible only when tracing the concept of justice throughout
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Nietzsche’s work, including particulary GT and the later infamous — but for both Heideg-
ger and Jaspers important — Will to Power, which are decidedly different in their focus
from the writings on justice from the period under consideration here (see, e.g., GT 9;
Die Philosophie im tragischen Zeitalter der Griechen [KSA 1], 5; see further on the early
Nietzsche’s critique of justice, Ottmann 1987, 87-88; and Kaiser in this volume on the late
Nietzsche and justice). On Heidegger’s interpretation of Nietzsche’s justice, see Stevens
1980, Ottmann 1987, 54, and more generally also Babich 1993, 242-243.

12. In the original: “Den Begriff der Gerechtigkeit erheben umbilden — oder beweisen, dafs
das menschliche Handeln nothwendig ungerecht ist.” See also WS, 81; and already Unzeit-
gemdisse Betrachtung 11 (KSA 1), 6; Jaspers 1947, 206.

13. In the original: “Man thut immer Unrecht — sagt die Gerechtigkeit — und nicht nur wenn ihr
euch wehethut, sondern auch wenn ihr euch wohlthut, liebt und niitzt.”

14. See esp. KSA 11, Friihjahr 1884, 25, 453: “Zarathustra im 2ten Theil als Richter ... die
grandiose Form und Offenbarung der Gerechtigkeit, welche gestaltet, baut und folglich ver-
nichten muf3 (sich selber dabei entdeckend, iiberrascht, plotzlich das Wesen des Richtenden
zu erkennen)”’; KSA 11, Frithjahr 1884, 25, 484: “... Gerechtigkeit als bauende ausschei-
dende vernichtende Denkweise, aus den Werthschdtzungen heraus: hochster Reprisentant
des Lebens selber”; KSA 11, Sommer — Herbst 1884, 26, 149: “Gerechtigkeit, als Funktion
einer weit umherumschauenden Macht, welche iiber die kleinen Perspektiven von gut und
bose hinaus sieht, also einen weiteren Horizont des Vortheils hat — die Absicht, etwas zu
erhalten, was mehr ist als diese und jene Person.” Further on justice and perspectivism, see
M1, “Vorrede”, 6; M 1, 32; 636; 637, M 11, 79; WS, 11.

15. In the original: “Ich mag eure kalte Gerechtigkeit nicht; und aus dem Auge eurer Richter
blickt mir immer den Henker und sein kaltes Eisen. Sagt, wo findet sich die Gerechtigkeit,
welche Liebe mit sehenden Augen ist? So erfindet mir doch die Liebe, welche nicht nur alle
Strafe, sondern auch alle Schuld trdigt! So erfindet mir doch die Gerechtigkeit, die Jeden
freispricht, ausgenommen den Richtenden! ... Aber wie wollte ich gerecht sein von Grund
aus!” Cf. also Z, “Von der Selbst-Ueberwindung.”

16. Simmel (1907, 209-211) and Campioni (1979, 97-106) argue that it is the concept of the
individual which Nietzsche discusses in this context.

17. On differentiating this approach from the genealogical one (the latter belonging to the later
period of Nietzsche; see Fortin 1982 and Kaiser in this volume), and on the influence of
this approach in the philosophical ethics of the 20th century, see Heidemann 1972, 106-107
and 113-119.

18. See, e.g., KSA 9, Herbst 1880, 6, 251; KSA 9, Friithjahr — Herbst 1881, 11, 231; KSA 9,
Herbst 1881, 12, 89; KSA 10, November 1882 — Februar 1883, 4, 134; KSA 10, Friihjahr —
Sommer 1883, 7, 11; and further F.G. Jiinger 2000, 138.

19. On Nietzsche and Christianity, see esp. F.G. Jiinger 2000, 96-98, and Kaiser 1994, and for
the wider context Kaiser 1984, 11-23; also Simmel 1907, 200-208; Lowith 1995, 392-398;
Voegelin 1996, 156-161; Koster 1981/1982 on Nietzsche in 20th century Christian theology.

20. In the original: “Das Unerkennbare — das ist der Ndchste”; see also MR, 118; KSA 9,
Friihjahr 1880, 2, 6; KSA 9, Friihjahr 1880, 2, 61; KSA 9, Friihjahr 1880, 3, 14; and KSA
9, Winter 1880-81, 8, 46; KSA 8, Herbst 1878, 34, 18; KSA 9, Ende 1880, 7, 225.

21. Cf. KSA 9, Friihjahr 1880, 2, 8; KSA 11, Sommer — Herbst 1884, 26, 62; also M I, 588.

22. See KSA 9, Friihjahr 1880, 3, 172; and further KSA 8, Juli-August 1879, 42, 54: “Ver-
antwortlich sein d.h. die Motive, aus denen man handelte, wissen und angeben konnen.
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23.

24.
25.

26.

217.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

Aber wissen wir von irgend einer Handlung alle Motive? Ihre verhdltniimdfige Stirke und
Art?”; KSA, 8, Oktober — Dezember 1876, 19, 36: “Niemand ist fiir seine Thaten verant-
wortlich, niemand fiir sein Wesen: richten ist soviel als ungerecht sein. Dies gilt auch, wenn
das Individuum iiber sich richtet. — Der Satz ist so hell wie Sonnenlicht und doch geht hier
Jjedermann lieber in den Schatten und die Unwahrheit: aus Furcht vollig die Sehkraft zu
verlieren, also der vermeintlichen Folgen wegen.” See also Ottmann 1987, 205-210.

“‘Aber die Gesellschaft geht da zu Grunde!’ So gesteht, daf} Strafe Notwehr ist. Aber die
Moral-Worte nicht, redet nicht von Gerechtigkeit.” (KSA 8, Juli-August 1879, 42, 60; see
also M 1, 105)

See Foot 2001, 106; Gadamer 2000, 137; Voegelin 1996, 147.

In the original: “Aber sagt, meine Briider, was vermag noch das Kind, das auch der Lowe
nicht vermochte? Was muss der raubende Lowe auch noch zum Kinde werden? Unschuld
ist das Kind und Vergessen, ein Neubeginn, ein Spiel, ein aus sich rollendes Rad, eine erste
Bewegung, ein heiliges Ja-sagen. Ja, zum Spiele des Schaffens, meine Briider, bedarf es
eines heiligen Ja-sagens: seinen Willen will nun der Geist; seine Welt gewinnt sich der
Weltverlorene”.

See, for instance, Foot’s discussion, where she tries to argue that Nietzsche seems to miss
the distinction between voluntary and involuntary action and thus is able to argue that the
true nature of an action is not the action itself but rather the person who commited it. Foot
dismisses Nietzsche’s argument via insisting that the crimes of the 20th century have shown
that the “what” of an action is more important. (105-113)

Vision and hearing are essential to Nietzsche’s understanding of the being in the world of
human persons; see esp. FW, 354; MR, 497; KSA 7, Sommer 1872 — Anfang 1873, 19,
134; KSA 7, Ende 1876 — Sommer 1877, 21, 16; KSA 9, Herbst 1881, 13, 5; KSA 7,
Winter 1869-70 — Friihjahr 1870, 3 21; further, esp. F.G. Jiinger 2000, 73; also Safranski
2000, 112-113; Babich 1994, 91-93; and, more generally, Vivarelli 1991.

In the original: “die gemeinsame Sprache ist der tonende Ausdruck einer gemeinsamen
Seele.” See also KSA 7, Winter 1869-70 — Friihjahr 1870, 3, 37.

See Gadamer 1999d, 462: “Ein jedes Wort bricht wie aus einer Mitte hervor und hat Bezug
auf ein Ganzes, durch das es allein Wort ist. Ein jedes Wort lifst das ganze der Sprache, der
es angehort, antonen und das Ganze der Weltansicht, die ihm zugrundeliegt, erscheinen.”

In the original: “Und dem Sterne gleich, der erlischt, ist jedes Werk eurer Tugend: immer
ist sein Licht noch unterwegs und wandert — und wann wird es nicht mehr unterwegs sein?
Also ist das Licht eurer Tugend noch unterwegs, auch wenn das Werk gethan ist. Mag es
nun vergessen und todt sein: sein Strahl von licht lebt noch und wandert.”

This is not to deny that the concept of eternal recurrence grew partially out of Nietzsche’s
discussions with natural scientific explanations, see further Whitlock 1996 and Small 1986.

In the original: “ ‘Keine That kann vernichtet werden: wie konnte sie durch die Strafe
ungethan werden! Diess, diess ist das Ewige an der Strafe ‘Dasein’, dass das Dasein auch
ewig wieder That und Schuld sein muss!’ ... Alles ‘Es war’ ist ein Bruchstiick, ein Rdithsel,
ein grauser Zufall — bis der schaffende Wille dazu sagt: ‘aber so wollte ich es!” — Bis der
schaffende Wille dazu sagt: ‘Aber so will ich es! So werde ich’s wollen!’” See Gadamer
2000, 137.

In the original: “Wie kann ich Jedem das Seine geben! Diess sei mir genug: ich gebe Jedem
das Meine.” (“Vom Biss der Natter”) See also KSA 9, Herbst 1880, 6, 368: “Empfindet ihr
nichts von der Noth, gegen einen Menschen Recht zu haben und es dffentlich zu bezeugen?



222

34.

35.

36.
37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

Kattel

Wird euch Kritik so leicht? Ist es nur, daf3 ihr euch aufstellt, nachdem jener sich aufstellte?
Merkt ihr nicht, daf3 er euch sein Bestes geben wollte und daf3 ihr es annehmen solltet,
selbst wenn es euch nicht werthvoll, ja schédlich schiene? Aber ihr thut, als solche die in
der Nothwehr leben, ihr habt auch Recht. Mit Miihe haltet ihr euch aufrecht, und jener will
euch etwas auflegen, das ihr nicht tragen konntet. Er sagt: ein Geschenk!, ihr sagt: eine
Aufgabe”. Further, M 1, 497 and also 92: “der Charakter des Tausches is der anfingliche
Charakter der Gerechtigkeit. Jeder stellt den Anderen zufrieden, indem Jeder bekommt,
was er mehr schdtzt als der Andere. Man giebt Jedem, was er haben will als das nunmehr
Seinige, und empfingt dagegen das Gewiinschte”; also KSA 10, Sommer-Herbst 1882, 3, 1;
also KSA 10, Friihjahr — Sommer 1883, 7, 70.

In the original: “Hier sass ich, wartend, wartend, — doch auf Nichts, / Jenseits von Gut
und Bose, bald des Lichts / Geniessend, bald des Schattens, ganz nur Spiel, / Ganz See,
ganz Mittag, ganz Zeit ohne Ziel. / Da, plotzlich, Freundin! Wurde Eins zu Zwei — / — Und
Zarathustra gieng an mir vorbei ... ” See esp. Gadamer 2000, 142.

See, however, Buber’s discussion: “‘Da ward eins zu zwei’ (Nietzsche) — das kann nie on-
tisch wahr werden ... Nur wenn ich mit einem Anderen wesentlich zu tun bekomme, so
also, daf3 er gar nicht mehr ein Phinomen meines Ich, dafiir aber mein Du ist, nur dann
erfahre ich die Wirklichkeit des Mit-einem-redens — in der unverbriichlichen Echtheit der
Gegenseitigkeit.” (1997, 216)

See, however, Dannhauser 1988 on understanding justice (187).

A friend is somebody whose main characteristic is that he or she is a person in whose
company one can take delight. “Those who”, Nietzsche writes in a fragment, “can take
delight together with us, stand higher and closer as those who suffer with us. Taking delight
together makes the ‘friend’, compassion makes somebody we suffer together with. — An
ethics of compassion needs supplementing by the even higher ethics of friendship.” (KSA
8, Oktober — Dezember 1876, 19, 9; similarly also KSA 9, Friihjahr — Herbst 1881, 11,
38) This idea of companionship in delight, the idea of an ethics of friendship, is strongly
represented in Nietzsche ‘s unpublished notes of the 1880s. (See esp., KSA 9, Herbst 1880,
6, 203; see also KSA 7, September — Oktober 1871, 17, 10; KSA 8, Ende 1876 — Sommer
1877, 23, 106) See further, esp. Babich 1993, 252 and Voegelin, 160-163, 166.

In the original: “Nun lacht die Welt, der grause Vorhang riss, / Die Hochzeit kam fiir Licht
und Finsterniss ...”

The full quotation is as follows: “Jeden als Menschen behandeln, sondern als so und so
beschaffenen Menschen: erster Gesichtspunkt! Als etwas, das erkannt sein muf3, bevor es
so und so behandelt werden kann. Die Moral mit allgemeinen Vorschriften thut jedem Indi-
viduum Unrecht”; see aslo M 11, 89; FW, 354, 355; Simmel 1907, 199.

In the original: “Vielleicht hat alle Moralitit der Menschheit in der ungeheuren in-
neren Aufregung ihren Ursprung, welche die Urmenschen ergriff, als sie das Maass und
das Messen, die Wage und das Wiigen entdeckten (das Wort ‘Mensch’ bedeutet ja den
Messenden, er hat sich nach seiner grossten Entdeckung benennen wollen!). Mit diesen
Vorstellung stiegen sie in Bereiche hinauf, die ganz unmessbar und unwdgbar sind, aber es
urspriinglich nicht zu sein schienen”. See also FW, 112.

See also MR, 24. It is in Plato’s Politikos that the idea of the importance of different kinds of
measurements for ethical and political life is first expressed. (283c-285¢) For the meaning
of this for economics and social sciences in general, see Drechsler 2000. See further also
Babich 1989, 9-11.

Cf. Heidegger 1998, 51-52; Gadamer 1998b, 118.



Justice and Economy from Human, All Too Human fo Thus Spake Zarathustra 223

43.
44.
45.

46.

47.
48.

49.

50.

51.

52.
53.

54.

55.

56.

For a wider discussion of truth and illusion, see Zimmerli 1999 and Babich 1994, 87-119.
See Aristotle, Nichomachean Ethics, 1140a 13 and 1140b 6-7.

See esp. Nichomachean Ethics, 1140a 1 - 1140b 7, in particular 1140 b 1-7; further also
Gadamer 1999b, 241-242 and 1998a, 7 and 61.

In the original: “Und nicht gegen Den, der uns zuwider ist, sind wir am unbilligsten, sondern
gegen Den, welcher uns gar Nichts angeht.”

See also Simmel 1907, 206.

See Waibl 1989, esp. 48-51, for an attempt to understand Nietzsche’s statements on the
economy as those of an economist; Waibl sees in Nietzsche “das Problem der kommutativen
Gerechtigkeit”, only to dismiss it as not serious.

Ottmann’s argument (1987, 148) that in the “progressive Besteuerung der Reichen, Verhin-
derung extremer Armut, die Vermeidung ‘kapitalistischen’ grenzenlosen Reichtums, aber
auch aller ‘sozialistischen’ Egalitdt” one can find “Spuren des aristotelischen Lobes des
Mittelstandes wie der Mesotes iiberhaupt”, misunderstoods both Nietzsche and Aristotle:
neither did Nietzsche try to establish a genuine ‘third-way’ economics nor did Aristotle’s
‘mesotes’. Ottmann is, however, correct in arguing that “Nietzsches Okonomie ... war auch
von stoischer und epikureischer Emanzipation von Armut und Reichtum, von Stand und
Klasse gepragt” (1987, 151; see also Vincenzo 1994, esp. 392-393)

For Nietzsche’s critique of mass society, see esp. Unzeitgemdifie Betrachtung 11 (KSA 1),
1, 9; M 1I, 304, 310, 321; FW, 368. Of course, Nietzsche was not its only critic in the
19t century; see briefly Ferguson 2001, 4-8; Ottmann 1987, 296. The parallelity to and
influence from this concept on Adorno’s and Horkheimer’s critique of mass society (see
Adorno and Horkheimer 1997) is rather obvious but cannot be followed up here.

In the original: “Nur der Handwerksmeister sollte iiber das Handwerk urteilen, und
das Publikum abhdingig sein vom Glauben an die Person des Urteilenden und an seine
Ehrlichkeit. Demnach keine anonyme Arbeit! Mindestens miifste ein Sachkenner als Biirge
derselben dasein und seinen Namen als Pfand einsetzen, wenn der Name des Urhebers fehlt
oder klanglos ist. ... Also: was Effekt auf das Auge macht und wenig kostet, das bekommt
jetzt das Ubergewicht, — und das wird natiirlich die Maschinenarbeit sein. . .. Also auch auf
dem Gebiete der Arbeit mufs unser Losungswort sein ‘Mehr Achtung vor den Wissenden!’”
See also KSA 8, Juni-Juli 1879, 40, 4; KSA 8, Juni-Juli 1879, 40, 14; WS, 282; WS 285
and M 1, 452.

See MR, 175 and also Z, “Von den Fliegen des Marktes.”

Cf. WS, 283: “Die stdiirkste Steuer ist die Achtungssteuer. Je mehr die Konkurrenz herrscht
und man von Unbekannten kauft, fiir Unbekannte arbeitet, desto niedriger wird diese
Steuer, wihrend sie gerade der Mafistab fiir die Hohe des menschlichen Seelen-Verkehres
ist.”

In the original: “Die Maschine ist unpersohnlich, sie entzieht dem Stiick Arbeit seinen Stolz,
sein individuell Gutes und Fehlerhaftes, was an jeder Nicht-Maschinenarbeit klebt, — also
ein Bisschen Humanitit.” See also E. Jinger 1932, 99-102. The political-philosophical
meaning of this theme has been developed further esp. by Arendt (1994); see also Wein-
garten 2000 for a discussion of Arendt, pragmatist philosophy, and Habermas on differen-
tiating labor and work.

Ottmann argues that Nietzsche tries “die Moral noch einmal in die Okonomie einzufiihren.”
(1987, 148)

Protagoras 322 c; see Gadamer 1999b, 233.
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57. In the original: “Alles Schaffen ist Mittheilen.”

58. See esp. WS, 288: “Friiher war alles Kaufen von Handwerkern ein Auszeichnen von Person,
mit deren Abzeichen man sich umgab: der Hausrath und die Kleidung wurde dergestalt zur
Symbolik gegenseitiger Wertschiitzung und persohnlicher Zusammengehdorigkeit, wihrend
wir jetzt nur inmitten anonymen und unpersohnlichen Sclaventhums zu leben scheinen”. On
‘Verlassenheit’, see esp. E. Jiinger 1932, 105.

59. See F.G. Jiinger 2000, 134-136. F.G. Jiinger brings here together the concepts of actor,
of types and of ideology, see 141-149; and Nietzsche M I, 224; also Jaspers 1938, 14;
Horkheimer 1937, 409; Kaufmann 1988, 190-191.

60. Nietzsche’s political thought cannot be discussed here in detail; see, however, Ottmann
1987 for an overview, esp. 124-146; for Nietzsche as political philosopher, see McIntyre
1992; also Pangle 1986, 145-146. See for a wider context also Schmitt 1932, 57-61; and
Kaiser in this volume.

61. In the original: “Wenn der Mensch keine Sohne hat, so hat er kein volles Recht, iiber die
Bediirfnisse eines einzelnen Staatswesens mitzureden. Man muss selber mit den Anderen
sein Liebstes daran gewagt haben; das erst bindet an den Staat fest; man muss das Gliick
seiner Nachkommen in’s Auge fassen ...”

62. In the original: “‘Was ist das eigentlich, was ich thue? Und was will gerade ich damit?’ —
das ist die Frage der Wahrheit, welche bei unserer jetzigen Art Bildung nicht gelehrt und
folglich nicht gefragt wird, fiir sie giebt es keine Zeit.”

63. See already Simmel 1907, 231.
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This paper argues that Nietzsche’s thought got its unity by his under-
standing of the aim of the Greek tragedy to lead the spectator to a cheer-
ful assent to the end of its hero by identifying himself with Dionysos as
the symbol of the eternal process of coming to be and passing away. On
behalf of his decisive premisses, that after the death of God there is no
difference between Good and Bad and that man is nothing than a biolog-
ical creature, he integrated in this frame in his most mature work Thus
Spoke Zarathustra the concepts of the super- or best man and the eternal
recurrence. Every body understanding himself as a bridge for the future
origin has not only to break down confronted with his own dispropor-
tion to this practical ideal in the horizon of his personal recurrence as the
same, but has also to assent cheerfully to his end and his recurrence out
of love in the eternal process of coming to be and passing away. On this
particular background one understands adequately Nietzsche’s scattered
notes on democracy as a Post-Christian and despicable, but necessary
prerequisite for the origin of a new international aristocracy and subse-
quently that of a great man and tragic hero.

Aristocracy, democracy

Z19

My philosophy is directed to rank, not to individualistic morals. The sense of the
herd may rule the herd, — but not transcend it; the leaders of the herd are principally
needing other values for their actions, in the same manner independent men, or the
beasts of prey and so on.

Friedrich Nietzsche, Released remarks:
End of autumn 1886 — spring 1887 7[6]. 1

1. NIETZSCHE’S BELIEF IN HIS DIVINITY

In the preface to his latest book, the Ecce Homo, written on his birthday, the
15th of October 1888, Nietzsche summarizes the result of his literary produc-
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tivity from spring to autumn, the last period before he fell increasingly into the
state of incurable mental derangement: 2

At this perfect day, where all is ripening and not only the grapes are becoming
brown, a glimpse of the sun fell upon my life: I saw back, I looked forward, I
never saw as much and so many good things at the same time. It has not been
for nothing that I buried just to-day my fortyfourth year, I might bury it, — what
happened during my life, became saved, became immortal. The Revaluation of all
Values [afterwards called the Antichrist/, the Dionysos-Dithyrambs and, written
for relaxation, the Twilight of Idols — all these are presents of this year, even of its
last quarter! How should I not be grateful for all my life?

And than he wrote down his philosophical biography proclaiming to the reader
why he is a wise-man, why he is a clever man, why he has written such good
books and last not least why he is a fate:

I am knowing my lot. With my name will be connected some days the memory of
a tremendous event — of a crisis the like has formerly not been, of the deepest col-
lision of conscience, of a decision brought about against all what had been before
be-lieved, demanded and hold for sacred. I don’t be human, I am dynamite. 3

And after a lot of aggressions and denunciations of Christianity as the main
source of the moral errors of the past, Nietzsche concludes his book with the
enigmatic sentence:

Has one understood me? — Dionysos against the Crucified.*

He is, as he informed us some chapters earlier, not only the first Immoralist,’
but also the Antichrist,® and any reader, who should have any doubts over Ni-
etzsche’s real nature should have given attention to the section where he pro-
claims his imaginated noble descent of Polish peerage and the impossibility to
understand himself as the son of his mother and the brother of his sister:

When I am on search for the deepest contrast to myself, I find in every case my
mother an my sister, — to believe, that I am related to such a canaille, would be a
blasphemy against my god-like state (German: meine Gottlichkeit). 7

Therefore it might be more than a coincidence or metaphor for his sense of
mission that Nietzsche wrote only some weeks later (on the 11th of December)
to Carl Fuchs in Danzig:®

During the next years the world will stand on its head: After the old God has
resigned, I shall reign the worl from now on.

Or should it only be a sign of madness that he wrote to Meta von Salis on
January 3rd 1889:°

The world became blissfully changed, for God is on earth. Don’t you see, how
all the skies are glad: I just took possession of my kingdom, throw the pope into
prison and let be shoot Wilhelm, Bismarck and Stocker?
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He signed this letter as The Crucified. But the next day he chose as his sig-
nature under six letters including such to Jakob Burckhardt, 10 Paul Deussen, !
Franz Overbeck '> and Erwin Rohde '3 as Dionysos and gives by this obvious
opposing titles a last riddle to his readers. The question is whether he is iden-
tifying himself as with the pagan as with the Christian God, as Werner Ross
suggests? 14 Or is he by using the title of Jesus rather interpreting his own fate
as the messenger of the eternal recurrence? > The man who called himself
Dionysos identified himself not only with the Thracian God, but gave him and
as a result also himself not only vegetative, but even cosmogonic powers. 1°

Under this premiss we might understand, why Nietzsche could present him-
self in his letters to Jakob Burckhardt, the Baselian colleague and elder friend,
from January 4th!” and 6th as the creator of the earth, signing the first letter
as Dionysos and the second (quoted in the following) as Nietzsche:

Dear Colleague,

at least I would prefer to be a Baselean professor than God; but I did not dare to
extend my private egoism so much as to refrain myself because of that from the
creation of the world. 18

I hope to show you, that these expressions of delusions of grandeur are more
than the usual acccompanying symptoms of dementia, but that they are the last
consequences of Nietzsche’s basic ideas, as they became developed between
the Birth of the Tragedy and the Gay Science and found their complete exposi-
tion in Thus Spoke Zarathustra. Most of what he has written down afterwards
are only footnotes to this main-work. But the significant difference between
his writings before and after the Zarathustra is his increasing tendency to re-
veal to his readers his true importance as the great man, standing at the end
of the Christian era and bringing up a new morality which is (as he entitled
his next publication) Beyond Good and Evil (Jenseits von Gut und Bose). It
is in this context that we have to consider his utterances on democracy and
aristocracy scattered mainly in his late notebooks.

2. DIONYSOS AS SYMBOL OF THE UNIVERSAL
TRUTH OF LIFE

To understand Nietzsche’s divine feelings presupposes to comprehend a
sentence written down in his recapitulation of the Birth of the Tragedy in Ecce
Homo:"°

Who is not only comprehending the word “Dionysian”, but understanding him-
self in this word Dionysian, doesn’t feel the need of a refutation of Plato or of
Christianity or Schopenhauer — for he is smelling the decomposition.

The reader understands at least that Nietzsche had used the word Dionysian
in sharp contrast to the idea of another world, hidden behind the reality, and
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the ascetic obligations connected as like with Platonism as with Christianity. >
If we are trying to get a comprehensive answer to the basic question in the
Birth of the Tragedy: “What is the essence of the Dionysian?” we shall collect
seemingly only hints: We learn, that the god Dionysos orginally has been the
main and only actor of the Greek tragedy,?! that afterwards the tragic heros as
Prometheus or Oedipus had to play the role of the god.*? But we should not
overlook the statement, that (according to Nietzsche’s explanation) the specta-
tors identified themselves with the god, whose tragic end became understood
as reconciliation with the eternal life and obtained as such the meaning of a
cheerful event.?? In this context becomes also Nietzsche’s self-introduction
in the beginning of his material exposition of the Birth of Tragedy its special
significance, where he proclaims, that he is speaking as an initiate (as a “Wis-
sender”) and a disciple of his “God”.**

This utterance should be taken by his whole value: Nietzsche has not been
the man of distanciated sights, but a confessor who wrote down (as he tells us
in his Gay Science)® what he had learned by blood, heart, fire, pleasure, suf-
fering, conscience, fate and necessity. If we read there, that the word Dionysian
is meaning the desire for destruction, growing and coming into being as an
expression of an extraordinary power, ready to give birth to the future,*® we
should take this serious and comprehend it on the background of his funda-
mental refutation of Christianity and its results in form of the traditional Eu-
ropean morality.

3. THE DEATH OF GOD AS THE END OF MORAL
RESPONSIBILITY

The Nietzsche of the Frohliche Wissenschaft is the man, who declares that
men have adopted for themselves fictional qualities and introduced themselves
in an artifical ranking list. In accordance with this they believed to be the aim
of the whole creation and invented absurd tables of values. When those ideas
became transparent as imaginative the respect for humanity and human dignity
is also vanishing.?” It might be sufficient to remind to the most famous part
of this book, the aphorism 124 called The amazing man (Der tolle Mensch),
to make out the importance Nietzsche ascribed to the event of the death of
God and its consequences for the whole moral life: If this message will have
reached the human race, nobody will know what to do and to leave, for he will
have lost nothing less than the horizon of values for his whole existence. Poeti-
cally spoken the earth has lost its sun by the god’s death, and men shall wander
about surrounded by an infinite nothing, while an increasing darkness is ap-
proaching from forward, sideways and backward.?8 If all the inherited meta-
physical and moral convictions are nothing else than unfounded assumptions
and speculations,?’ then man is nothing but an intelligent creature, which’s
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spirit is only the hand of his body respectively of his will.*® When the belief
in God and an essential moral order is not any more maintainable, the belief in
nature’s immorality is the unevitable consequence.3! This position finally led
Nietzsche in the Antichrist even to the denial of men’s responsibility: 3

There is no free will and no responsibility, but the old word “will” marks only a
resultant. . ., a kind of individual reaction, which is the inevitable consequence of
a lot of partly controversial, partly harmonious stimulations.

According to Nietzsche’s conviction, men have neither a deliberate nor an
undeliberate will, but only a strong or a weak one.>? One may find his denying
of a free will together with that of the existence God in the Twilight of the
Idols:3*

Nobody is responsible for his individual existence, for his particular condition,
for the particular circumstances, his particular surroundings. The fatality of his
essence is indissolubly connected to the necessity of all, what has been and what
shall be. He is not the consequence of an own intention, an own will, an own aim,
he is not used as an object for experiments, to reach an “ideal of Man” or an “ideal
of happiness” or an “ideal of morality” — it is absurd, to make any aim responsible
for his essence ... One is inevitable, one is a piece of fate, one is a part of the
whole, man is in the whole — there is nothing, which could judge, measure, com-
pare, condemn our existence, for this would mean to judge, to measure, to com-
pare, to condemn the whole ... But there is nothing than the whole! That nobody
is responsible, ... that is the great liberation, — by this is repaired the ‘innocence
of the whole process of coming to be — The term “God” has been the biggest ob-
jection against the existence ... We deny God, we deny the responsibility to God:
by this we reconcile the world.

4. DIONYSOS AS A SYMBOL OF THE ETERNAL
PROCESS OF COMING TO BE AND PASSING
AWAY

Nietzsche’s intention has not been a negative one, but he tried on the
contrary to reconcile the mankind with its cosmic reality.>> Therefore he
let Zarathustra advise his disciples: My brethren, do remain faithfully to the
earth. . .3°

Nietzsche’s conclusion, that after the death of God there is nothing higher
than nature itself, is at least a consequent result of his temporary biological
outlook. By considering nature’s way with life, it becomes obvious, that na-
ture’s eternal power and process is nothing else than producing and destroying
of life. Or mythologically said: Dionysos is the true symbol of the eternal
power of life in its aspect of coming to be and passing away!3’ In spite of this
we did not reach the whole Nietzschean myth for we are until now missing the
cheerful consent with this eternal process, which has been from the beginnings
an indispensable part of Nietzsche’s Dionysian feelings. 38
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S. THE ETERNAL RECURRENCE OF THE SAME
AND THE SO CALLED SUPERMAN

To shut this gap, we have to consider his concepts of eternal recurrence
of the same and of superman or (as I shall say in the following): the perfect
man.>® Let us begin with the second, the Nietzschean concept of the perfect
man. Primarily this is a logic consequence of his total reduction of man to a
thinking animal. Exclusively judged as animals are those human individuals
the best, which have developed all the qualities inherent to the species without
regard whether they might formerly be called good or bad. This means, that
the perfect men are (judged under the viewpoint of standard moral values) as
good and as bad, as honest and as deceitful and as helpful and destroying as
possible. Shortly said: they are representing the whole richness of the physical
and mental qualities which men may possess.

Nietzsche is beginning the Zarathustra by letting preach his saint the su-
perman or perfect man on the market as the place of the too-many, of the
“Viel-zu-Vielen”.*? But these are not longing for his ideal of a great man, but
for that (as Nietzsche calls its opposite) of the last man. This last man is assem-
bling all the qualities, which are in accordance with the liberal and democratic
tendencies not only of the 19th Century: He is a peaceful creature, without
any sense for a heroic life or that of a warrior. Instead of this he is longing
for his enduring and undisturbed private happiness.*! Therefore Zarathustra is
leaving the cities and going into the desert, for his message is only adequate
for the few, the Wenigen or as Nietzsche cryptically wrote in the subtitle of the
Zarathustra: for everybody and nobody.**

The first three books of the Zarathustra are nothing else than the exposition
of the ideal of the perfect man, seen in contrast to the traditional European
values and judged in the horizon of the concept of the eternal recurrence of the
same.*3 Therefore we have to look for the origin of this strange, but (viewed in
the light of history of philosophy) in no manner unheard concept. For it is well
known, that this idea has been the keystone of the stoic cosmological system.
There it is on the one side the consequence of the belief in the causality of the
whole process of the world* and on the other that of the not only astronomical
but also astrological concept of the great year as the time the sun is needing
to pass through all the signs of the zodiak.* In Nietzsche’s view, of cause,
even the principle of causality should become nothing else than a scientific
myth confusing power with the feeling of power and taking the recurrence of
identical cases as a proof for a law of causality.*°

Nietzsche tells to his reader, that he for himself became overwelmed by the
thought of eternal recurrence in August 1881 during his summer-stay in Sils
Maria located in the mountains of Switzerland, when he marched along the
shores of the Lake of Silvaplana nearby to a rock and about 6000 feet over the
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sea-level.#” He published this new (and as he thought: shocking) idea for the
first time in form of a question to his imaginated reader in the aphorism 341 of
the Gay Science, transscribed The deepest Silence:*3

How would the reader react, if a demon would reveal to him the secret, that
he must repeat his life uncountable times in the same way as his present one?
Would he condemn the demon or would he answer, that he never had heard a
more divine message?+’

If this thought would get power over you, it would change you as you are and
possibly crush you. The question would be your companion in every situation:
“Are you ready to do this once more and still uncountable times?”” It would become
the most heavy burden on your actions. In the other way you might get selfcontent
and content with your whole life, to long for nothing else than for this last and
eternal confirmation and sealing. 50

If we look how Nietzsche combined this concept with that of the perfect
man, we have to represent the essential meaning of the second as a transcen-
dental practical ideal:>! In its double meaning it is introduced as an arrow
of yearning (German: Pfeil der Sehnsucht), that leads the individual to strive
for its best-form and in consequence to consent in its own downfall.” But it
reveals its destroying force only then, when it becomes combinated with the
thought of the eternal recurrence of the same. Zarathustra’s deer celebrate it
by a song for their master: >

Every thing passes, every thing returns; eternally goes the wheel of being. Every
thing comes into bloom again, eternally goes the year of being.

It is obvious that this recurrence shall not only reproduce the return of the
most important and great men, but also that of the most unimportant and most
lowly men. And it is also obvious, that the difference between the most perfect
and famous and the most despisible and lowly man will move to zero if they
become compared with the ideal of the real perfect man. Therefore the first
result of this intellectual experiment is perfectly disgusting, so that Zarathustra
has to confess:>*

Once I have seen naked both, the greatest and the most lowly man: All too similar
to each other — all too human even the greatest!

All too lowly the greatest! this has been my tiredness of men! And the eternal
recurrence also of the most lowly — that has been my tiredness of all what exists.

Of course, it would be the highest affirmative act in regard to the whole
to approve the eternal recurrence nevertheless as an act of amor fati, as Niet-
zsche could already define his own behaviour in the Gay Science.> Accepting
this role Nietzsche let Zarathustra shut his conversation with his deers by the
words:>® I said my word, I break down by my word: that is my eternal fate —,
as messenger I break down!
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Therefore is the act of approval into the eternal recurrence not only the
acception of one’s own existence as a part of this whole process but in the
same an approval for the necessity of one’s own downfall — or mythologically
said: an identification with the god Dionysos as symbol for the necessity of the
eternal process of coming to be and passing away. As Carl Heinz Ratschow,
the Marburgian Theologian used to say: Life remains awake only by death (in
German: Leben bleibt durch Sterben wach). Who says yes to life, must also
say yes to his own death. And who understands his own life as a part of the
totality of life, knows that he can not fall out of it. By identifying himself in
this manner with the god, Nietzsche could close his acts, for he had fulfilled
his message: As the last mythmaker he has song the hymn of the innocence of
the eternal circulation of life’s coming to be and passing away or of the eternal
recurrence of all what ever existed, exists or will come to existence:>’

O, why should I not be longing for the eternity

and for the bridegroom’s ring of rings, — the ring of the recurrenc
Never I found the wife, whose children I wanted to have,

except this wife, whom I love: for I love you, o eternity! 59

e?38

That we are right if we take this as Nietzsches personal confession may
demonstrate a glance at the last page of his Twilight of the Idols:%°

To give an affirmative answer to life as such, even in its strongest and hardest
problems; the will to life, becoming cheerful of its own inexhaustibility by the
sacrifice of its highest types — that is what I have called Dionysian, that has been
what I have guessed as the bridge to the psychology of the tragic poets. ... I, the
last disciple of the philosopher Dionysos, — I the teacher of eternal recurrence . . . 6l

6. NIETZSCHE AS A CRITIC OF THE LIBERAL
AND SOCIALDEMOCRATIC TENDENCIES OF
HIS PRESENT

After all what is said, it should be obvious, that Nietzsche could neither par-
ticipate in his century’s expectation of a common cultural and moral progress
nor in the democratic ideals and movements willing to liberate the lower
classes of workmen. For his own thought of the eternal recurrence is mak-
ing the preposition, that history is without any predestinated aim. Related to
the background of his doctrine of God’s death it was thought to close the meta-
physical gap, which had been opened by it. But it has also been an adequate
expression of his own aristocratic and tragic feelings. That such have been typ-
ical for him, may demonstrate his description of the nobleman in Beyond Good
and Evil, which we may read as a testimony of his own self-estimation: %2

Running the risk to offend innocent ears, I declare: egoism is part of the essence of
every noble soul, I have in my mind this unmovable conviction, that to a creature
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“as we are”, other creatures must subjugate by nature and that they have to sacrifice
themselves for those. %3

This contrast between the noble-men and the too-many is running like a
read-file through his recordings and writings. All, what he has written on
democracy and aristocracy is an expression of his own aristocratic conviction.
Without a danger, to be unjust to Nietzsche, one can say, that he has neither
been a sociologist nor a theorist of state, but a critic of culture, convinced in the
end of his own historical and fateful task to destroy Christianity as the main en-
emy of all what is noble and powerful. As a critic of culture he had reached the
conclusion, that the liberal and the socialdemocratic tendencies of his present
were working together in the interest of the too-many. But in the same it did
not remain hidden to him, that the nationalism of his present has been only
a transitional state as an untimely answer to the reactional repression of the
peoples after the congress of Vienna in 1815.%* Nietzsche judged that the fu-
ture would belong to an internatonalism prepared by equivalent economical
processes. In spite of the fact, that he was despising the liberal and socialde-
mocratic tendencies as a post-christian heritage which favoured the too-many,
the “men of the herd”, he believed that they unwillingly prepared the path for
a new international aristocracy as the topsoil for the coming perfect- or super-
man.

Already in 1878 in Human, All Too Human Nietzsche denunciated the so-
cialistic demand for a new distribution of economical goods as consequence
of a particularistic viewpoint and plead for an evolutional solution on the base
of a change of mentality: ©

The whole past of the traditional culture has slavery, deceit and error as its base;
for ourselves, as heirs of all these circumstances, we are not able to negotiate all
the concomitants of this past to change it only partly. The unjust convictions are
rooted in the souls of the destitutes too, they are not better than the predecessors
and don’t have a moral privilege: For once also their own ancestors have been
possessors. What we need are not forceful redistributions, but slow changes of
mentality, the sense of justice must increase in all and the readiness to violence
decrease.

But when Nietzsche was on the way to his concept of perfect man this evo-
lutional viewpoint gave afterwards place to a sharp refutation of all liberal and
social tendencies. This new evaluation becomes recognizable for the first time
in his Daybreak (Morgenrothe) in 1881. Under the headline May be to early
(Vielleicht verfriiht) one may read in III,164, that Nietzsche judged the first
attempts in selforganization of those, who did not think themselves obliged to
obedience to the existing customs and laws (and that means: the anarchists) as
in the whole appropriate and good, although he predicted, that it would trans-
form the coming century into a dangerous, which hangs a rifle over everyman’s
shoulder.%°
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But it is in the Zarathustra, where we find his poetical analysis of the role
of the present state and society and the demand addressed to the few, to keep
distance to them by mental emigration: The political reality of his days has
not been any more destined by organic peoples, but by state and market as the
quintessence of a new publicity.®” In this context the state is acting as a cheat,
declaring arrogantly to be the people, while in reality it is its death as the
coolest of all monsters: The state is exploiting the noble in favour of the too-
many. On the background of this diagnosis we have to understand his fervant
admonition in Also Spoke Zarathustra to go in distance to this incarnation of
mendacity: 3

There, where the state has its frontiers, is beginning the man, who does not be
pointless: There is beginning the song of necessity, this superb and irreplacable
melody.

There, where the state has its frontiers, — but look out, my brethren! Don’t you see
the rainbow and the bridge of the perfect man?%?

This bridge is waiting for all who know that the old tables of values with
their commandment to love God and one’s neighbour are broken. Now these
few have to define for themselves who is their enemy and their friend, whom
they should elect as a mirror of the perfect man.’® They must lead their own
wars for they pay obedience only to their own will. In consequence of this it
shall not be longer the justice of the claim which justifies war, but it is war,
which justifies every thing.”! Shortly: Nietzsche’s few are in every regard the
contrast to the too-many, to the “Heerdenmenschen”. They should become a
new aristocracy, which would have its legitimation and its honour not in its
origins, but in its will and its striving to force itself on the way to become
more similar to the best man and therefore in its future.”> This new aristocracy
would resist just as well to the rabble as to the tyrann, the Gewalt-Herr, as the
possible end of democratization.”? For the human society is not a result of a
treaty, but an experiment of searching and guessing, of guessing, who might
be able to command and who has to obey.”* So Nietzsche let his Zarathustra
give the advice to his imaginated disciples:

My brethren: the best 70 shall reign, the best is also willing to reign! And where
they have another doctrine, there is missing the best. 77

It is obvious that Nietzsche’s outlook has been in total opposition against
the democratic tendencies of his age: Its struggle for equality of rights and its
contempt of the traditional organic institutions were according to his judge-
ment showing nothing than its weakness and décadence.’®

In regard to the modern principle of equality of rights he remarked in Twi-
light of the Idols:"®

The doctrine of equality ... There is no more poisonal poison: for according to her
appearance she becomes preached by justice itself, while she really is the end of
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justice. .. “For the equal the equal, the unequals the unequal” — this would be the
true sermon of justice: and, what is its consequence, to make the unequal never
equal. 80

That the modern thesis of the equality of all men is deeply rooted in the
Christian belief in the immortality of their souls did Nietzsche not ignore.
Acording to the testimony of his Antichrist should this should become one of
the roots of his violent hatred against Christianity:3!

That every-man has an “immortal soul” in common with every-man, that in the to-
tality of all subjects the “salvation” of every-body has the same claim for an eternal
dignity, that little yes-men and three-quarter maniacs may imagine that for their
own sake the laws of nature are permanently broken — such an increase of egoism
into infinity, into impertinence one can not enough denounce with contempt . . . the
aristocratic sense became secretly undermined by the lie of the equality of souls,
and if the confidence into the “privilege of the most” is provoking revolutions, it is
without doubts Christianity with its judgements of value, which every revolution
only transforms in blood and crime! Christianity is the upheaval of all, what is
creaping on the ground, against that, what has highness: the gospel of the “Low”
makes low. ..

Already in his Twilight of the Idols Nietzsche reflected on the consequent
dissolution of all traditional institutions by the liberal ideas of his present: 8>

The premisses for the existence of institutions are will, instinct and imperative,
anti-liberal near to malic: a will of tradition, of authority, of responsibility looking
out to centuries, of solidarity to generations, forward, backward, in all directions
without an end.

It is especially remarkable, that he already in 1884 observed the strange
timelessness as a characteristic of modern men: 8

One lives for the day, one lives very quickly — one lives with-out responsibility:
and even this is called “liberty”.

The contemporary contempt of that, what makes an institution to a
such, is according to Nietzsche’s observation in full accordance with this
timelessness: 34

... it becomes hated, detested: one is meaning to be confronted with a dangerous
new slavery, where only the word “authority” is spoken. So developed is the dé-
cadence of the instinct for values of our politicians, of our political parties: they
instinctively prefer, what is disintegrating, what is accelerating the end.

In his Twilight of the Idols he draw also attention to the fact, that the so-
cial tendencies of his present are self-contradictory: the issues to integrate the
worker into the democratic society by giving them the rights of voting and
freedom of association were in his eyes partly responsible for their dissatisfac-
tion with their situation. If one has need for the worker as modern slave, one
should also treat him as such:
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If one is longing for slaves, one is a fool, to educate them as masters. 86

7. DEMOCRACY AS A FORERUNNER OF A NEW
ARISTOCRACY

On the other side it would be an absolute misunderstanding to see Nietzsche
as a backwards looking Romantic, for in Twilight of the Idols he wrote down: 87

If an age has passed, it has passed. A political party with a reactive program would
have misunderstood the essence of history: As time it is unreversable: there are also
to-day parties, which’s aim is a dreaming of a crayfish-like way of all things. But
nobody has the chance, to be a crayfish. There is no help: one has to go forward,
that means: step by step deeper into décadence (— that is my definition of modern
progress. ..). One may retard the development, and, by retardation, degeneration,
staunch, recollect it, that it becomes more powerful and quick: more is impossible.

But the restricted energies are preparing the soil for the grewing up of the
great men, which perform the historical change without any regard to public
opinion. ¥ For it is even the present most lenient rule, that ever has been on
earth® or at least in present Europe, which may provoke in exceptional men
an anarchic hatred against democracy.”® It would be a kind of higher feeling
for justice which could lead these to protest against the barriers of custom.

Nietzsche had no doubts, that a free democratic society, founded on the
principle of equality, is possible. In the end he had been convinced, that her
triumphant progress could not be retained. But in spite of this he did not take
her party. For this prospect did not arise his gay, but (as we already know from
his announcement of the last man) his unwilling feelings, his horror.”!

Liberty (he declared in Twilight of the Idols) means, that the masculine,
warlike instincts, which are certain of victory, have absolute power over others
as for example those of “luck”. The present truely liberated man and even
more the liberated mind, is trampling on the despisable species of well-being,
of which grocer, Christians, cattle, women, Englishmen and other democrats
are dreaming.”?

But in the same Nietzsche has been aware, that mental liberty and high cul-
ture can only exist in the scope of a pacified society for which there is no other
guarantor as the reliability and contentment of the working average citizen. It
is the mediocrity of craftsmen, tradesmen, farmer, academics, artists and the
like,”®> which constitutes a counterweight of the revolutionary and anarchic
rabble and is therefore the guarantor of the future. The power of the middle,
Nietzsche noted down in spring 1888, is kept up by the trade, specially by fi-
nancial transactions: the instinct of the capitalists is against every extreme,
therefore are the Jews in the present the most conservative force in our so
much threatened and unsecure Europe. They come along without revolutions
or socialism or militarism.*
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Therefore is every aristocrat and exceptional man obliged to treat the nor-
mal man not with arrogant condescension, but with more tender fingers ...
as himself and his equals. But because the men of the heerd and the excep-
tional individual are equal necessary, an assimilation to each other would not
be desirable, in the contrary, one should do all to deepen the gap.”’

Generally Nietzsche estimated his present time as governed by controversal
and incalculable tendencies, and it might be this disturbing aspect which kept
him distant to it and let him look out the more for the exceptional great man,
whom he judged in his last writings as the answer to the ‘labyrinthic mystery
of history. %

8. CONDITIONS AND MEANS FOR THE ORIGIN OF
A NEW ARISTOCRACY

Nietzsche’s aristocratic convictions let him ask the question under which
conditions this exceptional man could become possible. To give an adequate
answer he had to overcome the difficulty, that these exceptional men as such
are required,”’ while the time of their appearance is accidental. That they
mostly become masters of their time, has its reason in the fact that they are
more powerful, that they are elder, that they are the result of a long time of
gathering. Between a genius and his time exists a relation as between powerful
and weak, also as between old and young: the time is in every case relatively
younger, finer, minor, more at risk, more infantile. 98

In a democratic age Nietzsche has predicted two possibilities for the emer-
gence of exceptional-men: On the one hand he reckoned with the possibility,
that the process of democratization would by itself and inevitably lead to the
origin of a new aristocracy of masterful persons.”® On the other hand he de-
manded its preparation by education and breeding. Already in the Zarathustra
Nietzsche had asked his imaginated disciples to transcend themselves in their
love, that their children might become living monuments of their desire yearn-
ing for the perfect man.'% In a note written down between autumn 1885 and
autumn 1886 he introduced the idea of breeding an opposite to the men of the
herd, the too-many, in the way of a question: '°!

... could it not become appropriate in a time, in which the type of herd-animals
becomes developed, to do an experiment with a principally artifical and intended
breeding of the opposite and its virtues? And might it not for the democratic move-
ment as such become an aim, salvation and justification, if somebody would use
it as a mean to a new and sublime form of slavery, — as which the perfection of
the European democracy some day will appear, — that this higher species of grand
and Caesarean souls would appear on the scene, which would have necessary this
new slz]tz)igry? And this for their new, just until now impossible views, for their own
tasks?
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Nietzsche has boldly predicted, that the emergence of a total economic ad-
minstration of the earth would become unavoidable and that this might give
to the human race its meaning as an immense mechanism of more and more
assimilated small wheels, which would make the dominant elements superflu-
ous, for every body became a minimal force and a minimal significance. On
the other side he made out that even this development could prepare the soil for
the origin of a new aristocracy, which could legitimate this whole process. 193

Nietzsche has been convinced that the nationalism of his present was an
anachronism, for now all is pointing to a greater and common interest . ..
Europe’s economic unification is coming by necessity — and just as a reaction
the party of peace...'% If only the struggle of the casts and classes against
the exceptional person and for the equality of rights would begin, this party
would soon increase from a party of the oppressed to a big party. 1% Otherwise
he thought, that even such a peaceful democratic society would become the
best presupposition for the origin of exeptional persons: For as a result of a
continous peaceful development would decline the will to resistance against
them. 106

Nietzsche has been convinced that the nationalism of his present was an
anachronism, for now all is pointing to a greater and common interest ... Eu-
rope’s economic unification is coming by necessity — and just as a reaction the
party of peace. . .'%7 Therefore he took into consideration the other possibil-
ity of the emergence of transnational powers as the condition for the origin of
international families. These as the dominant race might make it to their task
to breed the coming “masters of the earth”, which could use according to its
predominance of will, knowledge, wealth an influence the democratic Europe
as their most obedient and movable toil, to master the fate of the earth.'%®
Nietzsche obviously expected, that the international economic circles respec-
tivly their leaders would transform themselves to a new aristocracy which’s
members would become in the course of times the true masters first of the
democratic Europe and then of the whole earth. So it remained at least the po-
litical creed of the philosopher, that even the modern democracy is finally in
need of an aristocratic executive class.

As far as it concerns the breeding of a new caste of Europe’s governors Ni-
etzsche thought it the best, to get married members of the Prussian nobility,
especially such of the officers’ class of Brandenburg with its art to give or-
ders and to obey, to those of Jewish financal circles as genii of money and of
patience. 1%

In regard to the expected great men Nietzsche wrote down, that already the
instinct of a civilized society would usually take care, that its threat by great
men should become under control or, as he said metaphorically, that it would
unload the explosive substance of the great men, and if possible, prevent their
origin and accumulation. For only in a hothouse cultivation have exceptional
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plants a right to exist, if there is enough power to give even to extravagance
an economical touch.'' On the background of these reflections Nietzsche
could judge, that the traditional education is right with its interest in the normal
and the prevention of the origin of exceptional men.!'! But Nietzsche, who
understood himself as a descendant of Polish nobility, '? for himself waited
for the great man as the executor of the secret will of his times.

9. SUMMARY AND OUTLOOK

It is presumable that my own generation after all its experiences with so
called great men will not share this expectation. But we should be prepared to
testify to Nietzsche his eminent sensibility as a petrel in front of the clouds of
the crisis of the traditional European convictions and values. His own central
ideas, which give his writings and aphoristic notes their coherence, are rooted
in his Dionysian myth which he believed to be the adequate answer to the new
picture of men as part of the universal life as it became emerging unter the
influence of science. Living in a mental distance to his present and prefering
to stay in a foreign country, which’s problems he could ignore, he looked out
for a society in which men might not loose the chance to live according to their
own essence.

It has been this message which became decisive for the reception of Ni-
etzsche’s Zarathustra by the German Youth Movement before and during the
First World-War. 113 The feeling to be one of these few, which Nietzsche had
addressed in his main-work, gave also to many a person of my own generation
the attitude to face the troubles and terrors of his present in dignity. !'* In a time
governed by mass-media it is predictable, that Nietzsche’s Zarathustra will re-
main also in the future a consolation to all, who prefer take responsibility for
their own thinking and existence.

In regard to his historical prognosis of the emergence of an international
economy which makes nationalism obsolete he has fundamentally been right,
even if the latter is still alive particularily in underdeveloped countries. One
may guess that the present economic leaders are on the way to become the
masters of the world and that the state is more and more loosing its functions.
But we have to wait and see, whether an economic leadership will be able
to guarantee social stability as the premiss for society’s stability. That they
can’t neglect it, might be in the present a commonplace. To find a balance be-
tween the needs of the individual and those of the community is (as already
Hegel has seen) the basic problem of modern society. !> But the individual’s
needs are not only material but also mental: In a time in which everybody is
becoming more and more a little and interchangeable wheel in the great eco-
nomic machinery he must have the good feeling to be estimated for his own
sake. Therefore, Plato’s admonition that those in charge of governing should
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steadily follow the heuristic utopia of the just city might still be worthy of
consideration. ''® Only in this context we do not want to miss Nietzsche’s re-
minder, that also a democratic society is needing an aristocracy and that justice
has to take into account also the unequality of men: Equality in front of the law
and equality of rights are not unevitably identical, an understanding, which is
practiced also in modern democratic republics. But nobody can genuinely wish
to live in a society which’s order is not based on Kant’s principle of law, that
in a legitimate state the liberty of every-body must be in harmony with the
liberty of every-body. !!” And last not least: So as human morality is rooted in
the essence of man as a zoon politikon kai logon echon''® matter stands also
in regard to the belief in God: Both did not survive only by fortune Nietzsche’s
Beyond Good and Evil''° respectively his Antichrist.'?? If we transpose Niet-
zsche’s demand for a new aristocracy in this horizon into the present situation
of globalization we have to imagine groups of men and women, which are
well-educated, modest, responsible, open-minded and ready for use and ac-
tion, which understand their position in government, politics and economy not
only as the representatives of their parties, peoples, nations or concerns, but
have simultaneously in their mind the public good of the whole earth. The fact,
that such an elite might only exist in the context of a similarly educated pop-
ulation, reminds us to the other, that education has to be more than an instruc-
tion of technical abilities, but has to include character-forming. What Plato has
taught about the watcher in his ideal polis is valid also, if we transfer it to a
modern elite (rep.I.376¢): A good and competent (kalos kagathos) guardian
of the city should be according to our standards a lover of knowledge and wis-
dom (philosophos), spirited (thumoeidés), agile and strong by nature.'*! But
men’s nature is needing education, if it shall develop its best-form, its areté.
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All the quotations of Nietzsche are given according to the German critical edition of Gior-
gio Colli and Mazzino Montinari (for the letters KGB, for the writings and the released
remarks KGW). The equivalenes between both and the critical study-edition (KGS) are
given in KGS 14. The English translations belong to the author. I thank Pastor Karl-Heinz
Barthelmes, Bad Hersfeld, for his amicable assistance by correcting my English and join-
ing in the proof-readings.

. EH, KGW VI/3, 261.1-11.
. EH, KGW VI/3, 363.2-8.

EH, KGW VI/3, 372.31f.

. EH, KGW VI1/3, 317.17.

. EH, KGW VI1/3, 300.12.

. EH, KGW V1/3, 266.4-8.

. KGB III/5, Nr. 1187, 522.10-12.

. KGB III/5, Nr. 1239, 572.3-7.

. KGB 1II5, Nr. 1245, 574.

. Nr. 1246, ibd.

. Nr. 1249, 575.

. Nr. 1250, 576.

. Ross (1984=1999) 783: In der letzten Weisheit seines Wahns wachsen der Gott des

Lebens, Dionysos, und der Gott aller Himmel, der Gekreuzigte, wieder zusammen.
Cf. Janz III (1979) 32-33.

. For the essence and myths of the god cf. W. Burkert (1977), 251-260. For the opposite of

Dionysos and Apoll including its Nietzschean formulation cf. ibd. 341-343.
KGB III/5, Nr. 1245, 574.

KGB III/5, Nr. 1256, 578.2ff.

EH, KGW VI/3, 310.5-8.

For the role of the next world in the ancient Bacchian mysteries cf. Burkert (1977), 432-
440.

GT, 10, KGW 11I/1, 67.16-19, cf. also GT, 8, 59.17-21.

GT, 10, KGW 1II/1, 67.20-68.6; for similar explanations and cf. the critical report of A.
Lesky (1972) 17-25; for the influence of the orgiastic aspect of the god for the origin of
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26.
27.
28.

29.

30.

31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
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the theater cf. J. Latacz (1993), 38 and 40, for the complex and artifical character and its
political background of the great Dionysians ibd. 41f., for the presence of the god in the
theatre as a spectator of the play in form of his statue cf. J. Latacz (1993), 43 and A. Ley
(1997), 655, for the unsolved problems of the relations between tragedy and the Dionysian
mysteries 656.

GT, 10, KGW III/1, 68.35-69.7; but cf. also J. Latacz (1993) 65-67, who returns to Aristo-
tle’s famous explanation poet. 1449 b 27f., cf. also 1453 b 12, that the aim of the tragedy
has been to lead the spectators through pity and fear to cleaning of the emotions.

GT, 4, KGW III/1, 9.19-21.

FW, Vorrede zur zweiten Ausgabe (preface to the second edition) 3, KGW V/2, 17.33-
18.2.

FW 'V, 370, KGW V/2, 303.28-31.
FWIII, 115, KGW V/2, 152.15-20.

FW 111, 124, KGW V/2, 158-160, espec. 158.32-159.9; cf. also JGB 3. Hauptstiick 53,
KGW V172, 70.26-30: That God is a father became fundamentally proved to be wrong;
as like that he is a “judge”, the “revenger” or that he has a “free will”: he doesn’t hear —
and if he should hear, he could in spite of this not help. The worst is, that he is unable to
communicate clearly: is he unclear? That Nietzsche could praise this event of the shaking
of all ethical values in his Zarathustra as the great melting wind opening the way to a true
future, cf. Z III: Von alten und neuen Tafeln (About old and new tables) 8, KGW VI/I1,
248, is an expression of his attempt to overcome it by his concepts of the best man and the
eternal recurrence.

Cf. already AM I, 1: Von den ersten und den letzten Dingen (About the first and the final
things) 18: Zur Geschichte der moralischen Empfindungen (To the history of the moral
sentiments), KGW IV/2, 36.7-16: The conviction of free-will is a fundamnental error of
all what is organic and is as old as logical movements are in it; the conviction of absolute
substances and identical things is also a crucial and as old error of all, what is organic. In
so far as the whole metaphysic has been occupied primarily with substance and freedom
of will, one may call it as the science, which is occupied with the basic errors of man, but
so as if they were basic-truths.

Behind your thoughts and your sensations, my brethren, is standing a mightful comman-
der, an unknown wise-man- his name is the self. He is dwelling in your body, he is your
body. Z I: Von den Verichtern des Leibes (About the despisers of body), KGW VI/1,
35-37, espec. 36.3-5.

NF Sommer 1886-Herbst 1887 5[71.4], KGW VIII/1, 216.22-25.

AC, KGW VI/3, 178.21-28.

JGB 1,21, KGW VI/2, 30.7-14.

GD: Die vier Irrthiimer (The four errors) 8., KGW VI/3, 90.17-91.8.

Cf. K. Lowith (1967) 156.

Z I: Von der schenkenden Tugend (About the giving virtue) 2., KGW VI/1, 95.27.

Cf. also Nietzsche’s remark on the effect of the Dionysian mysteries as guarantor of an
eternal life through eternal recurrence in GD: Was ich den Alten verdanke (For which I
am indebted to the Ancients) 4., KGW VI/3, 153.11-23: It has been a triumphant yes to
life beyond change and death and understood the true life as continuation by procreation.
Therefore these mysteries have been such of sexuality.
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40.

41.
42.
43.

44,
45.
46.
47,
48.
49.
50.

51.

52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.

58.
59.
60.

Cf. also GD: Streifziige 24, KGW VI/3, 122.9-11: ... the heroic man pries together with
the tragedy his existence, — only to him gives the poet this draught of sweetest crudelity.

For the prehistory of the concept and its for Nietzsche relevant biological background cf.
W. Kaufmann (1982) 359-370 respect. R. Safranski (2000) 268-276. For the undergrowth
of conjectures about Nietzsche’s homoerotic constitution, as they became systematically
developed by J. Kohler (1992) — cf. especially 267-324 — and their relevance for the un-
derstanding of the philosopher see Safransky, 251-256.

Z 1: Vorrede 3-4 KGW VI/1, 8-12; cf. already NF Friihjahr-Sommer 1875 5[11], KGW
VI/1, 119.6-10.

Z 1: Vorrede 5., KGW IV/1, 12-15.
In German: Ein Buch fiir alle und keinen, KGW VI/1, 1.

The fourth part plays the same role as the satyr-play in the Greek tragedy, which follows
to three tragedies, and became therefore published in 1885 originally only for private
circulation; but one can also take the whole book of course as a symphony with its four
parts and even the memory of Richard Wagner’s Ring der Nibelungen with its prologue
and its three operas is adequate.

Cf. M. Pohlenz (1959%2=19927) 78-81.

Cf. B.L. van der Waerden (1952) 125-155.

Cf. NF Friihjahr 1888: 14[81] and [98], KGW VIII/3, 52-53 and 66-68.
Cf. EH, KGW VI/3, 333.4-12.

FW, KGW V/2, 250.

250.24-31.

For the background of this concept and Nietzsche’s temporary doubts cf. M. Monti-
nari ([1975] 1999) 118-124; R. Safranski (2000).233-242 and more detailed H. Ottmann
(19992) 363-382; to its philosophical content as an interpretation of the process of life as a
creating and destroying power and its connection to the symbol of Dionysos cf. K. Lowith
(1956) 179-198, espec. 192-198; to Nietzsche’s concept of will to power as premiss for his
thought of eternal recurrence cf. M. Heidegger (1986) 157-173 and H. Ottmann, 375-382.

The concept of the eternal recurrence of the same has in some regard the meaning of a
new categoric imperative, which we may formulate: Become what you are by confronting
yourself to eternity; cf. also K. Lowith (1956) 127-141. One should not ignore, that it is in
the same a universal and cosmic aspect of the Dionysian myth of coming to be and passing
away. As such were Nietzsche’s temporary issues to give to it a physical base an error; cf.
also H. Ottmann (1999) 367.

Z: Preface 3, KGW VI/1, 8-10.

Z 11I: Der Genesende (The recovering man) 2., KGW VI/1, 268.311f.

Z 11I: Der Genesende (The recovering man), KGW VI/1, 266-273, quotation 3.,270.29-34.
FW 1V: Sanctus Januarius 276: Zum neuen Jahr, KGW V/2, 201.9-12.

Z 111: Der Genesende 2, KGW VI1/1, 273.1-3.

Z 1II: Die sieben Siegel: Das Ja- und Amen-Lied (The seven seals: The yes and amen-
song), KGW VI/1, 287.15-21.

The two rings, combound with each other, are the symbol of the eternal recurrence.
Cf. also DD: Ruhm und Ewigkeit (Glory and eternity) 4., KGW VI/3, 402.25-403.19.
KGW VI/3, 154.14-18.28-31.
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Cf. also EC: Die Geburt der Tragddie (The Birth of Tragedy) 3., KGW VI/3, 310, espec.
11.24-29, where Nietzsche claims for himself to be the first tragic philosopher who has
transformed the Dinoysian in a philosophical pathos.

JGB: Neuntes Hauptstiick: was ist vornehm? (Nineth article: what is noble?) 265, KGW
VI1/2, 229.26-30.

Cf also above, ###.

Cp. NF Herbst 1885-Herbst 1886: 2[5], KGW VIII/1, 66.25-67.1; cf. also his verdict
against the socialists in AC 58, KGW VI/3, 242.15-32, where he is speaking of them

as socialistic riff-raff with its joy in destroying the modesty of the worker in his small
existence and making him envious and vengeful.

MA 1, 8: Ein Blick auf den Staat (A look on the state) Besitz und Gerechtigkeit (Posession
and justice) 462, KGW 1V/2, 303f.

M, KGW V/1, 147.8-10.

Cf. Z I: Von den Fliegen des Marktes (About the flies of the market), KGW VI/1, 61-64.
Z1,59.31-60.3.

Already 1878 Nietzsche has been convinced that the mission of the democratic concept of
state would as its result be the end of it, cf. MA I: 8. Ein Blick auf den Staat (A look on
the state: 427): Religion und Regierung (Religion and Government) KGW 1V/2, 312-317,
espc. 314.31-317.6. Only three years later he observed that the younger deputees placed
the politics of their party over their own wisdom, cf. M III: 183: Die Alten und die Jungen
(The old and the young man), KGW V/1, 159.5-21, espec. 14-21.

Z 1: Von der Nichstenliebe (About the love of the neighbour), KGW VI/1, 73-75.

Cf. 55.8.

Z 11I: Von alten und neuen Tafeln (About old and new tables) 12, KGW VI/1, 250f.; but cf.
also MA 1.8: Ein Blick auf den Staat (A look on the state) 440: Von Gebliit (Of descent),
KGW 1V/2,297.13-34.

Ibd. 11, KGW VI/1, 250.

Ibd. 25, KGW VI/1, 261.

Ibd. 21, KGW VI/1, 259.9-11.

Neuter.

That Nietzsche’s Zarathustra has not in his mind an economic aristocracy is turned out by
his contemptive speech of the economists as grocers (Krimer), cf. ibd. 21, KGW VI/1,
258.30-259.2: May the grocer reign there, where all, what is still splendid, is grocer’s
gold! The time of kings is over: what to-day is calling himself people, does not deserve
kings.

Cf. below, #i##.

GD: Streifziige 48: Fortschritt in meinem Sinne, KGW V1/3, 144f., quotation 144.23-28.
Cf. already Z I: Vorrede (Preface) 5., KGW VI/1, 14: Everybody is longing for the same,
everybody is equal: who has other feelings goes voluntarly into the madhouse and also
NF Friihjahr 1888 14[182], KGW VIII/3, 159.11-32 espec. 24-32: Who is longing for
retaining power, flatters the rabble, must have the rabble at his side — in front of the genii:

they become heralds of sentiments, which are able to fill with enthusiasm the masses — the
note of sympathy, the reverence for all, what has lived ailing, low, despised, persecuted, is
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drowing down all the other melodies (types: V. Hugo and R. Wagner). ... the emergence
auf rabble means once more the emergence of the old values.

AC 43, KGW VI/3, 215.17-24 und 216.15-23. To Nietzsche’s understanding of Christian-
ity cf. K. Jaspers, Nietzsche und das Christentum (1938). In: id. (1968) 330-376 espec.
340-356.

GD: Streifziige eines Unzeitgemissen (expeditions of an inopportunist) 39, KGW VI/3,
134.31-135.8.

Cf. too NF Friihjahr 1884: 25[9], KGW VII/2, 7 and GD, Streifziige 39, KGW VI/3, 134f.
Ibd. 135.17-24.

GD: Streifziige 40: Die Arbeiter-Frage (The question of workers), KGW VI/3, 136f., quo-
tation 137.8-10; cf. too NF November 1887-Mirz 1888, 11[60], KGW VIII/2, 271f.; cf.
also Z I1I: Von alten und neuen Tafeln (About old and new tables) 22, KGW VI/1, 259.13-
15: If such a people should get bread for nothing, — woe! For what would they yell! Their

maintenance (Unterhalt) — that is their adequate entertainment (Unterhaltung), and they
shall have it hard!

MA 1.8: Ein Blick in den Staat (A look at the state) 451: Gerechtigkeit als Parteien-Lockruf
(Justice as call of the parties), KGW IV/2, 303 Nietzsche judges the social mentality of
the ruling classes as expression of justice, but the socialistic demand for equality of rights
of the oppressed class as such of its greed, a judgement understandable only in the context
of his basic concept of the unequality of rights as expression of true justice.

GD: Streifziige 43, KGW VI/3, 133.15-30.
Cf. GD: Streifziige 44, 139.2-10.

Cf. too his NF Friihjahr 1888: 15[63], KGW VIII/3, 243.17-22: Seen in the whole our
present mankind has reached an enormous quantity of humanity. That this becomes usually
not felt, is for itself a proof of it: we became as sensitive for the little needs, that we
unsuitably overlook, what has been reached. But cf. also his contemptuous judgement
GD: Streifziige 37., KGW VI/3, 130-133, espec. 131.9-132.15, where he is denouncing
the present humanity as a consequence of a vital decline, of décadence.

GD: Streifziige 45: Der Verbrecher und was ihm verwandt ist (The criminal and what is
of his art), KGW VI/3, 140-142, espec. 142.2f.

JGB 5: Zur Naturgeschichte der Moral (On the natural-history of morality) 203, KGW
VI1/2, 129.31-130.5.

GD: Streifziige 38: Mein Begriff der Freiheit (My concept of freedom), KGW VI/3,
133.29-134.2.

Cf. too NF Friihjahr 1888: 14[182], KGW VIII/3, 160.24-33.
Id. 14[182], KGW VIII/3, 160-161, quotation 160.33-161.5.
NF Herbst 1887 10[59], KGW VIII/2, 158.25-32.

167.8-16.

Objectively judged they are as useless as every greatness, cf. GD 50, KGW VI1/3, 146.25-
29.

KGW VI/3, 139.17-24.
See below.

Z I: Von Kind und Ehe (About child and marriage), KGW VI/1, 86-88, cf. also III: Von
alten und neuen Tafeln (About old and new tables) 12, ibd., 250.25-27: O, my brethren,
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I dedicate and instruct you to become a new nobility: you shall become procreators and
breeders and sowers of the future. Cf. already above, p.###.

2[13], KGW VIII/1, 71.26-72.4; for Nietzsche’s concept of breeding and education cf. H.
Ottmann (19992) 262-265.

Cf. too 2[179], 153.25-27.

NF Herbst 1887: 10[17], KGW VII/2, 128f., cf. already NF Friihjahr 1884: 25[221], KGW
VII/2, 68.1-11.

NF November 1887-Mirz 1888: 11[235], KGW VIII/2, 334f.; cf. already Z III: Von alten
und neuen Tafeln (About old and new tables) 21, KGW VI/1, 258.27-29 and 6-8: Go
your own ways! And let the people and the peoples go their ways! — dark ways verily,
in which there is not even one hope flashing! ... They are laying in way for each other,
they are laying in watch to take each other something away —, and they call this “good
neighbourhood.” O, blessed, far times, when a people said to itself: “I want to become
master of peoples!” It might be appropriate to underline, that Nietzsche in spite of a lot of
martial utterances has not been a militarist. As a proof I quote what he noticed some days
before his mental break (NF Dezember 1888-Januar 1889: 25[15], KGW VIII/3, 459.14-
27): Nobody is asking more strictly than I, that every man becomes a soldier, for there
is no other mean, to educate a people to the virtues of obedience and commanding, to
tactfulness, in attitude and gestures, to cheerfulness and bravery, [-] to educate to mental
freedom ... To place afterwards such an élite of force and youth and power in front of
cannons is madness. Believing to be himself the master of the world he added (459.28-
31): I shall not consent, that a canaille of Hohenzollern might anyone command to do a
crime ... There are no rights of obedience, if the commander is only a Hohenzollern.

11[236], KGW VIII/3, 335.
NF Herbst 1887: 10[61], KGW VIII/2, 159.19-28.
Cf. above note 104.

NF Herbst 1885-Herbst 1886: 2[57], KGW VIII/2, 85f. and to the matter H. Ottmann
(1999) 390-391.

JGB.8: Volker und Vaterldnder (peoples and countries) 251, KGW VI/2, 200-203, cf. es-
pec. 202.26-203.5 and also NF Dezember 1888-Januar 1889: 25[11], KGW VIII/3, 456,
where Nietzsche calls the officers and Jewish bankers as his natural allies, while it is im-
possible for the first to be Christians and the latter represent the only international power.
These suggestions prove, that Nietzsche has not been an Anti-Semite; cf. also O. Kaiser
(1994), 269-282. As an example for such a breeding used Nietzsche the Indian Code of
Mani, cf. GD: Die Verbesserer (The reformer) 3, KGW VI1/3, 94f. — Reflecting those prob-
lems Nietzsche made in November 1888 the proposal, the society might take care to pre-
vent the reproduction of badly turned out men without any consideration of origins, rank
or mental capacity, cf. NF Friihjahr-Sommer 1888: 16[9], KGW VIII/3, 281; cf. also H.
Ottmann (19992) 245-265.

NF Friihjahr-Sommer 1888: 16 [9], KGW VIII/3, 281.
NF Friihjahr-Sommer 1888: 16[6], KGW VIII/3, 280f.
Studien aller Art zu “die frohliche Wissenschaft” (Studies of all kind to the “Gay Sci-
ence”): [21 = M III 2a Sommer 1882], 21[2], KGW V/2, 5791, cf. also the letter to Georg
Brandes from April 10th 1888, KGB III/5, Nr. 1014, 288.60-63 and to the biographical

background and the reality Richard Blunck in: Janz I (1978) 25-27; to his excessive in-
crease of his self-confidence cf. EH, KGW VI/3, 266.18-29.
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113. Cf. M. Schneider (2000) 53.
114. Cf. Plat. rep.V1.496d.

115. Cf. J. Ritter (1956). In: id. (1977) 183-233 and also H. Offermann (1999) 391-394, who
argues, that Nietzsche would be misunderstood if one would judge him in an undifferenti-
ated manner as a subjectivist.

116. Cf. Plat.rep.VI.XIIL.500b; 501b and 505a-b and for the term “heuristic utopia,” W. Drech-
sler (1998) 45-61, esp. 52f., and H.-G. Gadamer (1983). In: id. (1991) 270-289, espec.
275-278, recepted by O. Kaiser (2000) 60-79, espec. 66-70, cf. also id. (1999b) 278-295.

117. Kant (1797), Akademie Ausgabe VI, 230-231 respect. ed. K. Vorlinder, ed. (1954) 35.10-
15 and for example R.J. Sullivan (1989=1995) 247-260.

118. Cf. Aristotle, pol. 1253a.1-10.

119. Cf. G. Patzig (1971) 32-61 and A. Maclntyre (1985=1999) 256-263.

120. Cf. E.Lévinas (1983=1985) und O. Kaiser (1996=1998) 258-281 and id. (1999a) 411-426.
121. Cf. W. Jaeger (1959), 310-319.
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