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anything, whether divine or not. “No ‘eternal will'—wills.”® The innocence of the
world as becoming is restored to human beings and taken out of the hands of some divine
being. The world as such eliminates any “eternal will” and makes the Kantian type of
rationality, which believes it can “know” the real world, impossible.' But, Zarathustra
continues, “A little wisdom is ever possible”—a new wisdom about the heavens.”® This
“new wisdom” is of course night wisdom and is new only in the sense of individuals
coming to discover and affirm it in their own time. Once one comes to fully accept this
wisdom, one will embrace chance, or fate, and the innocence of becoming: “O heaven
above me . . . That is your purity to me now . . . that you are to me a dance floor for
divine accidents, that you are to me a divine table for divine dice and dice players!”®
With night wisdom, one can accept such “divine accidents” because one knows that
everything no matter how big or “unspeakably small” contributes to what one 1s. And
fully accepting night wisdom with a2 Yes and Amen is also the highest affirmation of the
world: Amor fati!

In the middle of his affirmation of the night wisdom, the nighttime sky suddenly
“blushes.” Startled, Zarathustra asks, “Did T speak the unspeakable? Did I blaspheme,
by wishing to bless you?” But the sky's blush [errdthest] is a warning of the danger of
betraying their secret (the night wisdom) to the quickly approaching day. The night sky

is “telling” Zarathustra that he should not openly discuss/bless the night wisdom so close

* Thid, NS4 IV, p. 209 (20).

! We see this notion again addressed in 1888 in Gotzen-Dammerung, especially in the chapters “Die
Vernunft' in der Philosophie™ and “Wie die 'wahre Welt' endlich zur Fabel wurde”

2 Z I 4; NS4 IV, p. 209 (28).

B Thid; NS4 IV, p. 209-210 (31-32, 34-02).
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to the light of day. Zarathustra, too, realizes this: “Do you wish me gone and silent
because now—the day comes?”** Most people blissfully sleep through the night ignorant
of there even existing a night wisdom. Therefore Zarathustra must not mention and
thereby expose the night wisdom to those sleepers slowly waking to the dawn.® The
danger here is in exposing the night wiédom to those individuals not yet ready, or willing,
to accept it. This would have a shattering effect on their lives. But by keeping the neces-
sary fictions of day wisdom as their “truths,” this will help to gradually pave the way and
ready people to possibly one day affirm the night wisdom. In 1878 Nietzsche wrote,
“Whoever unveiled to us the nature of the world, would produce for all of us the most
unpleasant disappointment.”™® People must come to this realization and affirmation on
their own and in their own time.

Before the dawn finally comes, Zarathustra praises the night sky one last time:
“The world is deep—: and deeper than has ever been meant for the day. Not everything

may have words for the day. But the day is coming: thus we now part!™*’

Day wisdom
teaches and upholds such necessary fictions as the doctrines of eternal return and the
Ubermensch. But the world is much “deeper.” The reality of the world, though, is hard
to accept and even harder to teach. One cannot “put into words” the reality of the night-

time during the day. Zarathustra finally realizes this and recognizes the function of the

day wisdom; to both pave the way for accepting the night wisdom and to keep human

M Tbid; NS4 IV, p. 210 (3-4) and (6-7).
* For an excellent description of these “sleepers,” see Der Wanderer und sein Shatten, 8.
4 AMAM 29, NSA 11, p. 50 (5-6).

Y Z 11 4; NS4 IV, p. 210 (8-10).
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beings faithful to the earth (so they do not have to turn to such life-denying alternatives
such as religion).

“Vor Sonnen-Aufgang” is | believe an extremely pivotal part of understanding both
Zarathusira and Nietzsche in general. This section provides a very useful insight into his
philosophy. Nietzsche realized that most people did not understand, Zarathustra, but with
the separation of a day and night wisdom Nietzsche's philosophical activity becomes
more defined. What he intends is for human beings to fully understand and uncondition-
ally accept the world as it truly is (as becoming). As discussed above, though, this has
tremendous repercussions which many people will not be able to handle. But instead of
presenting the world as it truly is to human beings and ignoring those who cannot deal
with it, Nietzsche develops a day and night wisdom to make life bearable. The docirine
of eternal return is, 1 argue, a necessary fiction which is meant to help ease people into
proclaiming “amor fati.” In approaching an affirmation of the eternal return, an individ-
ual is presented with a challenge. Essentially one must ask the question of whether one
can accept the destiny of one's being in such a way that they could also accept the
necessity of their past. In this way Nietzsche is presenting a doctrine, the eternal return,
to support an attitude, amor faii:

My formula for the greatness in the human being is
amor fati: that one wants to have nothing different,
not forward, not backward, not in all eternity. Not
merely endure that which is necessary, still seldomly

concealing—all idealism is untruthfulness before the
necessary—, but fo Jove it . 8

S FHL10; NS4 VL p. 297 (24-29).
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Many commentators believe the eternal return and amor fati to be two expressions of the
same affirmation. Amor fati, I believe, is the highest affirmation ons can make of one's
life and the world. It is a complete acceptance of both the world and of oneself as the in-
nocence of becoming. This is why Nietzsche includes this as part of night wisdom;
accepting it has severe consequences. It is to realize that “the world is deeper than the
day has been aware.”

The Ubermensch is also a necessary fiction Nietzsche included in day wisdom.
Nietzsche has turned the world inside out. Nihilism, that inevitable event, has destroyed
all meaning, all value, and all goals. Instead of the ordered, rational world of the
traditional Enlightenment, Nietzsche teaches that the world and individuals are con-
tinually changing, or becoming. Nietzsche, though, intends this to be experienced as a
great liberation. Through knowing the “true” character of the world individuals can now
engage in “true” subjectivity—that of self-creation. This type of life, however, is diffi-
cult in that one is always both striving to become something new and continually creating
new values for oneself. It is a difficult and dangerous way of life. Most people could and
would not choose to live as such. As a result, Nietzsche conceals this aspect of night
wisdom with another necessary fiction, the Ubermensch. In Part I1 T have argued that the
Ubermensch is to be “used” as a symbol by which to guide one’s life. As a result, the
{bermensch is the symbol of the perfect embodiment of will to power as self-
overcoming and is thereby the supreme symbol of Nietzschean subjectivity. Instead of
allowing human beings to invent a new god to replace the dead one, Nietzsche creates
and presents the Ubermernsch into their day wisdom. This doctrine helps people “see”

that this type of life is possible, despite its difficult character. The Ubermensch, as a
yP p P
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necessary fiction in day wisdom, will help prepare and ready people to accept the night
wisdom of will to power as the continual process of self-overcoming.
Now that Nietzsche has exposed the “true” character of the world and how indi-
viduals can exist in it, he believes he has destroyed both the flawed worldview of the
raditional Enlightenment and its flawed “subject” which occupied that world. We are

now confronted with the question, what kind of politics, if any, can the Nietzschean self-

creator be engaged in?



Part 111:

Nietzsche’s Political
Thinking

What from your forebears you received as heir
Acquire, if you would possess it!

—Goethe
Faust

You tremble, carcass?
You would tremble a lot more
if you knew where 1 am taking you.

—General Turenne



CHAPTER NINE:
THE NOBLE CULTURE

Parts I and 11 argued for a particular reading of Nietzsche’s philosophy. I argued
that Nietzsche was an ardent critic of the traditional Enlightenment, yet that he continued
that movement’s project of subjectivity. Along with critiquing the Enlightenment’s view
of subjectivity Nietzsche also exposed the dangers of various political ideologies in the
nineteenth century—ideologies he saw as extensions of the Enlightenment. In the previ-
ous chapter T examined the type of world Nietzsche saw his subjects or self-creators
inhabiting; mainly a world of becoming that cannot uphold any universal or absolute
ideas. In the following chapter I will discuss what kind of politics, if any, the Nietz-
schean subject can engage themselves in. Important here will be my emphasis on
Nietzsche’s political thinking. Just as he does not offer a systematic moral theory in
place of the ones he critiqued, he also does not offer a systematic political philosophy
after critiquing nineteenth century political ideologies. This is why I characterize his
politics as “political thinking:” In staying consistent with his overall philosophy,
Nietzsche presents ideas as to what he considers the only viable way to approach politics
in a world of becoming. As a result, some of Nietzsche’s political thinking is both
indefensible and ridiculous in today’s world. The core of his political thinking centres
around the idea of creating the conditions for the future cultivation of “higher”
individuals. But a paradox seems to emerge between his notion of “self-creators” and
these “higher” individuals creating or legislating for others. Through examining this
paradox, this leads to Nietzsche’s view of the order of rank [Rangordnung], which

politically translates into a hierarchy. But, as I contend below, his hierarchy is to be



understood as a relationship based on status, not power. In this way I believe Nietzsche’s
paradox can be better understood.

Nietzsche observed that in the past a person achieved greatness through strength
and struggle. Nowadays, though, a person who wishes to strive for this type of greatness
1s harnessed and kept down by his or her fellow human beings. The “harness” that keeps
great people chained down is, according to Nietzsche, religion; especially the Judeo-
Christian tradition. This is yet another line of reasoning that leads to Nietzsche’s procla-
mation that God is dead. For only after God is dead and the world is plunged into
nihilism (and the devaluation of values), can the great or noble human being re-emerge
and once again claim his or her “original values” (through the revaluation of values).'
Furthermore, through the revaluation of values Nietzsche believes the future has promise.

Whereas Zur (Genealogie der Moral details Nietzsche’s analysis of the source and
nature of the crisis of Western civilization, Jenseits von Gut und Bose details his
prescription for the future. In the Genealogie, Nietzsche discusses both the origins and
consequences of the “slave revolt in morality,” and offers a political explanation for the
origin of all morals. Jenseits von Gut und Bose, especially the chapter “wir Gelehrten,”
describes what the “philosophers of the future” will be like. Such philosophers will
create new values for themselves. They will have to be more than interpreters and
systematizers of accepted values of the day. The philosophers of the future will apply
“the knife vivisectionally to the chest . . . of the virtues of the time,” thereby exposing
those values which tend to inhibit the enhancement of humanity. These philosophers will

also take on the greatest of tasks and the gravest of responsibilities by figuring out “value

! see chapter five above for more on this point.
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and rank after determining how much and how many single things one can carry upon
himself” In the end, the “New Philosophers” will be those who strive for and promote
greatness, which entails “being noble, wanting to be by oneself, being able to be differ-
ent, standing alone, and having to live on one’s own.”> The new philosophers along with
meeting the challenge of self-creation are those who strive to promote the cultivation of
the “higher man.”

Tracy Strong notes that Nietzsche’s political views generally fall into two catego-
ries. The first category includes Nietzsche’s thoughts about the Greeks: “Here
[Nietzsche] finds a unity of philosophy and politics.” The second category concerns con-
temporary Europe, “where he finds this unity dissolved.” Through the revaluation of
values human beings can go beyond the good and evil values that both presently prevail
and were imposed upon them. Human beings, through overcoming conventional
morality, can become the philosophers of the future. Such philosophers “are command-
ers and legislators . . . Their ‘knowing’ is creating, their creating is a legislation.”* The
message from the Genealogie is that politics and morality are tied together, and since mo-
rality has gone off course, so has politics. The overcoming of morality, therefore, plays
an important role towards a better political future. In this chapter I will examine what
Nietzsche means by “higher politics” [grosse Politik]. Important here will be Nietzsche’s
view of Greek society and how he utilizes the Greek’s notion of politics to formulate his
doctrine of the order of rank. I will conclude this chapter with a discussion of Nietzsche’s

hierarchy and argue that he understood “hierarchy” as a relationship of encompassment.

ZJGB 212; NSA V, p. 145 (30-31); p. 146 (13-14); and p. 147 (09-11).
> Strong, p. 188.

T JGB211; NS4 V, p. 145 (08, 14-15).



By understanding hierarchy as such, many of the apparent inconsistencies disappear from
Nietzsche’s political thinking >
Schutte explains that in 1886 Nietzsche decided “to unify the meaning of all his

7% T would qualify Schutte’s

works through the theme of the overcoming of morality.
statement by saying that Nietzsche’s fundamental focus was the overcoming of modern
decadence, including the decadence of conventional morality. In any case, this theme
became significant in Nietzsche’s works after 1886.7 This, though, is not to imply that
Nietzsche disregarded his works prior to 1886. In his notebooks he explains that his
earlier books were preparing the way for the destruction of morality:

The Dawn. Morals as a sum of prejudices. The Gay

Science. Scorn over European morality. Z<arathustra>.

View of an overcoming of morals. How might a human

being raise existence, beyond living?®
Zarathustra presents the theme of self-overcoming [Se/bstitherwindung] modeled after
the Ubermensch. But in Jenseits von Gut und Bose, Nietzsche was more interested in

developing the foundation for a new grounding/perspective of values based on the idea of

an order of rank in both human beings and in society.

> An important point to keep in mind is that by my arguing Nietzsche’s political thinking is consistent with
his everali critical philosophy, I am not condoning this type of political order. My argument is mainly that
Nietzsche had in mind a hierarchy based on status, not power, and this helps to eliminate many inconsisten-
cies inherent in his thinking. Bat by no means am [ supporting his contention of establishing such a
hierarchy in today’s world.

® Schutte, p. 109

" These works include Jenseits von Gut und Bose, Zur Genealogie der Moral, Gotzen-Ddammerung, Der
Antichrist, and Ecce homo.

¥ Nachgelassene Fragmente 2{124]; NS4 X1, p. 123-124 (24-06).



234

A. The Self-Overcoming of Morality

The self-overcoming of morality developed ocut of Nietzsche’s critique of the
foundation of Western morality. Morality, to Nietzsche, was founded on lies (i.e., the
metaphysical and religious foundations of conventional morality) which split reality into
opposites. Those lies, though, led to the event of God’s death, which resulted in nihilism
and a complete state of chaos. “[Al]t least the horizon appears free to us again.”® But
Zarathustra tells his disciples to embrace this chaos: “I say to you: one must still have
chaos in oneself to be able to give birth to a dancing star. I say to you: you still have
chaos in yourself. """ So this self-destruction, or self-overcoming, of morality represents
the acceptance of God’s death and the consequence of the coming upheaval, the revalua-
tion of values. Nietzsche believed, however, that this self-overcoming could lead to a
revaluation of values grounded in a new affirmation of existence.''

In Part 1T above I examined those aspects of Nietzsche’s thinking which will lead
human beings to both reclaim this world and become self-creators. Through the event of
God’s death, exceptional individuals, or “higher men,” will reclaim their godlike powers
that were placed out of their reach. From embodying the power that was once attributed
to God, the “higher man” will now make values for themselves.'> Here we begin to see
the foundation of Nietzsche’s political thinking: These “higher men” are what Nietzsche
in Jenseits von Gut und Bose calls the ‘philosophers of the future.” The “higher man”

will “cure” society of any and all beliefs in absolutes, in dualism, and in a universal moral

 FW 343; NS4 T, p. 574 (19-20). See chapters five and six above.
19 7 Vorrede 5, NSA 1V, p. 19 (18-20).
" see Z112 (NS4 IV, pp. 146-149).

12 See chapter seven above.
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code. The “higher man” accomplishes this through the order of rank, which I discuss
below. But first 1 wish to explore why Nietzsche advocated and praised Greek culture.
From this discussion it will become clear what Nietzsche wished to accomplish through
the order of rank.
B. Nietzsche and Greek Culture
Nietzsche believed that the focus of politics has changed since Greek times and
the change has not been for the better. The Greeks, for Nietzsche, represented a unity.
The real philosophers of Greece are those be-
fore Socrates: with Socrates something changes.
They are all noble persons, setting themselves
away from people and tradition . . . They anticipate the
manner of all the greatest conceptions of things: they
set themselves against it, they bring themselves into a
system. "
Modern man, though, has lost this unifying force that characterized the Greeks. This
unifying force is, in fact, why Nietzsche praised Greek culture. The Greeks were unique
in that they developed and lived their lives as individuals, yet they were all unified by
culture. Those traits that helped the Greeks “grow” as individuals were, according to
Nietzsche, strength, struggle, and contest (or agon), but these traits have all but disap-
peared in modern life. What Nietzsche saw in Greek culture (and missing in modern
culture) was the Greek’s ability to affirm life in spite of all its terrors. Greek civilization
rested on a degree of violence, and the Greeks acknowledged this. In an essay published
posthumously, Nietzsche writes:
When one speaks of humanity, the idea is fun-
damental that this is something which separates and

distinguishes human beings from nature. In reality,
however, there is no such separation: “natural” quail-

' Nachgelassene Fragmente 14[100]; NS4 XIIL p. 278 (0407, 069-10).
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ties and those called truly “human” are inseparably

grown together. Human beings, in their highest and

noblest capacities, is wholly nature and embodies this

uncanny dual character. Those of his abilities which

are terrifying and considered inhuman may even be the

fertile soil alone out of which all humanity can grow in

impulse, deed, and work.

Thus the Greeks, the most humane human be-

ings of ancient times, have a trait of cruelty, a tigerish

lust to annihilate: a trait that is also very distinct in that

grotesquely enlarged mirror image of the Hellenes . . .'*
This passage has a number of important ideas. This essay was written the same year Die
Geburt der Tragodie was published (in 1872), yet it expresses many ideas that remain
consistent throughout Nietzsche’s career. In the above passage, Nietzsche discusses what
is “truly human” in human beings. For Nietzsche, that which is “truly natural” takes on
the meaning of holy. By “holy” Nietzsche is not referring to the supernatural as that
which is the opposite of the natural, but rather to the fact that in nature opposites are
inseparably grown together. For example, “Let us beware of saying that death is the
opposite of life. The living is merely a type of the dead, and a very rare type.”"” In his
notebooks he clearly writes, “there are no opposites.”'® So when Nietzsche says that
human beings are “wholly nature,” he means two things. For one, human beings, at their
noblest and best, embrace opposites thereby uniting all the facets of their selves. The
other meaning is that the noble human being creates, as does nature, out of the tension of

opposites. Furthermore, only when human beings do this are they considered “truly hu-

man.” Nietzsche is distinguishing between “truly human” (unified, whole being) and

Y Homers Wettleampf: NSA 1, p. 783 (04-18).

1 FIW 109, NSA 104, p. 468 (28-31). By using the word ‘holy,” Nietzsche is, I believe, playing around with
words. As mentioned above, “holy” here does not take on a supernataral meaning, but is a pun. Nietzsche
is using “holy’ as a play on the word “wholly,” which reflects his belief in the unity of the world.

'® Nachgelassene Fragmente 9191}, NS4 X1I, p. 384 (19).
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what modern culture and civilization call “human beings,” or “cultural man” (dualistic,
fragmented being).

Another important idea in the above passage is the “terrifying noble qualities” of
the Greeks. Here Nietzsche identifies “truly human” and “wholly nature” as inextricably
connected and explains how, in reality, the two are not distinct—as modern man believes
they are. For Nietzsche, “natural man” is a unity of conflicting impulses balanced by the
unifying force of will to power. Using language from Die Geburt der Tragodie, human
beings are dependent on the form-giving power of Apollo to order the Dionysian chaos
into a unity. In its highest and noblest form, the Apollonian and Dionysian exist in
balanced unity. This is what Nietzsche means when he says that “nature” and “man”
have “inseparably grown together”—whenever Nietzsche talks about the “development
of human beings,” he is also unavoidably talking about the ordering of chaotic impulses.
The other important idea in the above passage is that when the terrible qualities of human
beings are sublimated, or channeled, those qualities lead to the growth and enhancement
of humanity (this is further discussed below).

Nietzsche therefore acknowledged and applauded the strength and nobility that
characterized Greek culture. He praised their ability to develop as individuals while
remaining unified as a culture. The Greeks, as a people, were “strong” enough to
recognize the violence in society and thrived on it because they took that “violence,” or
chaos of their instincts, and channeled it into more creative means. The result was the
emergence of a culture of people that could sublimate their “inner chaos” and channel it
towards the evolution of society. Nietzsche intended to do the same thing through his

notion of the order of rank.



C. The Order of Rank
When discussing Nietzsche’s doctrine of the order of rank [die Rangordnung] it is

important to discuss his views on equality. Nietzsche allowed that human beings have a
common human nature,’” but differences exist in such significant ways that all people are
not equal. Those able to surpass others in various aspects should be recognized as “ex-
ceptional.” Doctrines that teach human equality create a stultifying confinement on those
potentially exceptional human beings.”® Human equality fixes all people to a low level of
mediocrity and all-too-human limitations. Mediocrity is caused, in part, by human beings
not understanding “the reverse side of things as a necessity.”"”” The mediocre see no
reason to change the way things currently are.

The poison of the theory “equal rights for all”—it

was Christianity that had spread it most fundamen-

tally; out of the most secret nooks of bad instincts,

Christianity has waged war to the death against all

sense of respect and feeling of distance between man

and man, that is to say, against the prerequisite of

every growth of culture.”’
This passage illustrates what Nietzsche calls the “leveling effect” of equality. He is
rejecting the notions of “equal rights for all” and “total equality among human beings”
because such doctrines aim at leveling all people. By leveling, Nietzsche means reducing

everybody to the lowest common denominator, or herd, so that the emergence of “higher’

individuals becomes impossible.

7 This being that all people are marked by an inner chaos of confliciing instincts.
'® This is the heart of his criticism of democracy. See chapter four above.
' Nachgelassene Fragmente 10[1111; NS4 XII, p. 519 (16-17).

% 4 43; NS4 VI, p. 217-218 (30-04).
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1 teach: the herd seeks an upright type to pre-
serve and defend itself according to both sides, against
those who have degenerated from it . . . as well as
against those who tower above it. The tendency of
the herd is directed towards stagnation and preserva-
tion, there is nothing creative in it.

The pleasant feelings, poured into us by the
good, benevolent, just man (in contrast to the tension
and fear, which the great new man produces) are our
own personal feelings of equality and security: the herd
animal glorifies 1ts herd nature and while doing so then
feels comfortable.!

This is why Nietzsche rejects the doctrine of human equality—through it the herd is
intent on preserving its own “lower” type:

Double Manner of FEquality —The mania for equality

can express itself like this, that one either likes to pull

down everyone else to oneself (through diminishing,

spying on, tripping them up) or raising up everyone

with oneself (through recognition, assxstance or

delighting in guiding them to success).”

Some people are endowed with certain capabilities that others lack. Such people
represent potentially “higher” individuals. But under doctrines that promote human
equality, those potentially “higher men” cannot cultivate and develop themselves. Asa
result, Nietzsche stresses the need for an order of rank. This order of rank is not just a
descriptive term for one’s position in society, but refers to the “order,” or degree, of one’s
spiritual discipline. What is being ordered are one’s instincts. In Die frohliche Wissen-
schaft, Nietzsche alludes to the order of rank in the section “Health of the Soul” [Gesund-

heit der Seele]. Here he explains that the health of one’s soul depends on the health of

one’s body, so what is healthy for your body depends “on your goal, your horizon, your

*! Nachgelassene Fragmente 27[17] and 27{18]; NS4 XI. p. 279 (01-11).

% MAM 300; NSA 11, p. 240 (16-20).
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strength, your impulse, your error and in particular on the ideals and phantasms in your

1.7%* 1 mention this section to illustrate how the order of rank must be attained indi-

sou
vidually. This goes back to my discussion on equality. The doctrine of human equality
says that everyone is the same, and this ultimately results in the elimination of the order
of rank.

If human life, according to Nietzsche, is to flourish and develop, it is important to
develop and maintain an order of rank. Through the order of rank, the qualities that
enhance both individuals and society are preserved. As Nietzsche explains, “A doctrine
is needed, strong enough to work at breeding: strength for the strong, paralyzing and
fragile for the world-weary.”** By breeding, Nietzsche is referring to “a means of
accumulating the enormous strength of mankind, so that the generations can build upon

2923

the work of their ancestors.”” In other words, Nietzsche here is referring to the cultivat-

ing forces in a society—not the biological engineering of a particular kind of person or
race. Nietzsche, I believe, is concerned with creating the conditions now for the future
development of “higher” individuals. The order of rank, consequently, plays a large role
in determining whether or not there will exist any “higher” individuals in the future.
The concept “sfronger and weaker human be-

ing” reduces itself to [the idea], that in the first case a

lot of power is bequeathed—it is a sum total: in the

other [case], as yet litile—

—insufficient hereditary, fragmentation of what
is inherited . . %

B FW 120, NS4 110, p. 477 (08-10).
24 Nachgelassene Fragmente 25[211}; NSA X1, p. 69 (07-09).
= Nachgelassene Fragmente 15[65};, NS4 X111, p. 450 (18-20).

*® Nachgelassene Fragmente 15{78]; NSA XIiL, p. 455 (10-13).
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One function of the doctrine of the order of rank, therefore, is to “store up” forces that
will be inherited by future generations. This will happen naturally because only those

who are spiritually strong will occupy the highest caste in the order of rank.

2

The way to maintain the order of rank is to widen the “difference between strata’
and intensify the “pathos of distance, which from it is confirmed the difference of
status.”?’ Nietzsche stresses that a distance between the two classes must exist: “Major

Consideration: Get distances, but create no opposites. Detach the intermediate forms

228

and decrease their influence: chief means to preserving distances.”” But as I examine

below, this does not translate into a relationship founded on domination. As I argue, the
highest caste encompasses the lower castes in order to create the conditions by which to
cultivate future “higher” individuals. What Nietzsche means is that the higher and lower
castes are not opposites but are different by a matter of degree and status. Those with a
higher level of spiritual discipline, or order of rank, will occupy a higher caste in Nietz-
sche’s hierarchy. Preserving distances creates the possibility for the cultivation of the
“higher man:”

The always craving after newer expanding distances
within the soul itself, the formation of ever higher,
rarer, further, more curious, comprehensive states; in
brief, the answer to the type “human being,” the con-
tinual “self-overcoming of man,” to take a moral
formula in a supra-moral sense . . . their predominance
for the time being did not lie in physical strength, but
in mental strength,—it being the enfire human being

(which also on every level means “the entire beast”™—).”

7 JGB 257, NS4 V, p. 205 (09-10).
s Nachgelassene Fragmente 10]63]; NS4 X1, p. 494 (08-11).

2 JGB 257, NS4 V., p. 205-206 (15-20, 07-10).
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Nietzsche sees the absolute equality among people as the overall “degeneration and
diminution of the human being into the perfect herd animal.”*°
In Der Antichrist Nietzsche explains that it was Christianity which both pushed
and established the doctrine of equality to the foreground.” The equality of human
beings was established by supposing that there was a metaphysical foundation in which
all persons were considered equal. The metaphysical foundation was the belief in God.
But as Zarathustra explains:
“You higher men, —thus blinks the mob—there
are no higher men, we are all equal, man is man before
God—we are all equal!”
Before God!'—But now this God has died. But

in front of the mob we do not want to be equal. You

higher men, go away from the market!**
With the death of God one must accept the inequality among human beings because
human equality has a metaphysical-religious foundation. And when the scaffolding is
eliminated, so too must everything that the scaffolding had supported.

The belief in an order of rank, and therefore in inequality, requires more than just

a rejection of the metaphysical-religious foundations. What is also required is the aban-
donment of contemporary morality. Morality, like the doctrine of equality, has a leveling
effect on human beings. Zarathustra argues that morality damages the creative drives of

people because it seeks to cover-up and eliminate the “true” character of the world—as

becoming. In Gétzen-Dédmmerung, Nietzsche argues:

¥ JGB 203, NS4 V, p. 127 (32-33).

*! See A 43; NS4 VI, p. 217 (30-31) where he notes, “The poison of the theory “equal rights for all’—it was
Christianity that had spread it most fundamentally.”

ZIV 13 §1; NS4 IV, p. 357 (15-20).
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~—1 make a principle into a formula . . . The unnafu-

ral morals, what we call almost every moral standard

taught up to now, have become worshipped and

preached, turns against the instincts of life,—it is an

almost secret, almost noisy and impudent condenna-

tion of these instincts.™
The moral tradition, according to Nietzsche, wants to make past values rule the future,
and that is what prevents the spirit from developing into the child. This theme is first
developed in Die frohliche Wissenschaft when he discusses how all future values are
rendered illicit or unwarranted when present or past values are believed to be absolute.

In Die frohliche Wissenschaft, Nietzsche argues that the moral establishment is

held to be “good” while any other system of values that threatens this establishment is

considered “evil 7

Nietzsche further develops this theme in Zarathustra in the chapter,
“Von alten und neuen Tafeln.” In this chapter, Zarathustra urges human beings to move
beyond the established moral values in society: “And 1 called them to knock down their
teaching chairs and wherever any old conceit had sat.”*> Those who remain fixed in their
moral valuations reject and ignore the creators of values by labeling them “evil.” Asa
result, such individuals “block” humanity’s enhancement thereby stamping “being” onto
existence. Even worse is that those who remain fixed in their opinions believe they have
a special access to “Goodness” and “Truth,” and this, they think, is what justifies their
labels of “evil” on others. Zarathustra therefore urges his followers to destroy the good

and the just because they represent the decadent, nihilistic life.

Oh my brothers! Who among you lies as the
greatest danger to all of man’s future? Is it not the

3 GD VYV 4; NS4 VI, p. 85 (16, 21-25).
3 See FIW 4; NS4 U, p. 376-377.

3 71 12 §2; NSA 1V. p. 247 (06-07).
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good and the just?—

... “whom do they hate most?”

The creator they hate most: he breaks tablets
and old values, the breaker—they call him a criminal.

The good—mnamely they are unable to create:
they are always the beginning of the end —

—ithey crucify him, who writes new values on
new tablets, they sacrifice the future to themselves,—
they crucify all man’s future!

the good—they have always been the begin-
ning of the end —°

Besides describing how Nietzsche’s self-creators will be feared and hated, this passage
also illustrates the overcoming of morality by the “higher man.” This overcoming begins
with the elimination of “tablets and old values.”

The “higher man” finds his justification for overcoming morality in the doctrine
of the order of rank. With the order of rank, Nietzsche distinguishes between two types
of life: An ascending life and one of decay and weakness. Furthermore, these two types
of life each have a specific rank. The former type of life, which is the minority, consists
of a higher degree of spiritual strength than the latter group, the vast majority. In the
general population of humankind, there can be found rare cases of individuals with great
power of soul and body. But what is it that makes certain individuals “higher” than the
majority of mankind? Nietzsche provides a clue in his notebooks: “The quantum of
power determines over the rank that you are.”” Furthermore, Nietzsche identifies power
with one’s inner rank:

How the human being must be to procure what

in this revaluation is noble.
The order of rank as the order of power . . .

36 711 12 §26; NS4 IV, p. 265 (26-28) and p. 266 {19-29).

3 Nachgelassene Fragmente 11[36]; NSA X, p. 20 (04-05).
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The grandiose model: the human being in nature, the
weakest, smartest creature makes himself the master,
himself subjugating the stupider forces.”®
In another note Nietzsche characterizes the “higher man” as “New barbarians: cynics,
experimenters, conquerors” who embody a “union of spiritual superiority with well-being
and an abundance of strength.”* The “higher man,” in other words, achieves a kind of
spiritual wholeness and completeness of their inner lives, and takes up the challenge of
becoming self-creators. This reflects back to Zarathustra. The destruction Zarathustra
urges 1s justified because through it, one is attempting to rid the earth of decadent life:
Oh my brothers, am I cruel?
But I say: what falls, one should also still push!

Everything of today—falls, decays: who wants
it held! But I will still push!

1 am a prelude to better games, oh my brothers!
An example! Follow after my example!
And who you cannot teach to fly, then teach
them—o fall faster'—*
Zarathustra is teaching and challenging people to the “better game” of self-creation. Fur-
thermore, the “higher man,” being the embodiment of both the elimination of dualism
and the unity of one’s instincts under the yoke of will to power, is justified in destroying
those systems which represent nihilism.
With the order of rank there will be separate functions among the “higher” and
“lower” types, and this politically translates into Nietzsche’s hierarchy. Here the highest

caste will serve as spiritual legislators and “teach” the lower castes the importance of

spiritual discipline (I return to this in section E below). Furthermore, the “higher man”

*® Nachgelassene Fragmente 2{131]; NS4 XI1, p. 132 (19-21, 22-25)
% Nachgelassene Fragmente 35[28], NSA X1, p. 520-521 (26-03).

47 1T 12 §20; NS4 IV, p. 261-262 (28-02, 06-09).
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knows that the only “use” of a society is “as the foundation and scaffolding on which a
choice type of creature is able to raise itself to its highest task and to a higher state of
being.”*! The “higher man” realizes that through a hierarchy, this is only the “means”
toward the “ends” of promoting the conditions of growth.
The separation of the “higher man” and the “lower man” in the hierarchy is a nec-

essary condition for the existence of a worthy culture:

In every healthy society, three physiological different

types gravitate apart, reciprocating each other . . . The

order of castes, the order of rank, merely formulates

the highest law of life itself, the separation of the three

types is necessary for the preservation of society, to

make possible higher and higher types,—the inequality

of right is the first condition for it, that is if there are any

rights to give . . . A high culture is a pyramid: it can

stand only on a broad base, it has first of all a strong

and healthy consolidated mediocrity as its prerequisite. **
Nietzsche’s hierarchy is important in another aspect. Nietzsche is not only interested in
the formulation of “higher men” for the present; he is also trying to establish the condi-
tions which will allow for the development of the “higher man” in the future. A problem
Nietzsche foresees is that the “higher types,” which are the “richest and most complex
forms” of human life, “become well attained, but they themselves do not last.” They
“perish easier at the ground” and are “rarely attained and kept on the surface with diffi-

culty.”® The “lower man” lasts because there is no effort involved in that kind of life; he

or she accepts the current moral system and adheres to it. But the “higher man™ has no

' JGB 258; NSA V, p. 207 (01-03).

2 4 57, NSA VI, p. 242 (19-20); p 243 (27-33); p. 244 (03-05). I discuss what these “three physiological
types” are below.

s Nachgelassene Fragmente 14133}, NS4 X3, p. 316 (29); p. 317 (04); p. 316 (29-30); and p. 317 (05
and 07-08) respectively.
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such security. They overcome morality and establish their own values only to have to
overcome their self-made values again. If they do not, they become no better than the
“lower man.” As Nietzsche tells us in Jenseits von Gut und Bose, “The higher man’s
choice living conditions are associated with multiplicity and difficulty.” Such “higher”
individuals accept Nietzsche’s challenge of self-creation and as a result must continually
“live dangerously” and always overcome themselves.

D. Towards Nietzsche’s Hierarchy

Nietzsche expected his political thinking to affect not only the present but also to

change the future. This, I believe, is the core of his political thinking. Nietzsche turned
to the past, to ancient Greece, to critique modern politics and “looked to the distant fu-
ture” for political hope. In either case, Nietzsche saw that now was the time for change:

Then when the truth enters into a fight with the lies of

millennia, we shall have tremors, a convulsion of earth-

quakes, a moving of mountains and valleys the likes

which have never been dreamed of. The idea of poli-

tics is then completely undone into a war of the spirits,

all of the power structures of the old society are explod-

ed into the air—they all together rest on lies: there will

be wars the like of which have never yet been seen on

earth. Tt is beginning with me that the earth has great

politics—
The important idea in this passage is that politics becomes a “war of the spirits.” This
refers to his order of rank and the inner strength and discipline that he wishes individuals
to acquire. By creating a spiritual war he is distancing himself from the petty politics of

the nineteenth century (as discussed in chapter four). What is more, by shifting the focus

in this way, this naturally leads to a hierarchy. As examined above, Nietzsche developed

4 JGB 62, NSA V, p. 81 (28-29).

 EH XIV 1, NS4 V1, p. 366 (09-17).
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his potlitical beliefs by using his notion of the “overcoming of morality by the ‘higher
man.”” Society is to use the “higher man” as a guide in formulating values that enhance
its advancement. This view of the “higher man” merges politics and morality; it is “a
morality with such opposite intentions which wants to cultivate human beings for the
heights instead of for comfort and mediocrity—a morality with the intention of

cultivating a ruling class.”*

The self-creation the “higher man” is engaged in politically
translates into the concentration of spiritual power in the hands of the few. By “spiritual
power” Nietzsche is referring to the quanta of power the “higher man” acquires through
intense spiritual discipline, not the amount of domination they hold over others. Further-
more, he who acquires such spiritual power uses this to command and legislate himself;
not others.?’

If Nietzsche’s political beliefs are based on the overcoming of morality, what then
does his critique of morality rest on? Nietzsche’s critique of morality is directed against
the traditional enlightened notions of equality and of universal moral maxims. As
discussed above, Nietzsche replaces all ethical theories with the notion of an order of
rank. Through the order of rank the “higher” and “lower” types have separate values and
functions in society. A healthy society, in the Nietzschean sense, “believes in a long
ladder of the order of rank and differences in value among man and man.”*® That there

must be “distance” among the types of human beings leads Nietzsche to supporting a

hierarchy based on a relationship of encompassment (this is the topic of the next section).

4 Nachgelassene Fragmente 37[8]; NS4 X1, p. 382 (02-03).

47 As T examine in the next section, due to the nature of being self-creators the “higher man” unavoidably
creates for others as well.

® JGB 257, NSA V, p. 205 (06-08).
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The question now faces us: How does the creation of an order of rank become a
political order? Just as the spiritually strong “higher man” is able to control and order his
or her instincts resulting in a “well-ordered soul,” society is considered “well-ordered”
when all its members function according to their degree of spiritual strength. This illus-
trates the importance Nietzsche placed on the inner life of human beings. Nietzsche was
primarily concerned with “improving” humanity and therefore focused on the inner, or
spiritual, life of human beings.”” Leslie Thiele examines this theme in his work on
Nietzsche. Thiele stresses the importance of Nietzsche’s psychology and how pivotal a
well-ordered soul is in Nietzsche’s philosophy. When talking about the importance of a
well-ordered soul in Nietzsche’s thought Thiele argues that, “Here Nietzsche revealed the
speculative core of his philosophical enterprise . . . [and] he would clothe his philosophy
in political attire. For the language that best facilitates the description and analysis of the
soul is political. ™™ In other words, Thiele argues that Nietzsche formulated his notion of
a weﬂ-ordered soul based on a political model. I, though, believe Nietzsche was doing
the opposite—he first stresses the inner life of individuals through his doctrine of the
order of rank, and this leads him to concluding that a political hierarchy is the only struc-

ture that could support such a view.”'

* By “improving” here I mean that Nietzsche wants to expose the metaphysical/religious lies that have
been poisoning individuals. Instead, Nietzsche wants human beings to re-embrace the earth and become
what thev are.

** Thiele (1990b), p. 52. See especially his chapters three and four.

3! At this point I wish to reiterate my position: Here I am arguing that Nietzsche’s political thinking and his
overall philosophy are consistent. But | am not condoning or supporting any form of hicrarchy—the aspect
which I believe creates this consistency. Simply put, any form of hierarchy is unthinkabie and has no place
within our modern world.
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By viewing this move as going from the individual to society, this both provides a
consistency in Nietzsche’s philosophy and makes his political thought stronger in the face
of criticism. For example, Mark Warren critiques Nietzsche’s political thought as being
“internally inconsistent with his philosophy,” and that Nietzsche “did not understand
modern societies.”* More specifically, Warren argues that for Nietzsche, “All politically
sustained hierarchies . . . are inconsistent with the intersubjective space of individua-
tion.””* Therefore, since Nietzsche was so concerned about the individual, why then did
he take the route of hierarchical thinking instead of egalitarianism? In a word, Warren
believes Nietzsche’s philosophy leads him to egalitarian doctrines.

Warren serves as an excellent example as to how Nietzsche’s order of rank
strengthens and unifies his philosophy in the face of criticism. Nietzsche’s overall phi-
losophy aims at the improvement of all human beings, and as discussed above this is
directed at man’s spiritual enhancement. Seeing that Nietzsche viewed a well-ordered
society as a physical manifestation of a well-ordered soul, or order of rank, this puts
Nietzsche’s political thinking into the realm of spiritual concerns—not power politics
based on domination. Warren is correct that Nietzsche was concerned about the individ-
ual, but he did not see that the order of rank, which is necessary for the improvement of
human beings, actually requires a hierarchy. Only by separating and encompassing the
“higher” and the “lower” types can the “higher man” fully develop and then return to
help the rest of society. Now I wish to examine Nietzsche’s hierarchy and argue that it is

not simply a relation between those who rule and those who are ruled.

32 Warren, p. 210.

** Warren, p. 223.
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E. Nietzsche’s Hierarchical Encompassment

Above 1 discussed Nietzsche’s doctrine of the order of rank, which politically
translates into Nietzsche’s hierarchy. Those individuals with a higher level of spiritual
power will occupy a higher position in the order of rank and will consequently be the
creators who comprise the ruling caste.

Nietzsche is nowhere more problematic than when he talks about the political life
of “higher” individuals. In chapter seven above I examined Nietzsche’s notion of subjec-
tivity as being concerned primarily with self-creation. The Nietzschean subject is a self-
creator continually engaged in creating values for themselves and in self-overcoming.
They are not concerned with the herd and their values. But in his notebooks and in Jern-
seits Nietzsche refers to these “higher men” as legislators of the future who will create a
new table of laws/values for humanity. What is the relationship between the seemingly
contradictory roles of the Nietzschean subject? Is this simply an inconsistency Nietzsche
did not adequately think through? This seems to be a tremendous paradox within
Nietzsche’s thought. But by re-evaluating the common idea of “hierarchy” I believe the
gap between self-creators and creating for others can be brought closer together.

Nietzsche’s belief that a hierarchy is the fundamental structure of any genuine
political society is perhaps one of the most widely critiqued aspects of his political
thinking.>* A hierarchy is not a marginal part of his political thinking but is a pivotal
aspect of it. As many commentators interpret it, they believe that “hierarchy” and

“inequality” are synonymous terms. But I take a similar argument as Alex Mclntyre:

> Many cominentators reduce Nietzsche’s political thinking to the “petty politics” of brute domination.
Supporters of this (what I belicve to be false) interpretation include Mark Warren, Netzsche and Political
Thought, Bruce Detwiler, Nietzsche and the Politics of Aristocratic Radicalisny, and Ofclia Schutte, Beyond
Nihilism.
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Nietzsche’s principle of inequality of status, as expressed in his hierarchy, has nothing in
common with the principle of inequality of power, as expressed in class structure or
social stratification.”® Instead of being a political configuration, “hierarchy” in Nietz-
sche’s political thinking is, I believe, a cultural order. Seen in this way, the common
criticisms of Nietzsche as a supporter of domination, exploitation, and oppression are
unfounded. For Nietzsche, a hierarchy is far more than a vertical relationship of
domination between rulers and those ruled. Hierarchy is a horizontal relationship of
encompassment in which the “lower” is encompassed within the “higher.””® With this
relationship [ believe this embodies the Nietzschean spirit of “holism,” or the intercon-
nectedness of everything. As mentioned above, Warren believes Nietzsche’s philosophy
leads more to egalitarian doctrines than to a hierarchy. It is indeed true that egalitarian
doctrines such as liberal democracy supports a radical individualism, but is also results in
social relations being construed as oppressive restraints on the individual. Such institu-
tions as the government and the justice system are seen as artificial and external. In this
way “domination” and “oppression” are more central features of egalitarian relationships
than to hierarchical ones.

Looking at hierarchy in this way (as encompassing) does, I believe, aid in work-
ing through this paradoxical relationship of the “higher” individuals being both self-
creators and legislators for the herd. Nietzsche views the all-too-human as unable to

achieve “true” subjectivity, yet he does believe that such “lower” human beings can attain

** McIntyre makes this argument in his Sovereignty of Joy, especiatly chapter four.

%1 owe my re-thinking of “hierarchy” to Lonis Dumont. In his study of hierarchy he defines the relation
that characterizes a genuine hierarchy, as opposed to the relationships of class structure, as “a relation be-
tween larger and smaller, or more preciscly between that which encompasses and that which is encom-
passed.” See his Homo Hierarchicus (London: Paladin Press, 1972), p. 24.
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something higher—but for this to occur they must be brought under the rule or guidance
of something higher. In a word, I believe the core of Nietzsche’s political thinking
centres around creating the conditions to cultivate and promote the emergence of
“higher” individuals. As we saw in Part I1, it is in the nature of the (Nietzschean) subject
to create beyond him or herself—o transcend oneself and create a higher existence. This
is essentially Nietzsche’s notion of self-overcoming. But due to the interconnectedness
of everything in the world, or will to power, this self-overcoming works not only in the
nature of the self but also of culture:

... [Flor culture is the child of each individual’s self-

knowledge and dissatisfaction with himself. Anyone

who believes in culture is thereby saying: “I see above

me something higher and more human that I am; let

everyone help me to attain it, as I will help everyone

who knows and suffers asTdo .. .7’
For Nietzsche philosophy coincides with culture in the sense of self-cultivation in its
quest for a higher self, or self-overcoming. It is important to note that this does not mean
Nietzsche believed philosophy coincided with the state. To understand this relationship, 1
will borrow a distinction Paul Ricoeur makes between “polity” and “politics.” By
“polity” Ricoeur means the ideal sphere in which practical “politicing” takes place.™ In
this dissertation “polity” will be distinguished in the following way: “Polity” is the reali-
zation of culture, as Nietzsche understood it, and “politics” refers to the power politics

that takes place within the polity. Furthermore, as MclIntyre notes, “[T]he realization of

the most creative will to power in human affairs which Nietzsche calls ‘grand politics’

STUBTH 6; NS4 1, p. 385 (10-14).

% See Ricoeur’s “The Political Paradox™ in History and Truth. (Evanston: Northwestern University Press,
1965).
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takes place . . . in [the] polity.”” Nietzsche’s grand politics, in other words, is engaged in
the struggle to create the conditions for a new culture. This also further defines the politi-
cal role of “higher” individuals—the realm of politics and state power are not the focus of
their rule but are necessary instruments for creating the conditions to cultivate future
“higher” individuals.

The desire to cultivate something higher leads to Nietzsche’s concept of a hierar-
chy. The political activity that will be shaped in the polity in order to develop something
higher will lead “higher” individuals to establish a new order of rank between “higher”
and “lower” human beings. This will be a spiritual hierarchy (as discussed above) radi-
cally distinct from a political relationship of domination and oppression between the ruler
and the ruled. “Higher” individuals will legislate above the entire hierarchy by assigning
a purely subordinate, supporting status to certain individuals within the state. In other
words, the “higher” individuals rule above and over the leaders in the actual hierarchy, or
“guardians.” The “guardians” will be the political rulers guided by the spiritual rule of
the “higher man.” With this distinction Nietzsche hoped to clarify how polity and phi-
losophy coincide. To rule, the “higher man” need not become king, and the king(s) do
not need to become philosophers. As Mclntyre points out, “The philosopher is sovereign
because he wields the greatest power on earth, the power to create a people’s ‘good’ and
‘evil,” their ‘law-table of values.””® According to Nietzsche, the “higher man” rules as a
creative spiritual authority through “the stillest words:”

Do you not know who is most needed by all? He that

commands great things. To do great things is difficult;
but to command great things is more difficult . . .

¥ Melntyre, p. 81.

% Mclntyre, p. 82.
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It is the stillest words that bring on the storm.
Thoughts that come on doves’ feet guide the world *!

The “higher man,” therefore, rules through the spiritual power that creates an order of
rank, thereby creating a new order of values. These new values, though, must not be
thought of in the universal/absolute sense. Nietzsche does not intend to replace values
with values: “[L]et the value of all things be posited newly by you. For that shall you be
fighters! For that shall you be creators!”®? Nietzsche is still calling for self-creators, but
such “higher” individuals do not exist just for themselves; they also unavoidably live for
others. The “higher man” does not create an isolated, noble spirit, but an order of rank
that includes both “higher” and “lower” souls. The order of rank, in other words,
encompasses all human beings of all levels of spiritual discipline. Furthermore, it reflects
poorly on one’s own position in the spiritual order of rank if one is concerned only with
the cultivation of “exceptions” or “higher” individuals. “It ranks you far beneath him,”
writes Nietzsche, “that you seek to establish the exceptions while he seeks to establish the
rule.”®® Due to the nature of the hierarchy as encompassing and not dominating, the
spiritual leaders are concerned with everyone in the hierarchy. VThey look to cultivate
something “higher” through both establishing an order of rank and by serving an as ex-
ample. “Physician, help thyself: thus you help your patient toc. Let this be his best help

that he may behold with his eyes the man who heals himself ”**

61 Z1122; NSA IV, p. 189 (08-11 and 16-18).
52 7122 §2; NSA 1V, p. 100 (18-20).
& VAS 362; NSA I, p. 523 (13-15). See also D 442 and JGB 26.

54 7122 §2; NS4 IV, p. 100 (24-26).
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Important here is Nietzsche’s notion of creation. The Nietzschean self-creator, or
“higher man,” does not create out of nothing. As I discussed above, “Vorn den drei Ver-
wandlunger”® is more than a metaphor for self-overcoming. This section in Zarathustra
also illustrates how one comes from a specific tradition and can “come to terms” with and

%6 of some-

overcome it. In other words, creation entails the “selection and completion
thing that already exists. In Zarathustra Nietzsche tells us, “To esteem is to create . . .
Through esteeming alone is there value . . . Hear this, you creators!”®’ Creators therefore
take what already exists and from it produces something new. As Zarathustra claims, “I
walk among men as among the fragments of the future . . . And this is all my creating and
striving, that I create and carry together into One what is fragmented . . .”*® Zarathustra
sees that modern man is fragmented by dualism and universal notions of good and evil,
but he also sees that something “higher” can come from human beings. In order to
cultivate such “higher” individuals, culture needs a new table of values hanging over
people. But, as mentioned above, Nietzsche is not intending on presenting a “new”
universal moral system—we are not going to get a “revised Ten Commandments.” The
“higher” individuals will create and present the baser souls with a “blue print” that will
serve as a “selective and cultivating influence.”® This new table of laws, as presented in

Zarathustra, includes three levels; the praiseworthy, the good, and the holy:

Praiseworthy is whatever seems difficult to a people;
whatever seems indispensable and difficult is called

5 See chapter seven above.

% Nachgelassene Fragmente 24[5]; NS4 X, p. 645 (20).
& Z115; NS4 TV, p. 75 (22, 24, and 25).

% 7 I 20; NS4 1V, p. 179 (18-21).

% JGB 61; NS4 V, p. 79 (20-21).
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good; and whatever liberates even out of the deepest
need, the rarest, the most difficult—that they call holy.”

This is essentially a hierarchy of achievement of what is hard, what is indispensable and
hard, and then what is hardest, ‘rarest,” and liberating. In this way I believe the “new
table of values” is consistent with being a self-creator. What is praiseworthy or holy will
vary among individuals. The “higher man” does not tell us what we ought to value, only
that we need to value those things that are difficult and hard because this is the only way
towards self-creation.

Nietzsche never intended nor desired his “higher man” to redeem human nature or
politics of its “imperfections.” The fragmented human being, though, could be cultivated
into something “higher.” As a result, the only solution was to aim at a spiritual hierarchy
of both “higher” and “lower” types whereby the “higher man” rules as a spiritual legisla-
tor rather than as a direct political leader. So Nietzsche is not just aiming to create a
noble, or “higher,” type of human being, but he seeks to encompass all individuals within
the framework of a “higher” culture. To accomplish this the “higher man,” as the
spiritual leader of the culture, must institute a hierarchical, spiritual order of rank that
encompasses all human beings; a new table of values; and a polity which unifies these
two features. The polity, therefore, is defined by the table of values that hangs over it
because this represents its will to power, its self-overcoming, and this table is established
by the creator, or “higher man.” Contrary to the common interpretation of the Nietz-
schean lawgiver as a tyrant who believes that might is right, Zarathustra teaches that, “the

clever, loveless Ego that seeks its own advantage in the advantage of the many . . . is not

7T 15; NS4 IV, p. 74 (15-17).
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the origin of the herd, but its going under.””" In a word, the “true” Nietzschean self-
creator/statesman is a creative, giving, and loving individual.

Truly genuine Nietzschean self-creators will, consequently, be “commanders and
legislators . . . With a creative hand they reach for the future and all that is and has been
becomes a means for them, an instrument . . . Their ‘knowing’ is creafing, their creating
is a legislation.””* By their nature they create for both themselves and for the rest of
humanity by hanging a new faith and table of values over a people. The “table,” further-
more, is realized only in and through an order of rank, a hierarchy. The principle feature
of this hierarchy is that it is arranged according to status rather than power and is there-
fore not a class or social stratification based on domination.” By re-thinking the concept
of hierarchy as based on status, the criteria that determines higher rank is self-mastery or
autonomy.

This “status hierarchy” is translated into Nietzsche’s grosse Politik not by separat-
ing the “higher man” from those who control power, the “guardians,” but by giving the
former a higher status. Nietzsche first distinguishes three types of human beings “which
condition each other and gravitate differently physiologically,” and then he describes
three castes which correspond to the physiological types. He does so because the “order
of castes, the supreme, the dominating law, is only the sanctioning of a natural order, a

natural law of the first rank.””* As to the three types, he identifies “the predominantly

71 15; NS4 TV, p. 76 (03-03).
2 JGB 211; NS4 V, p. 145 (08 and 12-15).

7 Dumont makes this distinction between status ranking and social stratification central to his argument
that “hierarchy” cannot be reduced 1o class structure. See his Homo Hierarchicus, especially pp. 114-118.

™ A 57, NSA VI, p. 242 (19-20 and 15-17 respectively).



259

spiritual” type, “the predominantly muscular and temperamentally strong” type, and those
“excellent neither in the one nor the other, the mediocre.””” Nietzsche tells us little more
than this about these physiological types and rushes to the political consequences by
outlining the corresponding castes. The highest and most important caste for the
enhancement of humanity and culture (i.e., the polity) is called “the very few . . . the
perfect caste.” They are “the most spiritual human beings” and are rulers “not because
they want to but because they are; they are not free to be second [in rank].”’® In other
words, the highest caste rules not on the basis of simply wishing or desiring to dominate.
Whether the highest types want to rule or not is secondary to their reality as self-creators
who, reluctantly or willingly, transform the cultural horizon of their people and in doing
so exercise sovereignty. The entire meaning of Nietzsche’s order of rank, or hierarchy,
can be put into terms that the highest types rule not through their will but because of what
they are. And what they are is revealed through their differentiation from those who
actually hold political power. The second in rank, which corresponds to the muscular and
temperamental physiological type, are

. . . the guardians of the law, those who see to order

and security, the noble warriors, and above all the

king as the highest formula or warrior, judge, and

upholder of the law.”’ '
The “guardians™ are the “executive arm of the most spiritual” and relieve the highest

caste of the pettiness of having to actually govern. This is extremely revealing of both

Nietzsche’s notion of hierarchy and the role of the “higher man,” and it refers back to the

> 4 57, NSA VL, p. 242 (23. 23-24, and 30) and p. 243 (16-18) respectively.
% 4 57; NSA VI, p. 242 (27-28 and 30) and p. 243 (16-18) respectively.

7T 4 57, NSA VI, p. 243 (18-22).
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distinction Ricoeur makes between politics and polity. The rulers, those in the highest,
most spiritual caste, legislate above the structural apparatus of the state. By doing so they
subordinate politics to the polity.

What is more, while the highest caste is “predestined to command and in whom
the reason and art of a governing race [has] become incarnate,” the most spiritual type

"’ As an example of this subtle form of rule, Nietz-

prefers “the most subtle type of rule.
sche refers to the Brahmins who “gave themselves the power of nominating the kings of
the people while they themselves kept and felt apart and outside, as men of higher and
supra-moral tasks.”” In a word, Nietzsche’s “higher” individuals rule not on the basis of
their will or desire, but because they are creators and legislators—they are predestined to
command, and belong to a governing type that rules above and over the guardians/kings
by establishing them as the executives of the most spiritual order. As Nietzsche notes,
“The highest men live beyond the rulers, freed from all bonds; and in the rulers [i.e., the
guardians] they have their instruments.”® Elsewhere he explains: “Order of rank: He
who determines values and directs the will of millennia by giving direction of the highest
natures is the highest man.”®'

The guardians are those who serve to protect the aristocratic order while the
rulers, the “higher men,” are like “philosopher-statesmen” whose rule benefits everyone,

including the lower castes. The spiritual power of the rulers overflows, and as it does it

cultivates and prepares the lower castes for greater heights. “For every high world one

8 JGB 61; NS4 V. p. 79 (26-27).
® JGB 61; NSA V, p. 80 (09-12).
80 Nachgelassene Fragmente 25{270}; NS4 X1, p. 82 (09-10).

8 Nachgelassene Fragmente 25[355];, NS4 X1, p. 106 (10-12).
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must be born; or to speak more clearly, one must be cultivated for it.”** So the “higher
men” have the spiritual power of creativity in society and through their rule cultivate the
“lower” individuals.
The highest caste of the hierarchy, at the top of the order of rank, is what Nietz-

sche calls “a new, tremendous . . . aristocracy,”® which is

built upon the most severe self-legislation . . . in which

the will of the philosophical men of force and artist-

tyrants will be made to endure for millennia:—a higher

type of man, which themselves, thanks to their pre-

dominance of will, knowledge, riches, and influence,

operate democratic Europe as their most pliant and

flexible instrument, obtaining the destinies of the

earth in hand, to fashion about the “human being” it-

self as artists.**
When he talks about “severe self-legislation,” Nietzsche means that those in the highest
caste obey no one’s commands but their own. The “higher man” of the ruling caste will
be unlike any ruler that has vet been on earth, and Nietzsche devotes a fair amount of
writing to describing what those qualities are. In his notebooks he writes that the “higher
man” must be “objective, hard, firm, [and] strong . . . in the carrying through of an idea.”
It is through bearing “the greatest responsibility” that leads to “the future of the highest

% Furthermore, the “higher man” must be cheerful and at the same time

human beings.
enjoy sitting in the abyss. Unlike the “lower man,” the “higher man” knows that only
through suffering can greatness be achieved. They know that suffering leads to even

higher elevations:

8 JGB 213; NS4 V. p. 148 (27-28).
® Nachgelassene Fragmente 2{57); NS4 X1, p. 87 (19-20).
¥ Nachgelassene Fragmente 2[57]; NS4 XI0, p. 87-88 (19-02).
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[Albove the stream and filth of human lowlands there
is a higher, brighter humanity, very small in number
... Onebelongs to it . . . because one is colder, bright-
er, more foreseeing, more solitary, because on en-
dures, prefers, demands solitude as happiness, as
privilege, indeed as a condition of existence; because
one lives among clouds and lightening as among one’s
own kind.*

In Jenseits Nietzsche devotes a lengthy section to the characteristics of the “higher man.”
Here he describes the “higher man™ as the type of life which “senses ifself determining
values” and consequently needs no approval, because he knows himself to be a self-
creator. Through the self-creation of values the “noble man” is aware of his or her great
abundance of spiritual power and “honors in himself that which is powerful” and honors
whoever has “power over himself.” The noble man, in fact, “has pleasure with practicing
strictness and severity against itself and respects everything severe and harsh.”® These
are a few characteristics of what Nietzsche calls “noble morality.” Nietzsche adds a
further description in Die frohliche Wissenschafi. Here he notes that:

The passion that attacks the noble is a peculiar one . . .

[it involves] the use of a rare and singular standard,

an almost madness: the feeling of heat in things, for

which everybody else feels cold: a calculation of values,

for which the scales have not yet been made up.*®
This excerpt illustrates how noble individuals will be the new creators of values. More
important, though, is the “rare and singular standard” Nietzsche mentions above. This

standard is “rare” because what were once thought to “preserve the spirit” were those

characteristics that were “common, near, and indispensable.” But, it turns out, this

¥ Nachgelassene Fragmente 7[70]; NS4 XII, p. 321-322 (18-20, 21-01).
87 JGB 260; NSA V, p. 209 (25-26); p. 209 (29); p. 210 (02-03, 04-06, 31-32, and 32-34 respectively).
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“became slandered on the whole, in favour of the exceptions.” In other words, it is not
what is common in a species or society that preserves it, but rather what is exceptional
and rare: “Up to now it was thus rarity and ignorance to this rarity that made one
noble.”*

These new rulers are rare exceptions due to their spiritual strength, which enables
them to organize and order their own inner chaos and shape new values out of their af-
firmations for both the world and themselves. The philosopher of the future, who is the
embodiment of spiritual strength, will be strong enough to express his or her ordered and
unified instincts. In the end, it is the event of God’s death that sets the stage for the
emergence of “higher men.” Instead of seeking out a “new idol” upon which to found a
new system of values, “higher” individuals rediscover their lost centre of gravity within
the depths of their own being by using the ideal of the Ubermensch as a metaphor/symbol
for life. From the Ubermensch the “higher man” realizes the importance that creativity
plays in the formulation of values.

Nietzsche’s development of a hierarchical system allowed his “higher man” to
rule without having to actually involve themselves in petty politics and govern. With his
order of rank and his comparing it to the Indian caste system, it is clear Nietzsche in-
tended to develop both a spiritual and political hierarchy of “higher” and “lower” souls.
But what exactly are the implications and the connection between these two notions—of
subordinating the “guardians” to the “higher man” for his notion of the order of rank? To
answer, I believe it is necessary to return to a discussion of the nature of hierarchies.

Earlier in this section I examined Nietzsche’s hierarchy as being a relationship based on

¥ FW 55; NS4 HI, p. 418 (11; 13-14; and 08-09 respectively).
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encompassment. Instead of a relationship based on that of dominator and dominated, 1
believe Nietzsche’s hierarchy is a spiritual relation of the encompassing and the encom-
passed. As Louis Dumont persuasively argues:

We must free ourselves from familiar ideas: we tend

to put the essential at the centre and the rest at the

periphery. Here, by contrast, because it is a question

of hierarchy . . . that which encompasses is more im-

portant than that which is encompassed, just as a

whole is more important than its parts.”
To put into a Nietzschean context, the “higher” individuals rule not because they are at
the centre or occupy the top of the hierarchy, but because they embrace and encompass
the activities of everyone within their scope. As Mclntyre notes, “[the higher types] are
at the centre of a people because they represent the periphery, the encompassing horizon
that defines their world.””!

Elaborating in this theme of “encompassment,” Dumont points out that the essen-
tial feature of the Indian caste is the subordination of power to spiritual status.”> In this
system, the Brahmins, the spiritual caste, hold the highest status and little political power
while the kings possess greater power and wealth, but occupy a lower status. “The
distinguishing characteristic of the hierarchical principle,” writes Dumont, “is not simply
its affirmation of inequality, but this subordination of power to spiritual status.”” This is

precisely the feature that Nietzsche incorporates into his order of rank. The Indian caste

system is significant for Nietzsche’s order of rank in that hierarchy implies the sub-

* Dument, p. 116.
' Mclntyre, p. 87.
** See his Homo Hierarchicus, especially chapter three.

* Dumont, p. 115.
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ordination of power to status, or the subordination of politics to polity. It is only on the
basis of this elevation of spiritual status in the hierarchy that allows Nietzsche’s “higher
man” to rule without actually having to govern. This idea is expressed in Zarathustra
when the title character meets up with two kings. The kings tell Zarathustra:
... we are on our way to find the higher man—
—The man who is higher than we, though we
are kings . . . For the highest man shall also be the high-
est lord on earth.
Man’s fate knows no harsher misfortune that
when those who have power on earth are not also the
first men.”*
As Mclntyre points out, it is extremely ironic that it is this very notion of the order of
rank that Nietzsche “developed in order to subject power to the hegemony of philosophy
that is so often mistaken for power-mongering and a lust for domination.”*

From Part II above it is clear that Nietzsche was more concerned with creators
commanding themselves. But Nietzsche is not just concerned with the “higher” aspects
of culture—he also wished to address the “lower” aspects. Nietzsche’s philosophy, in
other words, attempts to cultivate a higher mode of existence. Nietzsche wanted to create
the conditions in which individuals are able to strive for the attainment of the “higher
man.” This, I believe, is the core of Nietzsche’s political thinking. There are individuals
in society who embody exceptional spiritual discipline and, therefore, occupy a higher
level in the order of rank. These individuals are the “higher men.” But the majority of

humanity does not have such spiritual discipline. In Zarathustra Nietzsche tells us that

those with a high level of spiritual discipline are able to “obey themselves,” in that they

% Z1IV 3 §1; NS4 IV, p. 306 (16-23).

* McIntyre, p. 87.
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are self-creators. But, as he continues, “[Hle who cannot obey himself is commanded.

% This is the responsibility of the Nietzschean self-

That is the nature of the living.
creator: By nature of their spiritual strength they are both “obeyers” of themselves and
commanders for “lower” individuals. What is more, commanding is more difficult than
obeying because

[H]e who commands must carry the burden of all who

obey, and because this burden may easily crush him.

An experiment and hazard appeared to me to be in

all commanding; and whenever the living commands,

it hazards itself. Indeed, even when it commands iz-

self, it must still pay for its commanding. It must

become the judge; the avenger; and the victim of its

own law.”’
But what exactly persuades people to both obey and command? Why would “lower”
individuals obey the “commands” of the “higher man”? Zarathustra answers: “Where I
found the living, there I found will to power; and even in the will of those who serve I
found the will to be master.” In other words, will to power as self~overcoming makes
everyone strive to become more than what they are. “Indeed,” continues Zarathustra,
“you call it a will to procreate or a drive to an end, to something higher . . . but all this is
one, and one secret.””® This secret is, of course, that life and the world are will to power,
and as such individuals will always struggle to become something “higher.” So, as

Nietzsche sees it, there are two options: For one, we can do nothing and eliminate the

emergence of the “higher man” from society. But as Nietzsche writes, “The greatest loss

% 71 12; NS4 1V, p. 147 (17-18).
P Z 10 12; NSA IV, p. 147 (20-27).

% Z 1 12; NSA IV, p. 147-148 (34-02) and p. 148 (19-21).
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that humanity could meet is a non-completion of the highest type of life.”” The other
option would be to create the conditions that would allow the development of the “higher
man.” Nietzsche chooses the second option and, as a result, needs to address the “lower”
elements in society. “Higher” individuals will know that obeying and commanding are
part of life, so to cultivate future “higher men” they will command the rest of culture
through encompassing them within the above discussed hierarchy. As a result, “higher”
individuals, besides creating a new table of values, will also use the necessary fictions of
the Ubermensch and the eternal return in order to teach and pave the way towards the
highest affirmation of life—amor fati. By doing so this will keep “lower” individuals
from creating “other-worldly” values and gods, and will keep them faithful to the earth.
Ignoring the “lower” individual is impossible, so Nietzsche creates the conditions in
which the “lower man” can be cultivated.

This brings us full circle back to the paradox of Nietzsche’s political thinking of
how “higher” individuals go from self-creation to creating for others. When the “higher
men” create their “own new fables of good,” they “give to themselves laws,” thereby
creating themselves in the process.'” But the “higher man” will, by his very nature,
desire to do more than create the self. As Zarathustra says, “But my fervent will to create
impels me continually closer towards human beings; thus is the hammer impelled toward
the stone.”'® As Detwiler argues, in Nietzsche’s view the philosopher does not “simply

... ascend from the cave and perceive the sun; rather he is one who out of the depths of

* Nachgelassene Fragmente 6[31}; NS4 VIII, p. 110 (13-14).
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his own creativity becomes a new sun for mankind.”'** Nietzsche argues in many places
that true philosophers are also legislators in a society. As discussed above, in Jenseits
Nietzsche writes, “True philosophers however are commanders and legislators . . . their
creation is a legislation.”'” Elsewhere, Nietzsche writes: “The Legislators of the Future
... 1 found at last that there are two types 1) those which serve fo find out a greater fact
2) those who are legislators of such evaluations . . . the second however command.”'%

This theme is connected to Nietzsche’s views on culture. Daniel Breazeale
writes, “If there is any theme unquestionably audible in everything that Nietzsche wrote it
is the theme of culture, the problem of civilization: What is it? . . . how can it be
preserved?”'®” Culture, to Nietzsche, is not just a collection of rules and restraints but is
the “harmony among life, thinking, appearance, and will.”'*® Nietzsche, like the ancient
Greeks, saw culture as a unity of various factors. Art, politics, and philosophy, to name a
few, are such factors in a culture, and these need to be unified. This aspect leads directly
to Nietzsche’s order of rank. Unification starts with the individual and is then reflected
onto culture. But Nietzsche sees modern culture as corrupt and fragmented. To “save”
and preserve culture, some form of commanding is necessary. There needs to be a

hierarchy in a culture (an order of rank) so that the creators, who have achieved a high

level of spiritual discipline, can rightfully govern. Culiure demands an order of rank

19 Detwiler, p. 29. See also Z 1 19 (NS4 IV, p. 172-176y and EH, “4lso sprach Zarathustra,” 7 and 8
(NS4 VL, p. 345-349).
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because “the culture of a people is apparent in the uniformed mastery of the drives of

197 This brings together a number of themes. The person who achieves the

those people.
highest rank through the mastery of his/her ordered instincts, the “true philosopher,” will
externalize this order onto culture. This is the philosopher as a “cultural physician” or
teacher:

The philosopher is a philosopher at once for himself,

then after that for others. It is not possible to be a phil-

osopher completely for oneself. For as a human being

one is related to other human beings; and as a philoso-

pher, so too must he be in this relationship as well. 1

mean: even if he strictly separates himself from others,

if he is a hermit, he gives to others a lesson, an example,

and is a philosopher for them. Let him behave however

he wants: bein% a philosopher has a side which faces

human beings.'®
This passage illustrates just how far-reaching Nietzsche’s monism goes. Unity starts with
the inner spiritual life of human beings. The “higher man” unifies and orders his or her
instincts and can give free reign to all of them because they know they all come under the
common yoke of will to power, thus resulting in an order of rank. This unity then reflects
onto society in the form of a hierarchy. Individuals will occupy a position in this hierar-
chy that reflects their level of spiritual discipline. The “higher” individuals in the
“perfect caste” of the hierarchy are the “philosopher-statesmen,” or “true” rulers. These
spiritual rulers, in turn, realize that a well-ordered soul and a well-ordered society reflect

among individuals. All human beings are related to each other in one complete unity.

Through their creating and consequent commanding, the “higher man” will encompass

T Nachgelassene Fragmente 19{41]; NS4 VII, p. 432 (17-19).
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the “lower” individuals and create the conditions whereby they can become something
higher. In this way Nietzsche places and subordinates politics to that of culture.

The above passage also explains why Zarathustra decides to go back down among
human beings. For ten years Zarathustra “enjoyed his spirit and his solitude,” but now he
believes he has accumulated too much wisdom: “[L]Jike a bee that has gathered too much
honey” Zarathustra is prepared to “give away and distribute” his wisdom to those indi-

. . ., 10
viduals ready to receive it.'"

In this chapter I have argued that Nietzsche’s political thinking is consistent with his
overall philosophy. We can see that with the destruction of the Judeo-Christian foun-
dations (as a result of God’s death), the role of “creator” is placed back onto individual
human beings. Nietzsche, though, is not idealistic. He recognized that not everyone is
capable of such a noble task. Creators are identifiable through their spiritual strength:
Such individuals are able to give free reign to all of their conflicting passions and in-
stincts knowing that they all come under the single yoke of will to power. What is more,
the “higher man” will be able to order his or her soul so that the strongest and most noble
instincts rule the body. This is what the “higher” individuals will teach—an order of
rank. When he turns to his political thinking, the order of rank translates into a hierarchy.
Through re-thinking the common notion of hierarchy, 1 believe this avoids the common
error of reducing Nietzsche’s political thinking to that of power politics. Nietzsche’s
hierarchy cannot be reduced, as it often is, to a class structure. He describes his order of

rank as a division of “higher” and “lower” types that is radically different from a social

W9 7 Vorrede 1; NSA IV, p. 11, (04-05; 16-17; and 19 respectively).
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structure of power between rulers and ruled. Nietzsche stresses this in two important
ways. First he characterizes this hierarchy as a differentiation of three physiological

types, not social classes. In this way hierarchy is not a relation of political and economic
power, but a relation between that which encompasses and that which is encompassed. In
this way his hierarchical structure underlies all social relations. In a word, culture or
polity precedes and encompasses politics.

Secondly, Nietzsche distances himself from a class structure of power by placing
the “higher,” spiritual types above and outside the “guardians/kings” of state power. By
making this move, Nietzsche subordinates the state and its power holders under the status
of the spiritual rulers, the “true” rulers.

Nietzsche not only develops a “new” notion of subjectivity distinct from the tradi-
tional Enlightenment, but he also exposes the “true” world in which these self-creators
inhabit—a world marked by becoming. This is what leads Nietzsche to re-thinking
political matters. Such ideologies as socialism and liberal democracy were developed by
and through the worldview of the Enlightenment and are no longer applicable in the
“true” world. The core of his political thinking instead focuses on creating the conditions
that look towards the future cultivation of “higher” individuals. As Mclntyre points out,
“Thus, Nietzsche’s genuine philosopher/statesman is certainly a legislator and com-
mander but he legislates not through abstract ideals and new ‘oughts,” but through an
education that is the cultivation and celebration of the actual”'"" Through creating a new
table of values that stress autonomy and embracing what is difficult, the “higher man”

qua legislator embraces the “lower” aspects of the polity. Furthermore they will utilize

" McIntyre, p. 13.
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such necessary fictions as the Ubermensch and the eternal return to keep baser individu-
als faithful to the earth and to teach them the highest affirmation one can proclaim—

“Amor fatit”



CONCLUSION:
NIETZSCHE AND THE PARADOX
OF CONSISTENCY

In this thesis T have argued for a new reading of Nietzsche, not a new interpreta-
tion. By situating Nietzsche’s project against the backdrop of the Enlightenment I have
shown that the issue most important to Nietzsche was that of subjectivity—a feature he
shared with the Enlightenment. This in fact is the shadow that the Enlightenment casts
over Nietzsche. Spanning the course of his career, including both his published and
unpublished works, Nietzsche partook in a sustained and comprehensive critique of the
traditional Enlightenment. Quite often the focus of his critique was on the Enlighten-
ment’s notion of subjectivity. In the first part of this thesis I examined the ideals and
figures of the traditional Enlightenment which I believe Nietzsche focused his attack on.
Through critiquing the Enlightened view of subjectivity and developing his own “true”
notion, Nietzsche was in fact involved in the very same project he was criticizing. 1
concentrated on Descartes, Rousseau, and Kant as the three essential figures of the
Enlightenment and discussed first how they established reason as the foundation of the
Enlightened subject, thereby making rationality the defining characteristic of the individ-
ual, and then how they placed this subject within a political and moral framework. But
for Nietzsche there is no one feature or set of characteristics that can define an individual.
There is no final “secret” to subjectivity and the very nature of Nietzsche’s writings,
fragmentary and metaphorical as they are, eliminates in advance any attempt at total
critical control. In this thesis I have focused on Nietzsche’s concern for the individual
and his preoccupation with subjectivity, because in the end I believe his philosophical

project makes a lot more sense if it is understood as a sustained response to this problem.



274

In his concern with the project of subjectivity, Nietzsche’s philosophy fulfills and
overcomes a tradition that began with Descartes and was deeply concerned with the sov-
ereignty of individuals. In part I above I sought to uncover this “Enlightened” tradition
of thinking by examining those aspects of Descartes, Rousseau, and Kant that Nietzsche
most ardently critiqued. We may recall, for example, that the notion of subjectivity
developed by Descartes became the basis of politics for Rousseau and the basis of moral-
ity for Kant. But here is one of the problems Nietzsche finds with this tradition. The
Enlightenment, beginning with Descartes, strove to distance philosophy away from any
kind of supernatural/superstitious grounding (i.e., God). Nietzsche notes that Descartes
did a good job at this difficult task, but by grounding subjectivity on a strong notion of
rationality, Descartes ultimately tainted his own project. Nietzsche’s main critique here
is that rationality replaced the role that God formerly held. What is more, this notion of
subjectivity was maintained and carried throughout the traditional Enlightenment.

In the terms of this tradition, then, I have tried to show how Nietzsche’s engage-
ment with the problem of individual sovereignty remains illuminating. Rousseau situates
the Cartesian subject in a political setting whereas Kant circumscribes autonomy with a
specific account of “rational nature” that really only constrains and eliminates the indi-
vidual as such. Nietzsche, on the other hand, develops an account of sovereignty only
after coming to terms with this tradition and suggests both in general terms and in some
detail how the individual can take charge of existence to become what he or sheis. This
was the topic of chapter seven—Nietzsche’s notion of subjectivity. In opposition to
Kant, Nietzsche refuses to legislate sovereignty or prescribe to it any universally binding

precepts. Nietzsche understands that sovereignty is effectively destroyed once it is re-
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duced to a set of rules. This is precisely why he often talks about subjectivity in such
general and vague ways. In one aspect this presents a problem in that there seems to be
no content as to what he means by “subjectivity.” The most he seems to offer us is the
vague challenge of becoming self-creators, but he offers us very little as to what this
actually entails in the world.

On the other hand, due to his discussion remaining incomplete and vague, Nietz-
sche remains consistent within his own project. Wherever he offers an account of the
sovereign individual in his writings it is always suggestive and fragmentary and works
alongside his ongoing criticism of traditional ideals like Kantian autonomy or the tradi-
tional notion of free will. This is a troublesome aspect of Nietzsche’s philosophy—he
critiques the traditional Enlightenment for giving us universal blueprints on how we
ought to live, so when he offers us general notions, such as becoming self-creators, he is
actually remaining consistent with his critique that no universal prescriptions can be of-
fered. This is Nietzsche’s paradox: By being vague and general in some of his writings,
he actually stays internally consistent.

From this point, though, some serious philosophical problems begin to emerge
concerning Nietzsche’s conception of subjectivity. By remaining consistent, and there-
fore vague, Nietzsche’s notion of subjectivity becomes troublesome. On the one hand he
seems to value sovereignty as an important ideal and as something that can be attained.
In a word, the individual is said to be “free” and capable of complete self-creation. But
he also notes that evervthing is the product of nature, or the process of Becoming. So if
everything must be referred back to will to power as a play of forces that underlies

everything (I discuss this in chapter seven), then in what sense could subjectivity be an
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“achievement,” as opposed to a necessary outcome? This is one such problem that is
raised but never satisfactorily answered on the theoretical level of his work.

The second part of this thesis ended with a discussion of Nietzsche’s view of the
world in which his “new” subjects live. It is a world of Becoming in which the tradi-
tional notions of “progress” or of a “final goal” are impossible. But it is a world in which
individuals are capable of self-creation and becoming what they are. With such a Welr-
anschauung an unavoidable question presents itself’ Nietzsche saw all the political
ideologies of the nineteenth century, especially democracy and socialism, as being
inherently flawed due to their being based on the inadequate Cartesian subject of the
Enlightenment. So does Nietzsche believe that there is any kind of political activity that
his “new” subjects can engage themselves in? In a typical Nietzschean move, he does
believe this is possible, but not in any traditional way. Nietzsche engages in a very sus-
tained meditation upon the importance of the individual. Within the broader context of
his reflections upon “higher humanity,” his discussion of subjectivity is also an attempt to
prepare the future and create the conditions needed to bring about the “true” notion of
subjectivity that he describes. This is the aspect of Nietzsche’s project that drifts into the
area of politics and is the topic of chapter nine. Furthermore, I believe this is part of
Nietzsche’s briliance. Even where his theoretical discussion of subjectivity remains
unresolved and philosophically incomplete, there is still a sense in which he forces the
reader to experience the possibility of subjectivity and to incorporate it as one of the most
urgent requirements of life.

The core of Nietzsche’s political thinking, T argue, is that he wishes to create the

conditions for the future emergence of “higher” individuals. This is an understandable
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aspect of his political thought. Nietzsche saw the politics of his day as petty and diseased
and as a result called for change. But he also knew that change does not occur immedi-
ately, so he strove to create the conditions for a future enhancement. Nietzsche’s sketch
of what his political order of the future would look like is just that—a sketch. Just as the
content of self-creation is left vague and empty, exactly what his high-spirited individuals
would fight over and what form their struggle would take are also left undetermined.
While this leaves him open to the same criticism of emptiness that is leveled at his notion
of subjectivity, Nietzsche would respond in a similar way—that his task is not to pre-
scribe in precise detail how his new philosopher-rulers should exercise power. Providing
a detailed blueprint for political action would, in his view, be equivalent to showing
disrespect for the sovereignty of his free spirits. This is precisely why I characterize
Nietzsche as only offering some thoughts about politics and not having a political
philosophy.

Whereas the specific content of Nietzsche’s political thinking is severely lacking,
the broad, or general, outlines of the form of his political ideas are very clear. Nietzsche
believes that a caste system, or hierarchy, is essential for reviving and promoting the
creative capacities of human beings. And once individuals have creativity they then have
the “raw material” for seif-creation. Here again we confront Nietzsche’s paradox of
consistency. My argument in chapter nine above (on Nietzsche’s political thinking) is
twofold: On the one hand Nietzsche’s political thought is consistent with his overall
critical philosophy, but on the other hand what he leaves us with is extremely trouble-
some, indefensible, and intolerable. Nietzsche’s hierarchical thinking, even if thought of

as based on status and not power, is unthinkable in today’s world.



Ultimately Nietzsche’s political thinking leaves us with what I believe is an un-
bridgeable gap. Nietzsche’s consistency is found within his general and vague theoretical
discussions. If he were to ever “fill in the gaps” and give us a more detailed account of,
say, how philosopher-rulers actually govern, then he would fall into the tradition of pro-
viding human beings with a blueprint of how to live. Furthermore this would result in an
inconsistency between his critical and political thought. But I believe his politics remain
consistent with his critical philosophy, especially with his views on subjectivity, and the
result is that Nietzsche unavoidably leaves us with inadequate and unacceptable political

ideas.



Appendix I:

Chronology of Nietzsche’s Works
1844 — Nietzsche is born in Récken, Germany on October 15.
1872 — Die Geburt der Tragddie is published.
1873 — First two Unzeitgemdfe Betrachfungen are published.
1874 — Third Unzeitgemdfie Betrachtungen is published.
1876 — Fourth and last Unzeitgemdifie Betrachtungen is published.
1878 — First edition of Menschliches, Allzumenschliches is published.

1879 — Vermischte Meinungen und Spriiche is published as the appendix of the first
edition of Menschliches, Allzumenschliches.

1880 — Der Wanderer und sein Shatten is published as the second appendix to
Menschliches, Allzumenschliches.

1881 — Morgenrote is published.

1882 - First edition of Die frohliche Wissenschaft is published.

1883 — Parts I and U of 4/so sprach Zarathustra are published separately.
1884 — Part I of Also sprach Zarathustra is published.

1885 — Part 1V of Also sprach Zarathustra is written. Only forty copies are privately
printed and only seven copies are distributed among close friends.

1886 — Jenseits von Gut und Bose is published. The second edition of Menschliiches,
Allzumenschliches is published with new prefaces. A new preface is added to Die
Geburt der Tragodie.

1887 — Zur Genealogie der Moral is published. The second edition of Morgenrite is
published with a new preface. The second edition of Die frohliche Wissenschaft
is published with a newly added fifth book (aphorisms 343-383) and an appendix
of poems.

1888 — Der fall Wagner is published. Gorzen-Ddammerung, Der Antichrist, Nietzsche
contra Wagner, and Ecce homo are written.
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1889 — Gétzen-Dimmerung is published. Early in January Nietzsche experiences a
mental breakdown.

1892 — First public edition of Part IV of Also sprach Zarathusira.
1895 — Der Antichrist and Nietzsche contra Wagner are published.
1900 — Nietzsche dies in Weimar on August 25.

1901 — First version of Der Wille zur Macht, coliected from 400 of Nietzsche’s notes, is
compiled and published by Nietzsche’s sister.

1904 — Nietzsche’s sister integrates 200 pages of further material into a completely
remodeled version of Der Wille zur Macht (which now consists of 1067 notes).

1908 — Ecce homo is published.
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