[image: image1.png]5



Chapter 2. The Existentialists: Precursors to Postmodernity
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It may seem strange to have a section on existentialism in a book on postmodernism, but if we can rightly understand existentialism, we will have an easier time understanding postmodernism.  

As we’ve seen, Modernity was a quest for the absolute—an optimism about what we can know as autonomous individuals.  We can arrive at absolute truth.  After scientific advances we were quite optimistic. But what came along with these advances was a corresponding belief that everything was determined—that everything had explainable causes, and therefore even what we perceived to be free acts were in fact determined actions brought about by material causes.  Science, in attempting to provide freedom, instead stole our freedom. Francis Shaeffer, in his Escape from Reason describes modern man as hopeless. Lev Shestov, the Russian existentialist, said that science, which promised to provide us freedom, instead put us into the chains of determinism.   The hope of science was also tempered by the tragedies of WWI and the nuclear threat of WWII and its aftermath.  The technology we thought would free us instead brought us new dangers, unexpected fears, and at times greater burdens.  

Existentialism was the turn from positivism/objectivism of science which views individual as an object—another number.  In contast to this anonymity of the individual, for existentialist, individual's subjectivity/authenticity/situatedness is essential.  The existentialists saw that modern science had ignored the importance of the individual person’s subjectivity  and historical context.  In addition, while the positivistic science looked only for systematic order in the universe, existentialists acknowledged the apparent absurdity of WWI, and the apparently godless universe that modern man seemed to face.  In short, while modern science was continually in pursuit of objectivity and universal truths, Existentialists wanted to point out the aspects of truth which modernity, in its pursuit of universal truth, appeared to ignore-- subjectivity, emotions, authenticity, etc.


The existentialists reacted against this perceived determinism, and the dominance of the scientific worldview.  Some of the existentialists were Christians (Kierkegaard, Dostoevsky, Shestov, Marcel) while others were not (Nietzsche, Sartre, Heidegger, Camus) 

In wanting to remember the other parts of truth which modernity often neglected, existentialists were in many respects the precursors of the postmoderns.  Kierkegaard and 

Nietzsche, for example, have been seen by many to have postmodern tendencies 100 years before Derrida.


The focus of existentialism is on the How not the what.  Kierkegaard, for example, discusses the importance of being authentically connected to your beliefs—being fully committed to what you claim to believe.  Sartre talks about authenticity as well, and says that if you do not act authentically, you are just following the herd, or society’s plan for your life, and so, you are living a false and misleading life—a life of bad faith.  Heidegger said that most people try to avoid remembering that they will die—they live their lives pretending that death will never come.  But in doing so, they live inauthentically.  Authentic engagement of the individual is essential, in contrast to the generic generalizations and objectivization of the individual via science and its faceless projects.  


One could characterize non existentialist and existentialist characteristics as follows:

Non-existentialist (Stoic)

Existentialist

Objectify


Subjectivity


Distance


Immediacy


Break apart/analytic

Holistic

Theoretical/abstract          Understand experientially
Atheist Existentialists usually say  that we must accept the Godless world and fill in the void with our will Nietzsche, Heidegger, Sartre, Camus all say this is some way or another. Camus and Sartre see Kierkegaard's religious choice as bad faith, an attempt to hide from the real absurdity of reality.

Heidegger the German existentialist, discussed the notion of thrownness:  We are on our way toward death, but we attempt to pretend we aren't.  In this state we cannot live authentically.  
Authentic existence requires that we face up to death/mortality.  We don’t like to face our death, and the possibility of our nothingness, and this unsettledness about the nothingness leads us to angst.  But to live authentically is to live in the light of this possibility of the nothingness of our lives.  Authenticity is the ultimate value to pursue.   The problem with traditional philosophy is that it is too theoretical—thinking that the abstract is the most real, and that the concrete particulars are negligible.

Sartre, the French philosopher, said that we are condemned to be free—we must chose for ourselves what we will become.  It is up to us.  But this makes us quite nervous, so we come up with excuses.  We say things like “I couldn’t help it” or “circumstances forced me to make this choice” or even, “God has ordained it” so that we don’t have to face this fearful subjectivity.  When we pretend we are not free and not responsible, we act in Bad faith.  Traditionally, philosophers have usually said that we have an essence—there is a human nature, or natural way for Christians to live, a potential which can be fulfilled.  But Sartre says instead that we have no essence to fulfill—we are a completely open canvas, and it is up to us to direct our lives as a work of art, as a creation.  Sartre says that we are, ultimately, nothingness—we nihilate ourselves, as we perpetually recreate ourselves, like an etch-a-sketch which negates what was in order to begin again—but we do this at each instant.  This means there is nothing stable about us—nothing permanent.  We are no stable thing.  We are not permanent.  There is nothing permanent about us.  The only quality we possess always is our ability to negate what we were as we determine what we are at this instance.  Again, we do not like this.  We try to be something stable and permanent.  We want to be somehow non-perishable, non-changeable, impregnable.  This desire, and our attempts to become what we can never be is our fruitless God-project.   Theists often say of God that He is self-sustaining, and independent of all others.  This is what we want to become.  In this way, we want to be God—self-sustaining and independent of all others.  (Of course it is exactly here that a Christian can agree with Sartre: that humans have a desire to become like God, and that this is a fruitless project.  Christians would call this tendency ‘sin’)


Sartre says that we have three aspects to our self—our what we think we are, our what we want to be, and our what others think of us.  We want others to think of us as a stable being who is always a certain way—as the perfect son, the perfect girlfriend, the perfect student, the excellent waiter, etc.  We want to get others to help us in our God project by reifying us as something semi-eternal.  Love is exactly this situation—when we get another to look at us as we want them to see us, and we agree to look at them as they want to be seen.  So the man is the brave hero and the woman is the lovely princess, and maintaining this illusion is of course bad faith, but it is also the basis of Sartrean love.
Camus, also a French existentialist, born in Algeria, said that the reality which we don’t want to face up to is that life is absurd, meaningless.  He puts it this way:

“It happens that the stage sets collapse. Rising, streetcar, four hours in the office or the factory, meal, streetcar, four hours of work, meal, sleep, and Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday and Saturday according to the same rhythm – this path is easily followed most of the time. But one day the “why” arises and everything begins in that weariness tinged with amazement.”  

Life, says Camus, is akin to the fate of Sysiphus who, condemned by the gods, was condemned to roll a stone up a hill perpetually for eternity—each time upon reaching the top, the rock would simply roll back down the hill, and Sysiphus was condemned to always go back to push the rock back up the hill.  We also have a meaningless life, and once we have the courage to face this, we have two options: suicide, or rebellion.  Now suicide, according to Camus, is understandable, and is a form of confession.  It is the confession that life is meaningless, and anyone else is able to understand and appreciate this confession.  

There is but one truly serious philosophical problem, and that is suicide. Judging whether life is or is not worth living amounts to answering the fundamental question of philosophy. All the rest – whether or not the world has three dimensions, whether the mind has nine or twelve categories – comes afterwards. These are games; one must first answer [the questions of suicide].

So if one chooses against suicide, then the other option is rebellion.  For Camus, rebellion is not rebellion against God (for there is no God in his view).  Rather, it is rebellion against the absurdity.  This is done by acting as though there is reason in the world—that there is no absurdity.  In this way we disrespect the absurdity, we forcibly give dignity to the world through our own decision, since the world is void of dignity otherwise.  But this is a value which we ourselves must give to the world, for there is no meaning in the world in itself.  

Christian Existentialists


Of course there were atheist and theistic existentialists.  Religious existentialists, like Kierkegaard, Shestov, Marcel, Buber and others emphasize the individual's relationship to God and Others, and point out that the individual cannot be reduced merely to objective data.  It is not enough to have right doctrine, if you are not rightly related to God personally.  In fact, the most important thing is our relationship with God, since it is impossible to fully understand God intellectually.  Doctrine is important, but is always incomplete, since we cannot capture the fullness of God in our doctrines about God.  God’s love will always be more than our understanding and theory about it.  What is important then, is that each individual personally has a relationship to God.  As Kierkegaard says, we cannot have someone else decide for us to believe whether or not the infinite became finite in the person of Jesus, whether Jesus is God and Man, or whether the Trinity is the case.  These are things we must decide individually.    
Shestov

Shestov is quite critical of philosophy and science’s pursuit of total unity and absolute conclusions.  He writes, 

We live in narrowness and injustice. We are obliged to press close to each other and, in order to suffer the least possible, we try to maintain a certain order. But why attribute to God, the God whom neither time nor space limits, the same respect and love for order? Why forever speak of "total unity"? If God loves men, what need has He to subordinate men to His divine will and to deprive them of their own will, the most precious of the things He has bestowed upon them? There is no need at all. Consequently the idea of total unity is an absolutely false idea. And as philosophy cannot ordinarily do without this idea, it follows therefrom, as a second consequence, that our thought is stricken with a terrible malady of which we must rid ourselves, no matter how difficult it may be. We are all endlessly concerned with the hygiene of our soul; as far as our reason is concerned, we are persuaded that it is perfectly healthy. But we must begin with reason. Reason must impose upon itself a whole series of vows, and the first of these is to renounce overly great pretensions. It is not forbidden for reason to speak of unity and even of unities, but it must renounce total unity - and other things besides.
God exceeds our understanding, our totalizing tendencies, and this is exactly why Shestov claims that 2+2=5 is the beginning of faith.  While this might be beyond our understanding, the mere fact that it exceeds our understanding does not make it false, it simply makes it not-understandable to us.  He writes, 

People will tell me that one cannot demand such things of men. Obviously! But God always demands of us the impossible, and it is in this that the chief difference between God and men consists. Or perhaps, on the contrary, the resemblance: is it not said that God created man in His image? It is only when man wishes the impossible that he remembers God. To obtain that which is possible he turns to his fellow men

For Shestov, faith requires that we believe that ‘for God, all things are possible’—apart from understanding this truth and believing in it, we will not be able to have faith.  But if we constrain God to our logic and say that since we cannot conceive of it, it is not possible for God, we are being foolish, since God is not constrained by our thought.  Yet we continue in this way to practice idolatry—to make God into our own image.  


Shestov says philosophy should not be like science—trying to find the limits, to find the borders, but instead should help to show how that these borders can and must be transgressed—to help us press forward in faith beyond what seems impossible.  Of philosophy he writes, 

The philosophers seek to "explain" the world in such a way that everything becomes clear and transparent and that life no longer has in itself anything, or the least possible amount, of the problematic and mysterious. Should they not, rather, concern themselves with showing that precisely what appears to men clear and comprehensible is strangely enigmatic and mysterious? Should they not try to deliver themselves and others from the power of concepts whose definiteness destroys mystery? The sources, the roots, of being lie, in fact, in that which is hidden and not in that which is revealed: Deus est Deus absconditus (God is a hidden God).

Shestov is an existentialist insofar as he is pressing us to realize that abstract reason is not all there is to thinking, or to life.  He is a postmodern insofar as he is showing us the limits of our reasoning abilities, the purposes behind our ‘reasoning’.  And he knows the things he says are upsetting, because they go against our habits of thought—our desired beliefs.  He writes,
Everyone, for example, for centuries - ever since Aristotle - has repeated: the principle of contradiction is an unshakeable principle; science is essentially free examination; God Himself could not make that which has been not to have been; man must overcome his selfhood or particular being; everything must tend toward unity, etc. And no one gets angry, everyone is very happy and imagines that all this is new. But if you say that the principle of contradiction is not even a principle, that the self-evidences deceive us, that science is afraid of free examination - not only will people not permit you to repeat such things two or three times, but they will fly into a rage at your very first words.

Marcel

Another key existentialist in the first half of the 20th century was the existentialist-turned-Catholic-existentialist, Gabriel Marcel.  Often thought of as a Catholi response to Sartre, Marcel saw the other not as a threat, but as a gift.  The other, he agreed, was quite mysterious, and outside of our control, as Sartre had asserted, but this was to be taken with gratitude, as a gift, not seen as a threat.  

When Marcel speaks of belief, he means belief in, not belief that.  This is similar to Kierkegaard, who focuses on how we believe, not what we believe.  Marcel says “We speak of ‘opening a credit’; and there, I think, we have an operation which constitutes belief as such.” (MB2, 86)   One can also think here of the word faithful.  In one rendering, faithful means exactly what it says— full of faith towards someone.  God’s faithfulness to us in an opening of an underserved line of credit, so to speak.  One acts in good faith when one puts forth something in trust, expecting that the other will do the right thing and follow through with their end of the bargain.  For example, I may act in good faith towards you in some business transaction, even though I may have nothing but your word.  But God’s faithfulness is an open reserve— a credit without limit, and without expectation of payment in return.  There is no way for one to repay God for the grace he provides us in good faith.  He is full of this faith, and is an unending overflow of this acting in good faith towards us.  

For Marcel, belief is a pledge, and not merely a pledge of some material possessions, but rather, a pledge of myself: “If I believe in something, it means that I place myself at the disposal of something, or again that I pledge myself fundamentally, and this pledge affects not only what I have but also what I am.”(MB2, 87) To pledge myself fundamentally means that this being for the other is who I become— it becomes my identity to become one who lives for the sake of the other.  

Each one of us is in a position to recognize that his own essence is a gift— that it is not a datum; that he himself is a gift, and that he has no existence at all through himself.  On the other hand, however, it is on the basis of that faith that freedom can grow or expand— that freedom which coincides with the trial in the course of which each man will have to make his own decision. (MB2, 194)

Again, as an existentialist, Marcel emphasizes the individual’s freedom to chose one’s own path.  We are free, but this is not condemnation, as Sartre would say, but an opportunity to open oneself to the other, to the future, to the unknown.  There is an embracing of the fact that we do not understand the other, and otherness in general is seen as opportunity, not to dominate, but to be enriched and to be in relation.

Kierkegaard
Kierkegaard is perhaps the best known existentialist.  He says that truth is Subjectivity!  There are objective truths—statements which we either believe or don’t believe, such as “God exists” but there is also something else which is often overlooked, which is essential for faith.  This is the fact that one must be essentially related authentically to that claim.  I need to really believe it in my heart!  Authentic faith involves personal commitment!  Kierkegaard spent quite a lot of his time criticizing the Danish Lutheran church for its deadness.  In Denmark at the time, it was standard for all children born to be baptized in their first week.  So if one was Danish, then of course one was considered Christian.  But for Kierkegaard, Christianity is a way of choosing, each and every day, what one will believe and do.   True faith, for Kierkegaard, will involve some strenuous commitment.  One of his favorite examples of faith was Abraham, when he went to sacrifice Issac.  


Kierkegaard's philosophy has the purpose of helping us gain a Job-like humility before God.   In Kierkegaard’s words, we have a tendency to try to see things from a “world-historical” perspective, without taking into account the individual’s subjectivity. (CUP 136, 151) To strip the world of subjectivity is to strip it of its reality.  “The observer stares numbly into the immense forest of the generations, and like someone who cannot see the forest for the trees, he sees only the forest, not a single tree.” (CUP 159) God speaks to us individually, and sometimes my conceptions of God must be broken before that relationship can take place.


Since Socrates, a vital goal of philosophy has been to realize that I am not God, nor in a position to speak without humility.   Whether or not one agrees with this humility as a model of the Christian life will depend in part upon  how one views one's faith.  Is it a science, an evidentialist quest for gathering up all the lose fragments and gaining the totality, or is the Christian life more like a journey where one is constantly and continually asked to trust God and forced to admit ignorance and one's dependence upon God?  The first model is a model of the Christian faith which weds Athens, the city of reason, to Jerusalem, the city of faith.  Many, like Kierkegaard and Shestov, see this to be an illicit marriage.
  They see themselves in a long tradition of prophets, and believe that, like the prophet Amos preaching against the lethargy and complacency of the believers who have neglected God for the love of lesser things, the Christian philosopher is called to prophecy against idolatry which creeps into religious practices and to disrupt this complacency, in order to make room for true faith.  

Kierkegaard saw people speaking with absolute assurance about death, about life, about God, and this seemed to him arrogant.  People tend to think that if they want to defend that there is an absolute, then they should have "the absolute answer."
  But for Kierkegaard, to think that one can come to "the final answer" is foolish, and dangerous.  "To finish too quickly is the greatest danger of all" Kierkegaard says.  Kierkegaard decided that he would take up the task of practicing a philosophy of restraint.  Kierkegaard says, "the task is enough for a lifetime." (CUP, 165)  He says, "I am one of those who have power; yet my power is not that of a ruler or a conqueror, for the only power I have is the power to restrain." (CUP 164)


Kierkegaard wants to bring out the uncertainty.  In fact, he defines his task as "to make difficulties everywhere." (CUP, 187)   The greatest danger is always to finish the job too soon.  He points out the objective uncertainty of  basic ideas which are taken for granted, for instance, prayer, death, or immortality, showing that when looked at carefully, these initially simple concepts become complex-- so complex that it may well take a lifetime of striving to really understand them, if ever.  “If I remove the uncertainty in order to obtain an even higher certainty, then I do not have a believer in humility, in fear and trembling, but an esthetic coxcomb, a devil of a fellow who, figuratively speaking, wants to fraternize with God, but, strictly speaking, does not relate himself to God at all.”  (CUP 455)  

In the introduction to Concluding Unscientific  Postscripts Kierkegaard tells us that the issue of this book is "not about the truth of Christianity but about the individual's relation to Christianity." (CUP, 15)   For Kierkegaard, the greater the uncertainty, the greater the inwardness, and so, the greater the faith.  "Without risk, no faith" (CUP, 204) Inwardness is the individuals subjective relation to the matter of belief.  When the matter of belief is trivial and common matter, little personal concern is given to the belief.  When the possibility of the belief appears diminished, and the importance of the belief increases, we are engaged in what Kierkegaard calls truth as subjectivity, or the truth of our subjectivity.  The paradigmatic case for Kierkegaard is Abraham, bringing his son Isaac up the mountain to sacrifice him.
 No one can understand Abraham’s situation, and he is at the height of subjectivity.   Thus, when faith is defined by Kierkegaard, it is necessary that the objective content of faith be not only uncertain, but absurd to the finite mind:

Faith is the objective uncertainty with the repulsion of the absurd, held fast in the passion of inwardness, which is the relation of inwardness intensified to its highest. (CUP, 611)

Faith is absurd to the finite mind, because it depends on the belief that the finite and infinite converge in Christ, and in the believer’s relation to God.


In comparing the Socratic ignorance to faith, Kierkegaard says that they are very similar until faith believes the absurd. 

The Socratic inwardness in existing is an analogue to faith, except that the inwardness of faith, corresponding not to the repulsion exerted by ignorance but to the repulsion exerted by the absurd, is infinitely deeper.  (CUP, 205)

The absurd contains a contradiction, and so, is a distinctly Christian category.  Socrates might be able to believe that God exists, for this might be plausible.  But to believe that the infinite comes into the finite world in finite form, being born, growing up, and living as a human, is simply absurd and unbelievable.  There is not room enough in Socrates uncertainty to make way for this kind of absurdity.  While Socrates makes a plausible bet, Christianity calls for a leap of faith in something which very well may be false.   

Socrates leaves us short of Kierkegaard's absurd.  On  the one hand, it appears that Socrates has submitted himself to faith, for he says "What has happened to me now has not happened of itself, but it is clear to me that it was better for me to die now and to escape from trouble.  That is why my divine sign did not oppose me at any point."
  He knows that he doesn't know, and he takes his lot, fated from the gods.  On the other hand, it may be that Socrates had reached religiousness A, for he says "If I say that it is impossible for me to keep quiet because that means disobeying the god, you will not believe me and will think I am being ironical."
  He appears to think he hears from God, which certainly is a step past the ethical, although not religiousness B. 


The apparent absurd is precisely why the Christian is able to go into the depths of inwardness, holding fast to the absurd, personally  appropriating the absurd to oneself.  For the Christian, "the relationship with God has come into existence; the immanence of the ethical despair has been broken; the leap has been posited,; the absurd is the notification." (CUP, 262)  That we have relation to God by God coming into existence is the backwardness of Christianity.  In most religion man must escape the temporal to have contact with the infinite through works, practices, or ritual disciplines.  But the "ethical despair" of the knight of resignation  has been broken by faith-- in faith we aren't doing any  Socratic betting, we have chosen our bride, we have made our commitment to a particular objective uncertainty-- but more, we have chosen something not just uncertain, but absolutely absurd, and we have fully chosen it with a complete inward appropriation, taking it personally, and acting on the claims of this absurdity.  The absurd does posit the leap, it is our notification-- the messenger of the gospel.  The absurdity which is given in the gospel message is itself a notification of the appropriation which must be made-- the absurdity must be appropriated inwardly to become true, and this cannot be relayed by messenger, but must be enacted by the hearer who has faith to make the leap.  "He who has ears, let him hear"-- he who has belief, let him leap at the notification of the absurd.  The decision to faith is an extreme one of angst and anxiety, because there is not a once-for-all commitment available, there are only long-term extended credit plans available.   To chose faith is to chose a lifetime of striving towards a particular objective uncertainty.  It is, as I said, to chose the bride, to make the leap, to take the full consequences of the eternal import of the decision and the work that it entails for the  rest of life:

Compared with the earnestness of the absurd, the Socratic ignorance is like a witty jest, and compared with the strenuousness of faith, the Socratic existential inwardness resembles Greek nonchalance. (CUP, 210)

There is no laughing in the moment of faith.  The time for playing, for pushing limits and make-believing in the spaces allotted by uncertainty is over.  Now one feels as though he is on an open tundra plain, with no idea which way to go, but determining to start off in a particular direction.  No escape is attempted by way of existential nihilism, Gnosticism, or hedonism.  A decision is made, alone, to strive towards the absurd, to appropriate the absurd into one's life.  No room is left for "weak hope" in "one's own powers" (CUP, 429) and no certainty has been given.  
So we see then, that for Kierkegaard, authentic faith is going to involve a personal commitment, and that personal commitment is as essential as the correct doctrine which one is believing.  Authenticity is the key value here.

NIETZSCHE


Christians often identify Nietzsche as the Atheist who said "God is dead", and with books like The Anti-Christ, neither of which seem very compatible with Christian thought.  Yet, there are many valuable insights which a Christian might learn from Nietzsche.  Nietzsche was an atheist, and he did not like the complacent European Christianity, much as Kierkegaard rejected the lethargic Danish Christianity of his days, a mere 20-30 years before Nietzsche.  True, many of Nietzsche's opinions about St. Paul, the gospel, and Christianity are simply incompatible with a traditional Christian point of view
, but despite this, many of Nietzsche's criticisms and warnings about Christianity are right on the mark.  Outsiders can often give us more helpful critiques and pointed opinions than insiders, and for this reason Nietzsche, as an atheist and "despiser" of Christianity can give us much help.  I would here like to point out some of Nietzsche's valuable criticisms of Christianity, giving a portrait of Nietzsche as someone who, while certainly not a Christian, might be one of those atheist friends we encounter along the way who actually enhances our faith, as they challenge us.  


Here I will first provide a summary of Nietzsche's critique of metaphysics. Secondly, I describe the effects of Nietzsche's critique.  Nietzsche's critiques  forces us, all of us, to live in the flux, to live a life of faith
, and it makes us be open to other perspectives.  No longer can we gain comfort in our pre-critical ideas, dogmas and prejudices.  Instead, we know now that our desires and prejudices play an important role in forming and shaping our truths into our own image.
  The truths which we believe are regulative ideals, promissory notes which may pay some interest but might never be paid off.  The marketplace of ideas isn't dealing in truth with a capital T, it is dealing in personal goods.  Our truths are our own, personalized by the form we give them as they play their roles in our lives.  Even as Christians, by acknowledging our sin condition and finiteness, we can accept that our truths are substantially established in response to my needs, desires, and personal history.
  This does not mean that we discard our beliefs, but rather, it should prompt us to both hold them with suspicion, and also to realize that we hold these beliefs by faith, seeing only "as in a mirror, darkly". 

A Portrait of Nietzsche: Against all Dogma


Nietzsche criticizes all dogmatisms, all unquestioned beliefs, any play on words as "a seduction by grammar, or an audacious generalization of very narrow, very personal, very human, all to human facts." (BGE 1)   Nietzsche sees Plato as dogmatist par excellence, and tells us that "the worst, most durable, and most dangerous of all errors so far was a dogmatist's error--namely, Plato's invention of the pure spirit and the good as such" (BGE 2)  The notions that we can gain a pure static position of truth is the fatal error that infects Western thought.  We find that much of Nietzsche's writings are directed against Platonic-type dogmas in the fields of religion (Christianity), (Western) ethics, and metaphysics.  For example, Nietzsche says that "Christianity is Platonism for "the people"" (BGE 2)  and one will find that his critique of Christianity is focused first on the self-serving dogmatism which excludes other possibilities; second, the certainty which makes us complacent
; third, the lack of subjective involvement and personal responsibility in life (whether that subjective involvement be faith or doubt); and fourth the 19th century spineless European Christianities like Schliermacher's mood/emotion-based Christianity or Hegelian Christianity
 which presumed the possibility of the revelation of Absolute Spirit.  All these tendencies keep us from living life fully because they provide ways of escaping life and pretending we are more than human beings.  We can perhaps define
 dogma for Nietzsche as the "audacious generalization of narrow personal prejudices and conceptions".   Nietzsche attempts to expose the role we play in constructing our truths-- forcing us to see the range of possibilities, the varieties of rationality, and to make us realize that our truths are always and only built on dangerous "maybes" and "perhapses".  These critiques, much in line with the Old Testament "prophets of reproof"  and the radical transformational message of Christ, provide valuable resources for Christians to adopt.  

   
Nietzsche's critique of 'objectivity' in metaphysical systems, which leads to his erasure of the distinction between a thing and a thing in itself, and thus his critique of realism and idealism leaves us without gauranteed constructions of absolute truths.  Nietzsche's teasing, his laughing and dancing with our dogmatisms throws us off balance, forcing us to face a flux where we aren't any longer secure or sure.  "Reality" and "truth" and "rationality" are all brought into question.We are left in the lurch, in the all-too-human position of having no absolute assurances-- where everything is faith, and subject to error.
  Here we are fearfully without "Truth" with a capital "T", we have only promisary notes, promises, and for now we have only the best we can do.  The danger now then is to keep our promises from becoming dogma by always acknowledging the other options.  As philosophers, as friends of Nietzsche, or as his opposition, our goal after Nietzsche is not to prove things or violently use our logic or institutionalized thought (religion, science, or philosophy) to destroy each other.  The purpose is rather, to practice and cause modesty and courage simultaneously by always bringing up the dangerous 'maybes' and 'perhapses'.  



Nietzsche relocates the sources of our metaphysics and reality in the mind rather than in eternal otherworlds and absolute truths.  If we accept Nietzsche at this point, then we should wonder at all notions of apodictically certain access to absolute truth, and we open ourselves to questions not just about our answers, but about how we frame the questions.
  This could lead to a nihilistic skepticism, but Nietzsche helps direct it into a healthy naturalistic suspicion of ourselves which begins with our limits and position in mind.  Nietzsche doesn't want to try to gain the view from nowhere, but he constantly reminds us that the source of much of what we call truth comes from our needs and desires; while he encourages us to use this creatively, he also calls us to listen to the challenging voices of our opponents, our enemies, and our suspicious friends.

I. Nietzsche's Critique of Traditional Metaphysics: God is Dead 


Nietzsche's critique of metaphysics runs throughout his writings.  The search for absolute truth had guided western philosophy from Plato through Hegel, yet Nietzsche rejected this search, because it was misguided and unnatural.  "God is dead" was a phrase rich in meaning for Nietzsche, but in a substantial sense it symbolically represented Nietzsche's opinion that the historical attempts by man to attain any sort of static eternal truth, being or spirit was a failed and dead enterprise, something which it was high time to give up.  It was a project faulted by its 1) escapist mentality, 2) arrogant and dishonest methods, 3) lack of self-criticism, and 4) its tedency to forget about  the limits of the human mind.


First, Nietzsche attempts to eliminate an obsession with "supernatural" truths, and replace them with natural values and aims.  Nietzsche says natural things, "small" things, like nutrition, one's location, climate, recreation, and selfishness play a much greater role in our determining what the nature of reality is than anything supernatural or otherworldly.  The tendency to hold onto immutable otherworldly truths at the expense of living life fully in the here and now derives from a fundamental separation of spirit/flesh, man/God, Heaven/Earth, and Subject/Object which disparages the natural and praises the non-natural.  This is a distinction Nietzsche wants to get rid of.  Nietzsche wants to make humans fully human again, instead of having them spend their energies on the supernatural non-human realm.  If they can overcome these false-dichotomies, the traditional "problems" will be dissolved. If we accept living as finite human beings, acknowledging the limits of our knowledge, instead of attempting to be like God, we will waste less time on abstract and fruitless goals and accept living like mere human beings.  Our metaphysics should arise with natural concerns and experience in mind, not abstract other-worldly notions.  There isn't absolute Being for us to try to obtain; there is only constant becoming, constant movement, continuous cycles of change.  We don't experience eternal static being, so why not leave these matters to God?  The traditional seeking of staticity was a seeking for peace and rest, a seeking to be lazy and quit actively struggling with and living life.  Nietzsche despises this crass and laggard mental drowsiness.  No longer should static eternal being be sought because the sponsors of the search are apathy and weakness.  Thinking we have found "the Truth" always makes us lethargic and keeps us from fully engaging in our current situation as human beings.  We say we want the "peace of God" and what we really want is escape from the world.


This anti-escapist theme sheds much light on Nietzsche's portrayal of St. Paul as a destroyer of true Christianity.  While Nietzsche appreciated Christ's call to live life in radical ways, which made it quite difficult to be a Christian, he deplored Paul's concept of justification by faith which Nietzsche saw as the ruin of Christianity, whereby now, even the politician or rich man could be a Christian without making any substantial change in lifestyle.  All it took after Paul, according to Nietzsche, was a cognitive abstract belief, not any radical existential decisions which truly affected life.


Nietzsche is of and for the natural, and he believes that natural life is about living in flux, not claiming ultimate absolutes.  Nietzsche rejects ultimate Truths, in favor of the creative changing penultimate truths of life as we experience it.  Because he is seen as criticizing traditional absolute truths and methods, Nietzsche is often portrayed as espousing critical or negative philosophy.  I think it is better to see Nietzsche as the philosopher who affirmed and approved the flux, the transitoriness of life, to make us aware of our limitations, as well as the possibilites for expanding our own horizons.  He is critical, but only to break open new horizons, to open up new possibilities to us, to push us to the edge of our dangerous maybees and perhapses.  The tendency to think of the world and of incompleteness or change as evil is overcome, and in its place an affirmation
 of this world comes to us.  As Christians, we can see this move as a move away from a puritanical obsession with the fall, to a more balanced view with due consideration to the fact that life is created, the world is a good place created by a good God for us to live in and enjoy.  


Second, Nietzsche felt that the traditional metaphysical search for absolute truth is immodest and dishonest.  It is immodest inasmuch as any particular claims to have the absolute truth are in a sense a case of  dogma or "audacious generalization of personal prejudices or conceptions",
 and belief that sponsors a search for absolute truth seems to be founded on the presupposition that I myself could gain the absolute perspective, the "view from nowhere" like a God.  Nietzsche says of the search for pure absolute truth, "Today we consider it a matter of decency not to wish to see everything naked, or to be present at everything, or to understand and "know" everything. (GS 38)  As Christians, we should realize more than anyone that our perspectives will always be limited, that Abraham left from Ur to go the promised land "not knowing where he was going", and that Job ended up with much less confidence about his understanding of God, but rather, realized the greatness of God instead.  As humans we will always only see in a mirror darkly.


This search is dishonest because any claim will be an audacious trampling down of other perspectives and possibilities, and it also pretends to have no personal interest or historical/situational factors involved in its conclusion, and this is deceptive (at least self-deceptive).  Nietzsche calls us to "cautious restraint" and "wise moderation" in our claims. (HH 263) 


What could be more Christian than this call to caution, moderation, and restraint?--  "Be slow to speak, and quick to listen."  The humble, broken and peacemakers shall be blessed.   To pretend that our view of life, and especially our view of Christianity is not partially shaped by factors other than the Bible and God himself is not only superficial, it is self-deceptive.  In place of an arrogant dishonest superiority, the Christian is better-suited to practice humility and transparency.

   
Third, Nietzsche simply thought the old metaphysical systems of reality and "Truth" were no longer to the modern scientific man's taste, and so, they were simply no longer believable.  God is now dead for Nietzsche, and the notion of a center of Truth is an outdated idea.  For example, he says, "What is now decisive against Christianity is our taste, no longer our reasons." (GS 186)  He says that we no longer live by those dogmas of religion and metaphysics, and traditional metaphysics simply cannot stand  against our rigorous thinking and science.  Simply put, traditional metaphysics are no longer believable.  I think Christian apologetics has done much to help counter some of the anti-Christian scientific claims of Nietzsche's time.  However as Nietzsche knew, the nature of science is that it is always (theoretically) hypothetical, in process, done from a human perspective.  I believe the real point of Nietzsche's claim that God is dead is that he doesn't believe we can have access to a center of truth, we can only have our perspective of what that truth might be, and that is by faith.  In this sense then, everybody lives only by faith, only by hyopothesis.  


Nietzsche's writings abound in dangerous maybes and perhapses, and he calls us to be "philosophers of the dangerous 'maybe' in every sense." (BGE 11)  For Nietzsche, being scientific or a philosopher meant being suspicious, and remaining hypothetical. The philosopher should be a laugher, a dancer, and primarily one who mistrusts all answers, including his own.  He can laugh at himself, putting off a spirit of gravity and seriousness.  He can dance with the instability his questions create.  Speaking of philosophers he says, " . . . I would not know what the spirit of a philosopher might wish more to be than a good dancer". (GS 346)  Again, he says "The more mistrust, the more philosophy". (GS 286)   The spirit of these quotes runs throughout Nietzsche, especially in the earlier works, and it reveals much to us about what Nietzsche was up to and how to read him.  A primary value of Nietzsche's works is their ability to upset us, to throw us off balance and make us view things quite differently than we often do.  His truth comes to us as: "all things are possible"
, since he breaks down the standard answers and ideals from the past, leaving the future open to any hypothesis which is itself open to questioning.   Nietzsche challenges us and makes us become honest, or at least, more honest.   Nietzsche will become a stumbling stone, somehow, for anyone who reads him
, and it is always in his suspicions, his critiques of our set ideas and his ability to destabilize that we find his greatest genius.


This realization of the hypothetical nature of our truth-claims as Christians does not go against faith; in fact, it makes it possible.  A faith of fear and trembling is possible only as we realize the precarious position of our beliefs.  Through Nietzsche, as through Kierkegaard, what we can learn is that the Truths we hold to are promises, things not yet seen, and so they are in essence hypotheses which act as regulative ideals.  The point is not that some beliefs are more likely than others, the point is that any of our beliefs are subject to error due to our condition so that, no matter what, we are always, as Kierkegaard says, out over "20,000 fathoms".


Fourth, Nietzsche critiqued the spirit of gravity in traditional metaphysics.  People take themselves and their opinions too seriously when they expect that they have found the absolute Truth.  Nietzsche, proposing "the gay science" wanted more gaiety among thinkers or thought: "You higher men, the worst about you is that all of you have not learned to dance as one must dance--dancing away over yourselves!  What does it matter that you are failures?  How much is still possible!  So learn to laugh at yourselves!" (Z 295)  Laughing is the best way to face the fact that since Aristotle western metaphysics has been trying to do the impossible.  Getting rid of the projects of traditional metaphysics frees us to sail on new uncharted seas, as creators, with all things possible before us.  The now-irrelevant task of gaining absolute truth has been lifted from us, and we are finally free.  Our purpose is no longer to grasp "the Truth", the purpose is now a creative experimental venture.  Nietzsche was convinced that any claims to have found "Truth" in a non-hypothetical way was just silly arrogance.  He thinks we aren't meant to find absolute truth, and we've no idea if it exists anyway.   This realization of Truth's unnattainableness leaves Nietzsche quoting Plato: "All in all, nothing human is worth taking very seriously; nevertheless . . ." (HH 256)   


Christians believe that Christ has been given for them, and now they should be given to Christ.  But this is not simply an imperative: "should", it is also a newfound freedom and relief: they can give themselves.  There has now been a lightening of the burden.  Christ has become all for all, and now the Christian is in the remarkably rich position of being able to recklessly give himself away, without remorse.  In an important way, the Christian walks with a new lightness of being, as one fortunate.  One is now able to look at oneself with a certain laugh, to face trials and despairing moments with a little levity.  No longer is one's personal life all-important and central to everything,  because a de-centering has taken place. 


In all the above points, Nietzsche does not think there is any absolute Truth available to humans.  The only thing he can say about the metaphysical world (if it exists) is that it is different with a "differentness inaccessible and incomprehensible to us." (HH18)   We simply don't have any organ for attaining a Kantian noumenal "truth in itself".   The distinction between subject and object is erased, as there is no way to distinguish what we understand from something beyond us.  My conceptions of God, life, or truth are all I can know.  I am limitied by my ability to understand.  We exist as human, all too human beings, and we cannot know about or understand something which is beyond us, even if such a thing exists.  


This forces a radical change in our conception of metaphysics.  It is not merely a call to do finite metaphysics, or some sort of phenomenology (within the bounds of phenomena).  (Even Aristotle does a finite metaphysics-- even his god is finite.)  Nietzsche goes much deeper than this, challenging all of our notions of truth, any of our world configurations and explanations, be they explanations about this world or some other-world. 


Nietzsche distances himself from realism (Reid) and idealism (Kant) because he doesn't think that people can know anything beyond personal understanding.  Again, dogma is the attempt to generalize our prejudices and concepts onto reality, and Nietzsche is always suspect of any theory or position.  All theories and positions are inevitably caught in the web of our desires and modes of thinking and so none of us can tell the difference between what is real and what we merely believe.  There is no difference for us.  We cannot talk about reality apart from simply saying what we believe and imagine it is, within the context of our human lives.


Despite his critiques, Nietzsche does realize the benefit of metaphysics.  Nietzsche's doctrine of Eternal Recurrence is a metaphysical doctrine informed by physical and historical explanations.  Nietzsche wants a return to valuing the natural, and he does this by critiquing the unnaturalness of tradition, rebuilding the foundations of truth upon the natural and human, and reinvesting natural meanings and values into his philosophy throughout.  Instead of escapism, we have a turn to face life; instead of arrogance and dishonesty, he encourages modesty and honesty; instead of objectifying our personal perspectives prematurely, we have self-suspicion and hypothesis; and instead of taking our own limited perspectives too seriously we have lighthearted generosity.  These alternative values are invested into his doctrine of eternal recurrence.

  
Nietzsche has redefined the nature, meaning and purpose of metaphysics.  Metaphysics, as Nietzsche has reinvented it, is not a blueprint of God's mind, it is not about Truth with a capital "T".  In a sense, he has "phenomenologized" Metaphysics.  Metaphysics is now about our imaginings, our postulations, our hypotheses.  His erasure of the distinction between thing and thing in itself has also made any talk of metaphysical verification more problematic.  We can't compare our thought to "the reality", because our concept of "reality" is inextricably founded in our own thought. In traditional metaphysics, the purpose was to capture "the Truth", or as much of it as we could.  But after Nietzsche, metaphysics is grounded in our natural desires and instincts, and the purpose of metaphysics is to sponsor naturalness, courage, openness, and strength.


In traditional metaphysics, one wanted to avoid error and gain truth.  In Nietzschean metaphysics, one wants to avoid unnaturalness or arrogance, and the goal is not a point or a position, but rather, to keep up a healthy creative activity in your thinking.  

II. The Results of the Critique

It is true, there might be a metaphysical world; one can hardly dispute the absolute possibility of it. We see all things by means of our human head, and cannot chop it off, though it remains to wonder what would be left of the world if indeed it had been cut off. (HH 17)


Nietzsche's critical questioning, laughter and dancing permeate all his work.  He critiques Christian Doctrine, Christian values, European and German values, his historical predecessors (from Plato to Hegel and Kant), Metaphysics, and even himself.  His suspicion is virtually all-encompassing.  But Nietzsche's critique of metaphysics is done in an experimental, teasing way, which chipped away confidence in metaphysical structures as he showed them to be founded in a desire for comfort and security in necessity. The result is that confidence in our eternal and absolute metaphysical truths is undermined, and we are knocked off balance.  We loose the absoluteness of our truths, we realize their contingency, and we become aware of our humanness, our predicament as historical, limited and creative human beings.  Nietzsche does not want to destroy our worldviews so much as he wants us to accept our humanness and take responsibility for our creative perspectives and views.   


Nietzsche commends to us the "Gay Science" which is no sober and dutiful search for ultimate truth, but rather, a gay wandering about in light of the fact that our attempt to get the God's-eye perspective is rejected as a real possibility.  Nietzsche proposes the questions we didn't want to hear, but then, instead of arresting us and pinning us with his trump card of logic, he nudges us in the ribs, lets out a laugh, and begins to dance about us, teasingly.  His proposals cause fear and trembling and laughter, simultaneously.


The laughter of Nietzsche is not mean-spirited, but is meant to help us endure the fear and trembling.  His laughing breaks the spirit of gravity.  Nietzsche's attack on metaphysics is not meant to throw us into despair, it is meant to free us, to help us live as free-spirits.  He is against the authority held by collectivist thinking because he is convinced it has robbed us of our true and instinctive purposes.  It has robbed us of noble meaning and valuable living.   In critiquing the collectivist thinking of traditional logic, reason, ethics, metaphysics and religion, he simultaneously emphasizes the individuality of each human, the limited and unique perspective of each.  Instead of submitting to the collective, he encourages and values the creative will of the individual, and the courage to step forth alone.   This can easily be seen as akin to Luther and protestantism, which emphasize a personal relationship of faith.


In the light of his apparently successful critique of metaphysics, Nietzsche thinks about the possible work that science could do in the wake of his destruction of metaphysics:  ". . . whether science can furnish goals of action after it has proved that it can take such goals away and annihilate them; and then experimentation would be in order that would allow every kind of heroism to find satisfaction--centuries of experimentation that might eclipse all the great projects and sacrifices of history to date." (GS 82)  There are a number of times Nietzsche talks about the great scientific and methodological experimentations and investigations that could be taken up.  But ultimately, Nietzsche knows that science itself is based on faith: "We see that science also rest on a faith; there simply is no science "without presuppositions." (GS 181)  He compares the faith of Christians with the faith of the free spirits:

 . . . for their [our Christian ancestors'] faith they willingly sacrificed possessions and position, blood and fatherland.  We--do the same.  For what?  For our unbelief?  For every kind of unbelief?  No, you know better than that, friends!  The hidden Yes in you is stronger than all nos and Maybes that afflict you and your age like a disease; and when you have to embark on the sea, you emigrants, you, too, are compelled to this by-- a faith! (GS 340)


Nietzsche has faith.  He is willing to go beyond the maybe to a "yes".  He is willing to create the doctrine of Eternal Recurrence and adopt it as his own.  He is, like Kierkegaard, willing to go beyond resignation to make a leap-- a leap of faith in eternal recurrence.  As he leaps he is simultaneously filled with the laughing thrill of freedom and the fear and trembling that accompanies such a bold move.  But he does not demand that anyone else make the same leap.  Like Abraham was uniquely called to sacrifice his son, Nietzsche must do what he has been fated to do.  Neither of their actions can be fully understood by anyone else.  Neither of them can find solace from the mass, from the herd.  Both of them are solitary wanderers, free spirits who must make their way alone.  


No one can accept Nietzsche's doctrine of eternal recurrence exactly as he did.  No two of us can ever accept anything or believe anything in exactly the same way because we all have different historical psychological roots.  Whatever we believe is made up of fragments or parts from others-- this is inevitable.  For example, Nietzsche's eternal recurrence has roots in a strong tradition since the presocratics, yet it is unique in itself.  Christians, while having a general set of beliefs and values, all will have a specialized doctrine of faith in which to believe, and it will be formed from the context of our living and life situation.  When God speaks to one, no one else can understand, just like Paul on the road to Tarsus.  There is no other way.  Our primary task is the creative courageous path of taking responsibility for our own will to power, but inevitably linked secondary task is always to keep from slipping back into our old lethargic complacent metaphysical ways.


Nietzsche's critique leaves us lonely, but independent.  No longer is there Truth to comfort us, for we have become familiar with the hermeneutics of suspicion, the psychologically and historically contextual character of our beliefs.  We have learned to be temperate in our appraisal of our own truths-- as Christians we have decided to try to maintain beliefs without slippling into dogma, freed from the spirit of gravity as we now do not take ourselves quite so seriously, realizing the faith-nature of all our beliefs.  We no longer work with a mentality of seeking absolute Truth-- we now work experimentally and hypothetically.  We are able to accept and affirm a life of dangerous maybes and perhapses.  We have agreed that we cannot be God, that we are only humans.

III.Conclusion: Laughing With Fear and Trembling


Laughter always accompanies, and will never be overtaken, by whatever serious considerations or claims we make about life.  No matter what our view, we inevitably must laugh at it and realize our precarious situation of living an entire life without being able to have certainty concerning what appear to be our most important decisions about how to live our lives.  As Nietzsche quoted Plato, "all in all, nothing human is worth taking very seriously; nevertheless . . ." and here we are left to realize the irony that though our viewpoints on these things cannot be taken all too seriously.  Yet, at the same time the choices we make in our blind darkness seem to be absolutely important.  Even the decisions made with great fear and trembling (to turn away from our gods, or to make precarious decisions of faith toward gods or others or to take a substantial position of any sort) are inevitably tangled in the ironic and laughable web of our inability to be absolutely certain as we make these decisions.  In Nietzsche one can find a true friend who helps us be careful of ourselves, our prejudices, and our arrogance, while keeping us light-hearted and courageous in the process. 


Here I have attempted to explain Nietzsche's naturalistic critique of metaphysics, and brought the affects of that critique to bear upon our thinking.  As we have looked at some of Nietzsche's criticisms of  Metaphysics and Christianity, we have seen valuable insights.  First, Western Christian thought has a habit of using supernatural truths to escape living life in the present.  Christianity should not be about escaping life, but living it most fully.  The natural world, as creation, should be embraced and engaged in by Christians, as Christ himself taught.  Second, we have often been arrogant and dishonest in our high estimation of our abilities to gain the view from nowhere.  Nietzsche makes us realize that much of the history of western thought is built aroung the attempt to, or with the assumption that we can, gain the perfectly objective position.  He helps us to see that our position always excludes some understanding, there are always trees in our view.  Third, Nietzsche pushes us to remember the fear and trembling of our faith-- the promisary and hypothetical nature of it.  Our faith is forced now to be ever-active, always the task of a lifetime, always an ongoing relational process, not a fixed point of static stability.  Fourth, Nietzsche encourages a generous humorous humility in the midst of our condition, as opposed to a defensive state of  cognitive . . . .  We should learn not to take ourselves so seriously, recognizing our tendency towards self deception as well as recognizing our finiteness.  

Conclusion on Existentialists

Existentialists, it should be clear, had an important role to play in undermining some of the assumptions of modernity.  
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�.Lev Shestov (1866-1939) was a Russian Existentialist for whom the original sin was the human attempt to gain independence from God through knowledge and scientific methodologies.  Such knowledge and methods, said Shestov, are often thought to free man when in fact they can often chain man with self-imposed restraints upon his ability to have faith.  See his Athens and Jerusalem or In Job’s Balances both trans by Martin, (Athens, Ohio: Ohio University Press, 1969)
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�.Plato, Apology in Five Dialogues, transl by G. M.A. Grube, (Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing Company, Inc., 1981), 41d.


�.Ibid., 38a.


� In defense of Nietzsche, I would say that many of Nietsche's criticisms of Christianity were spcifically of German Christianity, and Nietzsche's view of what Christianity is was always seen through these unique 19th-century German lenses.


� "A life of faith" in the sense that, since we have no gaurantees about what is or isn't true, whatever paradigm or picture or story we tell about our experiences are only hypothetical, and can only be believed, not known in a traditional strong sense.





� Paul Ricouer and Merold Westphal have both written on the positive hermeneutics of suspicion in Nietzsche, and Westphal in particular has brought out the similarity between St. Paul's suspicion of sin and human knowledge and Nietzsche's hermeneutics of suspicion.  Nietzsche himself says, "My writings have been called a School for Suspicion, even more for contempt, fortunately also for Courage and, in fact, for Daring." (HTH, 4)





� Again, using the organic/natural motif we have previously discussed, each person's set of truths are developed like each tree grows-- the shape, direction and makeup of the tree is unique to each tree. As you walk through a canyon of evergreen trees, each tree has a slightly different shape; no two trees are alike.  In the same way, the total shape of my truths will never be exactly like another persons, because my truths are developed in the context of my situation, which is no one else’s.





� Kierkegaard also spent his life attacking Hegelian Christianity.  A specific example of Nietzsche's attack on lethargic "everyday Christianity" is aphorism 116 in Human, All too Human.


� My definition is based in part on the quote at the top of this paragraph.


� In general Nietzsche despises Christianity which preaches salvation by faith without works, which he sees as leading to hypocrisy and lethargy-- just the opposite of what the radical Jesus orignially preached. 





� Nietzsche says that our beliefs and methods, whatever they are, are founded upon faith.  It would be a stretch to draw strong parallels, but we might say he realized the importance of both properly basic beliefs and sin as an epistemic category, as a precursor of Plantinga's Reformed Epistemology and Merold Westphal's work regarding the influence of sin on our cognitive abilities.





� Nietzsche is easily seen as the father of postmodern critiques of this type from Heidegger to Rorty.





� As John Piper has pointed out in his book Desiring God, there is a time to be a "Christian Hedonist."


My definition from above.


Paul said Christ was the "stumblingstone for the Greeks" because he confounded their religiousity of legalism and 'good deeds' which provided them their security of mind, and well-being.  In the same way, Nietzsche provides such meta-critiques of our methods of attaining self-assured complacency that no matter what your method, you will find your truths under suspicion, and in this way he "trips us up" like a stumblingstone.


od"





� This was the central theme of the works for Lev Shestov, who thought highly of Nietzsche and interpreted him in very interesting ways.  Christ also repeated this phrase.








