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“ Und zuletzt, was glauben Sie, das ich empfinde, wenn der Name 
Zarathustra von Antisemiten in den Mund genommen wird?…”
(Nietzsche’s letter to T. Fritsch, 29 March 1887)
One of the characteristics of responsibility is that, at least in its common understanding, it is based on a causal relation. If the person a did the action x, a is considered to be responsible for x. In many cases, this relation can be easily identified (provided that we have all the necessary elements to identify the relation): Peter intentionally and consciously pulled the trigger and killed Brian. Peter is, therefore, responsible for Brian’s murder, unless proven otherwise. In many other cases, however, the causal relation is less easily identifiable. Let us suppose, for instance, that Peter is a soldier and that he has received from his superior officer the order to kill Brian (an enemy). Peter is bound to obey to his superior officer and disobedience would cause him several troubles: should he be considered responsible of Brian’s murder? Technically, as in the first case, he intentionally and consciously pulls the trigger and causes the death of Brian. What we want to know, however, is whether Peter should be considered morally responsible (or co-responsible) of Brian’s death.
That this dilemma has no easy solution is shown mutatis mutandis by the different ways in which the officers involved in the bombing of Hiroshima reacted after they became aware of the real proportion of the massacre caused by the dropping of the atomic bomb. Whereas Colonel Tibbets, the Enola Gay pilot, never showed any sign of repentance and declared to having accomplished his duty, Major Eatherly, the pilot of the aircraft which preceded the Enola Gay and was asked to report on the weather conditions, was haunted by nightmares of the bomb and attempted suicide in different occasions
. Questions concerning the responsibility for the bombing of Hiroshima obviously extend further than those about the responsibility of the officers directly involved in the bombing. How should we consider, for instance, the role played by the scientists that took part in the Manhattan Project, the research project under the scientific direction of J. Robert Oppenheimer, which produced the first atomic bombs?

Due to the exponential development of scientific knowledge and technology in recent times, the case of the responsibility of scientists is frequently debated
. New technologies often have profound impacts on human beings and the environment. These impacts are often positive (think, for instance, of bionic and prosthetic technologies or renewable energy technologies), some other times, less positive (chemical weapons or non-biodegradable and poisonous chemical products). How far does scientific freedom extend? Should scientific research must be limited or controlled in its exploration of new technologies? Should moral concerns (among others) prevail over the possibility of scientific progress? And, above all, should scientists be considered morally responsible for the practical applications that they make possible through their research?
One of the consequences of the exponential development of scientific knowledge and technology mentioned above is that the attention of public opinion has been mainly focused on the responsibility of scientists. Although often ignored or overlooked, however, intellectuals can be also considered to bear responsibility. In an article published in 1967, Noam Chomsky argued that, “It is the responsibility of intellectuals to speak the truth and to expose lies” 
. According to Chomsky, the intellectuals are in a privileged position “to expose the lies of governments, to analyse actions according to their causes and motives and often hidden intentions”, as well as “to seek the truth lying hidden behind the veil of distortion and misrepresentation, ideology and class interest, through which the events of current history are presented to us”
. Writing in 1967, Chomsky clearly referred to the active role that, in his opinion, intellectuals were called to assume within the context of the Vietnam War. Less than fifty years later, one could argue with Chomsky that intellectuals are now called to assume their responsibility and speak the truth or expose the lies concerning US interventionism in Middle East, EU’s financial crisis management or current immigration policies, the radicalization of Islam or the Crimean crisis (just to mention few of the current socio-political problems).
Intellectuals, however, can be said to bear another kind of responsibility, namely, that for their writings or their ideas. As we have seen, according to Chomsky, “it is the responsibility of intellectuals to speak the truth and expose the lies”. However, how far does this responsibility extend? Let us imagine, for instance, the case of an intellectual who discovers that what we honour as truth (let us say, moral truth) is nothing different from a mere fiction, a hollow idol. Let us also suppose that the same intellectual is convinced that the moral truth we honour is useful for the preservation of social harmony: to debunk morality would have the disastrous consequence of causing a huge wave of scepticism and, consequently, provoking social instability. Would it be the intellectual’s responsibility to speak the truth in this case? Should the pursuit of truth (which follows, according to Nietzsche, from a metaphysical and moral will to truth
) be assigned the highest value or should moral concerns (among others) prevail over the pursuit of truth?
A comparison can be drawn with the case of the scientist. Ideally, both the scientist and the intellectual pursue the truth. In this pursuit, they generate, in the best case, new knowledge in their respective fields, a knowledge which can have practical applications. The main question is whether they should be considered responsible for these applications. Certainly, one could argue that the impact that scientific research has on human life is not nearly comparable with that of the intellectuals’ ideas: practical applications deriving from discoveries in science and technology can be by far more dangerous than practical applications deriving from discoveries or new ideas in the field of humanities. But is it really so? Here the typical case of Dostoevsky’s The Brothers Karamazov – a novel that tackles, among others, the question of whether intellectuals bear responsibility, directly or indirectly, for the ideas that they formulate – comes to mind. In this novel, Ivan Karamazov’s idea (according to which, if there is no God and no immortality of the soul, then everything is permitted) supplies the theoretical foundation for the parricide that Smerdyakov, the fourth illegitimate son of Fyodor Pavlovich, commits by putting into practice Ivan’s idea. Actually, Ivan is not directly implicated in the murder and he even ignores that Smerdyakov is the murderer, until the latter confesses his crime to him. Should he be nonetheless considered to bear part of the responsibility for the murder? So it seems, if we are to consider the plot of the novel. Indeed, Ivan initially refuses to share the burden of guilt for the parricide with his illegitimate brother. However, he later realizes that he is guilty not only of having left Smerdyakov free to put his murderous plan into practice, but also of having given the servant the moral justification for the parricide. At the end of the novel, Ivan fully accepts his co-responsibility for the murder and during the final trial, confesses to be a murderer.
The novel The Brothers Karamazov clearly illustrates how an idea or a theory can have potentially disastrous consequences, leading to a murder. In this specific case, the intellectual and the murderer are two distinct persons. Although the murderer commits the murder without the intellectual’s consent, nevertheless, the intellectual recognizes himself as partly responsible for the murder, because he has supplied the theoretical foundation for it. That this is not always the case, however, will appear if we contrast Dostoevsky’s novel with Alfred Hitchcock’s Rope (1948), a movie based on Patrick Hamilton’s homonymous play from 1929. This movie tells the story of two young men, Brandon and Philip, who, inspired by the ideas of Rupert Cadell, their ex-housemaster at school and now a publisher with a penchant for philosophy books, strangle their former classmate David with the intention of performing a perfect murder. According to Cadell’s theory, murder is or should be an art, and as such, the privilege of committing it should be reserved for those individuals who are culturally and intellectually superiors. By virtue of their superiority, these few individuals are above the traditional moral concepts: the concepts of good and evil, of right and wrong, are only for the average, that is, inferior men who need them. As mentioned, Brandon and Philip put into practice Cadell’s theory and kills David. When Cadell at the end of the movie discovers the murder, unlike Ivan Karamazov, he denies any implication in it: he confesses to be ashamed of his theory, but he argues that Brandon and Philip have given his words a different meaning, twisting them into a cold and logical excuse for their ugly murder. That is why he refuses to carry responsibility for it.
Dostoevsky’s The Brothers Karamazov and Hamilton/Hitchcock’s Rope give us two different, but complementary perspectives on the responsibility of intellectuals. On the one hand, Dostoevsky reminds us that ideas and theories have consequences and that intellectuals (but not only them) bear responsibility for them. On the other hand, however, Cadell draws our attention to the fact that we cannot reasonably consider an intellectual as responsible (at least, directly) for the consequences deriving from his theory, if these consequences are the result of a distortion or misunderstanding of the same theory. Because of this distortion, the causal relation between the theory and the consequences cannot be established. Therefore, so Cadell believes, there cannot be attribution of (direct) responsibility.
With these two perspectives in mind, we can now focus the attention on Nietzsche’s case, which is exemplary because of the ideological use that has been frequently made of his thought, particularly at the time of Italian Fascism and German Nazism. To begin with, notice that Nietzsche is explicitly mentioned as one of the inspiring sources of Brandon’s murder in both Hamilton’s play and Hitchcock’s movie
. In the play, Brandon explains to Cadell that his friend and him have murdered for adventure and danger, and then adds: “You read Nietzsche, don’t you, Rupert? […] And you know that he tells us to live dangerously. […] And you know that he’s no more respect for individual life than you, and tells us – to – live dangerously. We thought we would do so – that’s all. We have done so. We have only done the thing. Others have talked. We have done. Do you understand?”
. In the movie, on the contrary, it is Mr. Kentley, David’s father, who makes the association with Nietzsche. More specifically, Mr. Kentley asks Brandon whether he agrees with Nietzsche and his theory of the overman and then associates this theory with Hitler
. Let us consider both mentions of Nietzsche in detail.
The expression “to live dangerously” (German: “gefährlich leben”) can be found in section 283, fourth book of The Gay Science. In this section, Nietzsche confesses to “welcome all the signs of a more virile, warlike age approaching […] for it shall pave the way for a still higher age”, an age that “will carry heroism into the search for knowledge and wage wars for the sake of thoughts and their consequences”. According to Nietzsche, to this end “many preparatory brave human beings” are needed; “human beings who know to be silent, lonely, determined, and satisfied and steadfast in invisible activities”. We do not require a close and attentive reading to see that Nietzsche’s call for brave and heroic human beings “accustomed to command” and to live at war with their peers and with themselves has nothing to do with the idea of breaking every moral rule and killing “for sake of danger and for the sake of killing”, as Brandon believes
. On the contrary, Nietzsche’s call is clearly directed to seekers of knowledge (Erkennenden) who must be determined and steadfast in their search for knowledge. Only with reference to this context, the purpose and meaning of Nietzsche’s metaphorical language becomes comprehensible. Conversely, only taken out of its context and distorted, Nietzsche’s words can be used to justify a murder, as it happens in Hamilton’s play.
It is interesting to notice that, in his (intentional?) distortion of the meaning and context of Nietzsche’s expression “to live dangerously”, Hamilton has an “illustrious” antecedent: Benito Mussolini, who was a great admirer of Nietzsche’s writings
. With the occasion of the opening meeting of the National Council of the National Fascist Party, held on August 2, 1924 Mussolini concluded his speech by alluding to an expression of popular wisdom: in a calm sea, every man is a pilot; what requires a heroic spirit is to navigate when the storm rages. He then added: “A German philosopher said: ‘Live dangerously’. I would like this to be the motto of the passionate, young Italian Fascism: ‘To live dangerously’. This must mean to be ready for everything, any sacrifice, any danger, any action, when it comes to defending the fatherland and fascism”
. Even if Mussolini does not mention Nietzsche’s name explicitly, the allusion is patent; the distortion of the meaning of Nietzsche’s words, too. As we have seen, in section 283 of The Gay Science the exhortation of living dangerously is clearly directed to seekers of knowledge. Even the metaphor of the sailing is usually associated by Nietzsche with the search for knowledge, not only in section 283, but also in the whole book of The Gay Science
. Mussolini’s distortion of Nietzsche’s words consists, however, not much in taking the expression “to live dangerously” out of its original context, but rather in associating this expression with the defense of the fatherland.
The idea of fatherland was a core concept of both the Fascist and Nazi ideologies. Nietzsche, however, was a strong opponent of it. To see this, it suffices to consider briefly Nietzsche’s concept of “good European”, introduced for the first time in the oeuvre in section 475 of the first part of Human, All Too Human
. In this section, Nietzsche criticizes the nationalist movements of his time, accusing them of being not only artificial and selfish (they did not serve the interests of the peoples, but rather that of the princely dynasties and of certain classes of business and society), but also dangerous, for they fomented national hostilities. Far from falling into its trap, Nietzsche exposes the logic of nationalism and against this “sickness of this century” (WS 87), he claims that “one should not be afraid to proclaim oneself simply a good European and actively to work for the amalgamation of nations” (MA, I, 475).

Nietzsche’s call for the amalgamations of nations and peoples, and for the creation of a “mixed race [Mischrasse], that of European man”
 (MA, I, 475), reveals an anti-nationalist and pro-European attitude that clearly goes against both the Fascist and Nazi ideologies. Moreover, notice that, according to Nietzsche, in the creation of this future mixed race, the “Jew” is “just as usable and desirable as an ingredient of it as any other national residue” (ibid.). Far from being the Germanophile anti-Semite that Nazi ideologues made him out to be, Nietzsche believes that the Jews must be praised for “their energy and higher intelligence” and for “their capital in will and spirit accumulated from generation to generation in a long school of suffering” (ibid.). We have to be thankful to the Jewish people – Nietzsche continues – for having produced “the noblest human being (Christ), the purest sage (Spinoza), the mightiest book and the most efficacious moral code in the world” (ibid.). Moreover, it is the merit of Jews to have preserved the culture of Graeco-Roman antiquity in the darkest period of the Middle Ages
.
As this brief analysis clearly shows, one does not have to be especially perceptive to see that Nietzsche’s critique and scorn of nationalism (especially of the slogan “Deutschland, Deutschland über alles”
) and anti-semitism, together with his call for the creation of a supranational culture and race, and his sympathetic attitude towards the Jewish people and their culture, are all elements that (among others
) hardly combine with the Fascist and Nazi ideologies. Indeed, as we know now, Nietzsche’s thought was intentionally distorted and manipulated by the Fascist and Nazi ideologues with the aid and co-responsibility of Elisabeth, Nietzsche’s sister, in order to make it fit their ideologies
. Without this distortion and manipulation, it would have been very difficult, if not impossible, for these ideologues to use Nietzsche’s philosophy as theoretical foundation and legitimization of their ideologies.
Does the fact that Nietzsche’s thought was distorted and manipulated by the Fascist and Nazi ideologues is a sufficient condition for releasing Nietzsche from all responsibility for the crimes that were partly justified through the appeal to his philosophy? As Shai Biderman and Eliana Jacobowitz report, Hamilton’s play Rope was said to be inspired by the real murder of a 14-years-old boy by Nathan Leopold and Richard Loeb in 1924. During the trial, Leopold and Loeb said that they had been inspired by Nietzsche’s ideas. Commenting on this, Biderman and Jacobowitz rightly point out that: “Not everything done in the name of Nietzsche is Nietzschean”
. As we have seen, a similar justification is adduced by Rupert Cadell for denying his implication in the murder: he cannot be considered responsible for it, given that his words have been twisted and given a different meaning. Similarly, one could argue that Nietzsche cannot be considered partly responsible for the crimes committed by the Fascist and Nazi dictatorships, because the meaning of his words were distorted and twisted by the Fascist and Nazi ideologues. Against this reasoning, two objections can be put forward.
First, notice that two different kinds of responsibility could be attributed to Nietzsche. A first kind of responsibility would be the responsibility for his ideas and the consequences that derived from them: this is the kind of responsibility we have been considering to this point. A second kind of responsibility would be, on the contrary, the responsibility for the later misconception of his ideas and the consequences that derived from them. This second kind of responsibility differs from the first in that it takes into consideration the form in which Nietzsche conveyed his ideas, rather than their content. To put the matter plainly: even if Nietzsche could be absolved from the charge of having contributed to lay the theoretical basis of the Fascist and Nazi ideologies, he could still be accused of not having done enough to avoid the later manipulation and distortion of his thought.
  As the letter that Nietzsche sent to Malwida von Meysenbug at the beginning of May, 1884, shows, Nietzsche was well aware of the risk of a future misunderstanding of his philosophy. He, nonetheless, accepted it as the torture of every great teacher of humanity: “Und dann selbst noch macht mir der Gedanke Schrecken, was für Unberechtigte und gänzlich Ungeeignete sich einmal auf meine Autorität berufen werden. Aber das ist die Qual jedes großen Lehrers der Menschheit: er weiß, daß er, unter Umständen und Unfällen, der Menschheit zum Verhängniß werden kann, so gut als zum Segen”
.
A second and more problematic objection concerns those aspects of Nietzsche’s philosophy that, without needing to be manipulated or distorted, lent some support to the later Fascist and Nazi ideologies. It is no secret that Nietzsche praised the masculine, healthy and strong instincts which he saw ideally embodied in the conqueror, rapacious and master races
. Accordingly, he despised Christian moral values (which in the Genealogy he questionably understood as deriving from the slaves’ resentment) as life-negating and decadent. It is also known that Nietzsche was a harsh critic of democracy, to which he opposed an aristocratic and hierarchical model of society, a society needed for “the enhancement of the type ‘man’” (JGB 257). This society was composed by two main classes: the higher one (the aristocracy) and the lower one (the common people). By virtue of its superiority, the former class could accept “in good conscience the sacrifice of countless people who have to be pushed down and shrunk into incomplete human beings, into slaves, into tools, all for the sake of the aristocracy” (JGB 258). This was in perfect accordance with Nietzsche’s understanding of life in terms of will to power, as the following passage from JGB 259 shows: “life itself is essentially a process of appropriating, injuring, overpowering the alien and the weaker, oppressing, being harsh, imposing your own form, incorporating, and at least, the very least, exploiting”
. Finally, one should not forget Nietzsche’s harsh conception of sick people as “parasites on society” and his call “to create a new sense of responsibility for doctors in all cases where the highest interests of life, of ascending life, demand that degenerate life must be ruthlessly pushed down and thrown aside – the right to procreate, for instance, the right to be born, the right to live...” (GD, Skirmishes, 36)
.
These aspects, among others, partly explain why Fascist and Nazi ideologues found a breeding ground in Nietzsche’s thought, although they certainly do not justify the former’s appropriation and manipulation of the latter’s philosophy. On the one hand, Nietzsche scholars often tend to ignore (more or less consciously or willingly) these most problematic aspects or to minimize their importance, usually because they seek to avoid the possible association of Nietzsche’s thought with the ideologies of Fascism, Nazism or some other radical movements. On the other hand, however, commentators unsympathetic to Nietzsche usually lay too much emphasis on them, seeking to discredit Nietzsche’s philosophy simply on the grounds of Nietzsche’s alleged proto-Fascist and proto-Nazi attitude. As a general rule, one should approach the question of Nietzsche’s alleged responsibility without bias. More specifically, the following three elements should be taken into account:
1) Philological and hermeneutical accuracy: Nietzsche’s texts should be read carefully, avoiding hasty or, even worst, prima facie conclusions. Above all, interpreters should avoid decontextualizing Nietzsche’s words
.
2) Minimal knowledge of the history of the reception of Nietzsche’s thought: Interpreters should be aware of the fact that Fascist and Nazi ideologues manipulated and distorted Nietzsche’s philosophy in order to use (read: abuse) it as they wished.

3) Avoidance of anachronism: Interpreters should resist the temptation of reading Nietzsche’s words through the distorting prism of their historically privileged perspective as survivors of 20th century fascisms and totalitarianisms.
In conclusion: theories and ideas have consequences, like actions do. As a rule, we hold people responsible for their actions. In a similar way, we should reasonably hold intellectuals responsible for their theories and ideas
. Nietzsche constitutes no exception to this rule. The large use and abuse of his philosophy during the first half of 20th century, however, demand extreme caution in considering his case. Nietzsche cannot be “absolved” (if need be) simply by demonstrating that his thought was manipulated and distorted. This manipulation and distortion certainly mitigate his responsibility, but it is not sufficient to supply an answer to the two objections mentioned above. On the other hand, however, we must be careful not to charge Nietzsche with too much responsibility and turn him into a Fascist or Nazi ante litteram. We do not know what Nietzsche would have thought of Italian Fascism and German Nazism, but we can easily make a conjecture: he would have certainly rejected any association between his philosophy of the future and a radical ideology based on anti-Semitism, nationalism, and the fanatical and blind glorification of the Arian race.
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� On this, see the correspondence between Eatherly and the philosopher Günther Anders: Robert JUNGK (ed.), Off limits für das Gewissen. Der Briefwechsel zwischen dem Hiroshima-Piloten Claude Eatherly und Günther Anders (1959-1961), Reinbeck 1961.


� Most notorious is also the case of Fritz Haber. Haber, frequently dubbed as “the father of chemical warfare”, was the leader of the team that developed the poison gas used in the First World War. About his role in this world, Haber is reported to having said: “During peace time a scientists belongs to the world, but during war time he belongs to his country” (see Peter HERRLICH, The Responsibility of the Scientist. What Can History Teach Us about how Scientists Should Handle Research that Has the Potential to Create Harm, in: Embo Reports 14/9 (2013), 759-764, 760).


� Noam CHOMSKY, The Responsibility of Intellectuals, in: James PECK (ed.), The Chomsky Reader, New York 1987, 59-120, 60.


� Ibid.


� See FW 344. Nietzsche’s works are cited by abbreviation, chapter (when applicable) and section number. The abbreviations used are the standard ones: MA (Human, All Too Human) WS (The Wanderer and His Shadow), FW (The Gay Science), Z (Thus Spoke Zarathustra), JGB (Beyond Good and Evil), GM (On the Genealogy of Morality), WA (The Case of Wagner), EH (Ecce Homo), GD (Twilight of the Idols), NF (Posthumous fragments).


� Both the play and the movie are full of literary references and allusion (De Quincey’s On Murder, Carlyle’s On Heroes, Hero-Worship, and the Heroic in History, Dostoevsky’s Crime and Punishment and The Brothers Karamazov, and probably Gide’s Les Caves du Vatican are only few of them). On this, see Paolo STELLINO, Crossing the Line: Dostoevsky and Nietzsche on Moral Permissibility, in: Jahrbuch der Deutschen Dostojewskij-Gesellschaft 20 (2015), forth.


� Patrick HAMILTON, Rope, London 2009, 63.


� Mr. Kentley’s association of Nietzsche with Hitler is to a degree comprehensible: indeed, we should not forget that Hitchcock’s movie was made three years after the end of the Second World War, that is, at a time when Nietzsche’s name was still strongly identified with Nazi ideology. Conversely, in Hamilton’s play, no mention of the overman is made.


� HAMILTON, 3 (see footnote 7).


� As Mario Sznajder points out, Mussolini “was deeply influenced by the philosopher’s [Nietzsche’s] thought, specially in the formative years of his life” (see Mario SZNAJDER, Nietzsche, Mussolini, and Italian Fascism, in: Jacob GOLOMB/Robert S. WISTRICH (eds.), Nietzsche, Godfather of Fascism? On the Uses and Abuses of a Philosophy, Princeton 2002, 235-262, 247). As the leader of the Fascist movement, Mussolini addressed Nietzsche’s writings “in order to obtain philosophical legitimization for the new movement” (ibid., 252).


� Benito MUSSOLINI, “Vivere pericolosamente”, in: Edoardo and Duilio SUSMEL (eds.), Opera Omnia di Benito Mussolini (Vol. XXI), Florence 1956, 37-40, 37.


� See, particularly, FW 124 and 343.


� Although often overlooked, this concept plays a pivotal role in Nietzsche’s conception of culture and, during the 1880s, gains a relevant philosophical value, being strictly connected with the purposes of Nietzsche’s mature thought. On Nietzsche’s “good European”, see particularly Aldo VENTURELLI, “Die gaya scienza der „guten Europäer“. Einige Anmerkungen zum Aphorismus 377 des V. Buchs der Fröhlichen Wissenschaft”, in: Nietzsche-Studien 38 (2010), 180-200, and Pietro GORI and Paolo STELLINO, “‘Los dueños de la tierra, los legisladores del futuro’: Los buenos europeos de Nietzsche y la renovación cultural de Europa”, in: Estudios Nietzsche 15 (2015), forth.


� Nietzsche’s call for the creation of a mixed race has to be understood primarily in cultural terms. In WS 87, Nietzsche clearly defines the task of the good Europeans as “the direction and supervision of the total culture of the earth”. On this, see GORI and STELLINO (see footnote 13).


� On Nietzsche’s highly critical stance towards anti-Semitism, see, among many others, NF 7[67], end 1886 – spring 1887; the letter to T. Fritsch of May 29, 1887; the letter to Elisabeth, Nietzsche’s sister, of June 05, 1887 and of the end of December, 1887; GM II 11 and EH WA 2. There is a rich secondary bibliography on this topic. See, particularly, Sarah KOFMAN, Le mépris des juifs. Nietzsche, les juifs, l’antisémitisme, Paris 1994, and Yirmiyahu YOVEL, Nietzsche and the Jews. The Structure of an Ambivalence, in: Christa D. ACAMPORA (ed.), Nietzsche’s On the Genealogy of Morals, Lanham 2006, 277-289.


� See NF 25[248], spring 1884; GM, III, 26; EH, WA, 2; GD, Deutschen, 1.


� Think, for instance, of Nietzsche’s sharp and harsh critique of the state, of groups and parties, of the herd and herd instinct, of the Reich and of modern Germans. Consider also Nietzsche’s individualist and aristocratic conception of the human being.


� See, particularly, Alfred BAEUMLER, Nietzsche, der Philosoph, der Politiker, Leipzig 1931.


� Shai BIDERMAN and Eliana JACOBOWITZ, Rope: Nietzsche and the Art of Murder, in: David BAGGET/William A. DRUMIN (eds.), Hitchcock and Philosophy. Dial M for Metaphysics, Chicago 2007, 33-45, 42.


� A similar reading is defended by Berel LANG, Misinterpretation as the Author’s Responsibility (Nietzsche’s Fascism, for Instance), in: Jacob GOLOMB/Robert S. WISTRICH (eds.), Nietzsche, Godfather of Fascism? (see footnote 10), 47-65.


� Lang quotes the first part of this passage at the beginning of his paper, wrongly identifying the addressee of Nietzsche’s letter with Elisabeth Nietzsche.


� Within this context, commentators often refer to the expression “blond beast” which appears in the first essay of the Genealogy of Morality (§11). This expression is often understood as an allusion to the blond Germans, allusion which, in its turn, is seen as revealing of Nietzsche’s allegedly sympathetic attitude towards the Arian race. The same commentators, however, forget to add that, in the following passage, Nietzsche explicitly mentions the “Roman, Arabian, Germanic, Japanese nobility, Homeric heroes, Scandinavian Vikings” (ibid.). Moreover, as Patrick Wotling has pointed out, the expression “blond beast” is an evocation of the fawn coat of the lion (see Patrick WOTLING, Nietzsche et le problème de la civilisation, Paris 2009, 291).


� For an analysis of these passages (particularly in the context of the comparison which has been often established between Nietzsche’s overman and Raskolnikov’s extraordinary man), see Paolo STELLINO, Nietzsche and Dostoevsky: On the Verge of Nihilism, Bern 2015, forth. On the comparison between Nietzsche’s philosophy and the ideas of the main nihilist characters of Dostoevsky’s great novels, see Ekaterina POLJAKOVA, Differenten Plausibilitäten. Kant und Nietzsche, Tolstoi und Dostojewski über Vernunft, Moral und Kunst, Berlin/Boston 2013.


� On this, see Paolo STELLINO, Nietzsche on Suicide, in: Nietzsche-Studien 42 (2013), 151-177.


� On the importance of contextualizing Nietzsche’s writings, see Werner STEGMAIER, Nietzsches Befreiung der Philosophie. Kontextuelle Interpretation des V. Buchs der Fröhlichen Wissenschaft, Berlin/Boston 2012.


� As we have seen, however, to define exactly the limits of the responsibility of intellectuals is not an easy business.
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