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308 IRISH THEOLOGICAL QUARTERLY X

that he lived in the heyday of a triumphant liberal Protestantism with

which he was not in sympathy, and the undeniably tortuous complexity,

even awkwardness, of his own German style — all such considerations may

go some way towards explaining his status as a theologian known chiefly
for his friendship with Friedrich Nietzsche, rather than for the quality of
his own thought.

In Overbeck can be found, increasingly as time went on, a perhaps not
entirely unique combination of extreme reticence or modesty, on the one
hand, and a relentlessly critical, even polemical temperament, on the
other. The former characteristic is reflected in the second edition (1903)
of Christlichkeit, with its frequent use of the diminutive form Schriftchen
[‘little tract'] to designate the text of 1873, a term not actually used in the

original version;" the latter trait is evident in Overbeck's final onslaught

on ‘modern theology',” where Harnack is satirised as its ‘High Priest’, and
his popular book, ‘The Essence [Wesen] of Christianity’, dismissed scom-
fully as revcaling only the ‘insignificance” [Unwesentlichkeit] of

Christianity. In the retrospective description of his own work as a ‘little

tract’, there is also, no doubt, an element of ironic, even sarcastic self-dis-
tancing on Overbeck’s part from ‘modern’ theologians, such as Ritschl or
Harnack, whose vast output, even if it did confer prominence and pres-
tige on its authors, only muddied the waters of Christianity, in his estis
mation, rather than clarifying them. In remarks published posthumously
in Christentum und Kultur, Overbeck underlined the deadening effect of
Ritschl’s theology by contrasting it with the thought of Pascal, a writer he
(and Nictzsche) much admired. For Overbeck, Ritschl'’s almost total lack
of any esprit de finesse differentiates him fundamentally from Pascal. The
unflattering comparison with Pascal, which admittedly few theologians
could face with equanimity, might be judged in Ritschl's case to be not
quite unj
ter’s high theological reputation was ‘usurped’.

It must be acknowledged, however, that the lack of any available

LT\l

English translations of Overbeck’s writings inevitably suggests that they

may not be worth evaluating, if they have failed so far to attract much

nterest. The burden of proof lies, then, with those who would disagree
with such a pessimistic assessment. Yet one can take encouragement from

Nietzsche's words in the foreword to The Anti-Christ: ‘Some are born
posthumously.” The nearly completed project of publishing Overbeck’s

Werle und Nachlaft ['Works and Unpublished Writings'] in nine volumes''

6. See below, n. 29,
7. Chr', 2001f.
R, _Trw 216.

niey with “The Insubse

ity of Christianiry’,

10. See the relevant passage from Christentum und Kudow [ed. C.AL Bernoulli, 1919];

16341, now critically re-edited by Barbara von Reibnitz in WN, Vol. 6/1, Kirchenlexikon.
Matertalien: «Chyistenttm und Kulturs (1996), 19861

ified, were one 1o agree with Overbeck’s verdict that the lat-

< 21T ._._:. pun might be caught perhaps in E :nr..,r by contrasting ‘The ..._croa»:na ;
. L 12, Or,
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is a substantial sign that his thought is now perhaps beginning to be
‘born’.

The importance of Overbeck'’s work lies primarily in the way it faces
unflinchingly the questions associated in his own day as now with
Christianity's credibility in the modern age. His thought emerges from,
indeed is an expression of, the conflict between Christianity and (mod-
ern) culture. Some might say there is nothing very new in that. And
Overbeck would agree; indeed one of his deepest convictions is that
Christianity and culture, to both of which, in his eyes, theology has a
problematic relationship, have been permanently in conflict,” and for as
long as Christianity survives, always will be. More, however, is involved
here than simply a variation on the ancient tussle between the authority
of tradition and the claims of independent thought or, in more familiar
terms, between faith and reason. Overbeck's thought, it can be argued, is
not just another episode in the long-established, traditional clash
between tradition and modernity in Western culture. For what gives his
work its unusual flavour in the modern debate is his own interpretation
of Christianity and of theology. Overbeck's views on these matters were —
as Christlichkeit shows — not only at variance with other interpretations of
Christianity and of theology current in his own day, but they still remain
a thorn in the flesh of any self-serving and ‘unearned’ account of the
Christian faith. While the ‘our” in the title of the short work,

- Christlichkeit, is not without a touch of irony," there is nothing playful or

harmless about Overbeck’s critique of theology. Indeed his tormented
quarrel with the discipline, of which he was a professor, is sustained by an
animus that seems to transcend by far the cut and thrust of mere acade-
mic debate. The palpable sense of outrage and indignation with which,

especially in his later writings, he excoriates the (in his eyes) obtuse self-

assurance of modern theologians and their falsification and trivialisation

‘of Christianity, is not so much a token of moral censure, as a sign of his

exasperated contempt for theological philistinism — an expression which
for Overbeck would be, alas, something of a tautology. However, it would

" probably be also true to say that, like many others who have thought

deeply about Christianity, Overbeck was more vociferous about what he
thought it was not, than about what he thought it was.

A further important dimension of Overbeck’s rigorous critique of
Christian theology has its origin in the Romantic distinction between
Ylife' and ‘thought'. For Overbeck, as for many thinkers influenced by
German Romanticism, life and thought, or in religious terms faith and
reason (or knowledge), always diverge: knowledge is dead, faith alone is
life-sustaining. As Holderlin's Hyperion puts it, ‘Man is a god when he

s he puts it pointedly rowards the end of the epilogue o Che (Z168): [ Thar the-
v dlways been the natural

alogy has always been modern, and for that very reason |

~ betrayer of Christianity, is a basic thesis of my little tracr ...
- 13, Cf. Andreas Urs Sommer, Der Geist der Histovic und das Ende des Christentuoms: Zur
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dreams, a beggar when he reflects."* Nietzsche exploited a similar antithe
sis in his first book, The Birth of Tragedy (1872), between the ‘Dionysian’
and ‘Apollinian’ elements in ancient Greek culture. The idea that knowl-
cdge and death are connected is, of course, older than the age of"
Romanticism. It is at least as old as the myth recounting Adam and Eve's
expulsion from paradise, putting them on the road to death, for wanting 3%
to taste forbidden knowledge, while the more general theological idea of
a dichotomy between the letter and the spirit,” that resonates in
Overbeck’s assertion of a split between knowledge and faith, is also deeply™ =
ingrained in Western culture. As transformed (or secularised) by
Romanticism, this age-old dichotomy becomes one between truth (repre-" = :
sented by reason or knowledge) and illusion (represented by religious %
faith), where, paradoxically, truth spells death, and illusion, life.

On the fundamental Romantic distinction between ‘life’ and ‘though
one might say that, for the Romantics, thought or knowledge is alwat
‘too late’. Or, as Hegel famously put it: “‘When philosophy paints its g

£ (mine)',"” Overbeck speculated that, far from being hypocritical, the reli-
giously committed simply possessed endless resources for defending and
" holding on to their illusions. One might, of course, well ask: “Where does
 the need for such illusions come from? Is that need itself not perhaps an
¢ indication of the likely truth or correspondence to reality of religion in
& general, and of Christianity in particular? Further, in his relentless
“unmasking and rejection of any defence of religion, could Overbeck not
~ be seen as something of a sceptical fossil left over from the “era of suspi-
= cion”"™ Such objections to Overbeck’s thought are certainly not arbi-
trary, but neither are they entirely convincing. For one thing, humanity’s
‘metaphysical need’ (Schopenhauer) was only too well known to
= Overbeck, as much of his writing attests. Like Kierkegaard or Pascal, he
= wrote out of it, rather than — as theologians frequently do — simply about
- it. For that reason, he can convey what it is like to be traversing a crisis,
" where others merely invoke the concept of a crisis. His scepticism is mov-

1ege & ing, as truth always is, whereas pious humbug and intellectual compla-
in grey, a shape of life has grown old, and it cannot be _.o_._._ca_”_mﬁ&_ rp._) : cency, if present in theology, reveal only an absence of the proverbial
only recognized, by the grey in grey of philosophy; the owl of Minerva. . evangelical salt. Unlike Kierkegaard or Pascal, however, Overbeck did
hegins its flight only with the onset of dusk."® Translated into the rela: * not find in Christianity an answer to humanity’s ‘metaphysical need'. Yet
tionship between Christianity and theology, this would mean that %

SO A _ ' his writings on religion do have a certain edge that is missing in blander
Christianity can never, as a living faith, be captured by any theology. And = & forms of theology, perhaps because he does not have any safety net sus-
when the meaning of Christianity is spelt out by any theology, it is in fac ;

: © pended between himself and the abyss.

its death certificate. The Romantic distinction between ‘life’ and: % bri . ,

its death ceruficate. lhe Romantic distinction between ‘life” ands This brings us to a second reason for taking Overbeck’s thought seri-
thought’ is central also to Schleiermacher’s view of religion. For | ously. The first, we recall, was that his writings reveal a mind attempting
T..r..:_c__u:_:_nrﬁ. :x_, _._:r_o_.u,wﬁ:.%_ the H:.._:m reality &. ﬁa_ﬁ_:m_,nm _umlm.m inits - ‘to grapple with what was, in his view, Christianity's increasingly precari-
essence beyond the grasp of any conceptualisation. The difference 5 ¢ ous situation in the modern world. For Overbeck was nothing if not sen-
_um;._.nw: ,fnr,_c_n._,,._:_nrn_. ms,..ﬂ.oe._m_._émr is, however, that mnr_n_m_.amnﬁ... ] & sitive to the power of the intellectual and cultural forces constituting
the ‘theologian of Romanticism’, claimed to have antennae for perceiv ‘modernity, and his assessment of the contest between Christianity and
ing the non-conceptualisable truth of religion, while Overbeck was scep- modernity is, to say the least, instructive. But he was also sensitive to

tical of such claims. And whereas Schleiermacher at the beginning of the = & what he took to be constitutive of Christianiry. His understanding of
.Orzm:msm?_‘.;w;rnc_:m«__m:o:s.._:.;v:&n..m_,_:f:n:na.\._,_L.,:m.mnz_:s

nineteenth century was confident that the gulf between Christianity and =
modern culture could be bridged, Overbeck at the century’s end had no' ' refute. Indeed, what makes Overbeck's debate with Christianity so com-
pelling is the fact that he offers an alternative and persuasive explanation

such hopes.
of a tradition he knew so intimately and that had clearly left its mark on

For Overbeck, indeed, the battle between Christianity and culture

had long since been decided in culture’s favour, but public acknowledge

: - O o i St o 17. The passage in question was incorporared by Overbeck's former pupil C. A. Bernoulli
ment of n_.__.,_v:m_.__;«v end was still being resisted. Not out of ._..ﬁ_on_.—m% in his not entirely reliable edition of excerpts from the Nachlaff, published as Christennan

or ‘bad faith’, Overbeck appears to have considered, but rather out of wnd Kultur (Basel, 1919). A critical edition of this material can now be found in WN, Vol.

reluctance, even an inability, to abandon deep-rooted and existentially I (cf. above, n. 10). The passage in question occurs on pages 3291, of this new edition,
and on page 290 of Bernoulli’s edition. In its original formulation in Overbeck's papers it
- can also be consulted in WN, Vol. 5, Kirchenlexikon, Texte, Ausgewdhlie Artikel J-Z, ¢d. B.
~ von Reibnitz in collaboration with M. Stauffacher-Schaub (1995), 496. See also M. Henry,
- Franz Overheck: Theologian? (Frankfurt a/M, 1995), ch. 6, n. 170.

o il ~ 18, The ritle of an essay by Nathalie Sarraute, echoing an observarion made by Stendhal
1970}, 6. r Jin 1832, as reported by Gabriel Josipovici, On Trust: Art and the Temprations of Suspicion
‘(New Haven and London, 1999), 6f., 276. With a vast range of reference over the entire

1997), 16. . -~ hist f Western li and Si [ . i
: : = - history of Western literature and thought, Josipovier in this work uneavels the changing
16, Hegel, Elements of the Philisophy of Right, ed. A.W. Wood, tr. H.B. Nisbet (Cambrid ~ interpretations of ‘trust” and ‘suspicion’, notions that have a resonance with Overbeck's

1991), 23. For a briel comment on this passage, sce M. Henry, op. cit., 2651, -~ problemat

15. CF., for example, the references given in M. Henry, On not understanding God (Dubl
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~ exceptions, like Pascal — are imaginatively incapable, so to speak, of
*grasping the true nature of Christianity, and hence that contemporary
‘Christianity’ is a misnomer, a self-misinterpretation. Nietzsche himself
indeed did not draw the line at modern Christianity but extended it back,
with a typically full-blooded rhetorical flourish, to take in the whole his-
tory of the Christian Church: ‘The “Christian”, that which has been
".nm__am Christian for two millennia, is merely a psychological self-misun-
derstanding.” But it was Nietzsche's conviction about the divergence
between modern and pristine Christianity that Overbeck emphasised in
& his own reflections: ‘The most salutary and the most acceptable aspect of
. Nietzsche's anti-Christianity, is his radical and unambiguous sense of the
- modern age’s profound alienation from Christianity. Thus he can exclaim
“in relation to the evangelical “counsel” to “become like children™ “Oh
~ how far we are from this psychological naiveté!" "
- Even though Overbeck and Nietzsche reacted very differently to the
‘pervasive crisis of their times, they both shared an acute sense of being
. part of a culture drifting irretrievably away from its religious and intellec-
- tual moorings. In secking to cope with their common plight within a dis-
~ orientated culture in a process of transition, they are at one with so many
other figures of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, such as Rainer
~ Maria Rilke, Robert Musil, or Hermann Broch,” that their intellectual
 trajectories can be justly regarded as having a certain exemplary or symp-
~ tomatic value. At the primary source of the prevailing crisis many com-
. mentators would place the dominant figure of Hegel, who both analysed
and helped to create the existential restlessness of modern times. In
. assessing the achievement of Hegel, whom he views as ‘the true philoso-
- pher of the modern consciousness’, Roger Scruton refers to ‘the profound
.~ spiritual crisis that Hegel was striving to describe’ as ‘the crisis of a civil-
. . isation that has discovered the God upon whom it depended to be also its
& * own creation.™* Both Overheck and Nietzsche, and at a slightly earlier
For all their differences, underlying the critique of Christianity in botht™ + period Kierkegaard, are manifestly marked by, indeed are children of, this
Overbeck and Nietzsche (and Kierkegaard too, one might add) is th crisis. And despite their common anti-Hegelianism, they all appear to
assumption that modern people - with exceedingly rare and problemati ~ have absorbed much of the pathos of Hegel’s philosophy of history. For
Hegel, history itself becomes a divine self-sacrifice, rather than being
b simply’ a created reality in which, as Christianity had traditionally
© taught, a divine sacrifice was believed to have been made. The loss of
~ divine transcendence enrailed by this vision, or rather the transference of
- divine or total meaning into the historical process itself, that

Y.

only live authentically in contradistinction to history, etsi mundus non
davetur, so to say." Such a belief, he judged, was only for a short time pos-
sible, but inevitably the reality of the world and its darkness eclipsed the
faith that had sought to transcend it, and subsequently Christianity could %
only survive as an uncompromising warning to humanity of the truth of =38

simply spelt out in words but above all lived out in the form of an asceti-
cal attitude to existence and a refusal of all worldliness. Overbeck did not
withhold his admiration for what he took to be the genuine otherworld- &
liness of early Christianity, but he considered Christianity's ascetical =+
demands to be ultimately excessive and inhuman, just as he held ‘embry-
onic' or primitive Christianity to be ‘impossible in the real world” (welt-
unmaglich). His many-layered scepticism with regard to Christianity is 5
clearly not tantamount to a superficial shrug of the shoulders. y

Nietzsche, too, it is worth recalling, was impressed by the vigour of
early Christianity, which he sought to diagnose, partly, in psychological
terms. The ambivalence of Nietzsche's attitude to early Christianity is
highlighted in the following comments on Beyond Good and Evil (a book =%
dealing with, among other things, Christian morality): g

ity, provides an example possessing peculiarly tough and lasting -
ry - s
appeal. Nietzsche writes that contemporary men lack the corre-

sponding toughness to appreciate the paradoxical statement of faith:
God dies on a cross. Early Christian faith demanded qualities for
in a modern Pascal, according to Nietzsche. ™

19, It could, of eourse, be argued against Overbeck (cf., for example, A. Urs Sommer, Der
Gieist der Historie und das Ende des Christentions, 88, n. 32; 92, n. 41) that his vision of ori
inal Christianity as being a non-historical and non-culrural phenomenon, is itself unreal- =
istic and unconvineing. It could be contended that his view of what constituted pristine’
Christianity represents precisely one audueal possibility among others in which religioncan. 5
find (and has found) expression. Yer the undeniable facr that ‘worldliness’ still has a nega-

tive ring to it in Christian culture suggests that Overbeck’s basic intuition abo
Christianity's theoretical claim to be ‘unworldly” is not totally his invention. Similarly, o~
argue that Overbeck’s position represents merely an exacerbared version of a characreristi= ’

¢ally Lutheran idealisation of ariginal Christianity and thar it should for that reason not be
taken too seriously, begs the question of whether or not there exists o ‘normative’ inter-
pretation of Christanity to which appeal can be made, or whether one should rather just
irm uncritically, and glory in, any situation the Chiristian Church may find itself in, sim- =
because it has come mto historical existence.

20, Frank N. Magill (), Masterpicces of World Philosophy (New York, 1990), 428f,

. 21, E Nicrzsche, The Anti-Chnst, tr. R.J. Hollingdale (Harmondsworth, 1990), § 39, 161.
22, WN, Vol. 7/2, Autobiographisches: »Meine Freunde Treitschke, Nietzsche und Rohde«, ed.
- B.von Reibnitz and M. Stauffacher-Schaub (1999), 51; the Nierssche reference is to a pas
sage from the Leipzig (1901) edition of The Will to Power. The passage in question, which
dates from autumn 1887, is now published in F Nietzsche, Kritische Studienausgabe, Vol. 12,
- Nachgelassene Fragmente 1885-1887, ed. G. Colli and M. Montinari (Munich, 1988), 574.
+ 23. See M. Henry, Franz Overbeck: Theologian? (1995), 13-17.
- 24, R. Scruron, A Short History of Modern Philosophy (London/New York, 1995), 175.




ilg IRISH THEOLOGICAL QUARTERLY FRANZ OVERBECK: AN INTRODUCTION 315

-
characterises the Hegelianised version of Christianity, emerges in differs

ent ways as variations on a fundamental theme in Nietzsche, O<2.vnnr... ¢
and Kierkegaard, and lends their writings an engaging quality of immedi-=
acy and a kind of almost innocent urgency — an afterglow, as it were, of &
the ‘death of God'. m

One may still wish to ask, in relation to Overbeck, why one should deal %
ar all with specifically theological material from a world that has long =%
since vanished, rather than, say, with Overbeck’s reminiscences of *
Nietzsche,”” which might appear to be of more obvious and wider appeal, =
and hence more worthy of being translated? The simple answer must be
that in his programmatic work, Christlichkeit, Overbeck raised questions =3
about the meaning and credibility — even possibility — of Christianity i’
his own time and place that were not answered. While much has changed
in the modern world since the 1870s, Overbeck’s questions have not ==
nor have they gone away. Now if one believes that ‘real” questions can
only be asked if those questions are ultimately reactions to what provokes
and in some sense must transcend them,” then Overbeck’s questio

" like to think it is. He also forces us to keep open a further, and surely more
difficult or raxing question, namely whether we can live with what we
- may eventually come to see Christianity really is, rather than simply
accept it intellectually, with no existential strings atrached.
* * #*

Although the translation for which the present article is an introduc-
& tion,” is a translation of only the first chapter of Overbeck’s short book,
* Christlichkeit, nevertheless that chapter can perhaps, of all the chapters in
* the book, stand alone as an accessible and unique statement of
Overbeck’s general views on theology and religion. Before 1873,
‘Overbeck had published specialised work only, the most substantial being
© a Commentary on Acts.* And indeed, after the publication of
= Christlichkeit, which failed to generate the kind of open debate on the
- meaning of Christianity in the modern world that he seems to have
. wanted to promote, he did not — until, that is ro say, the second edition
& of Christlichkeit in 1903 — ever again publish anything of a general theo-
~logical nature. Overbeck’s friendship with Nietzsche had an important
* bearing both on his decision to write his tract, and on specific aspects of
L its content, as well as on its general tenor.” Overbeck had come to know
Nietzsche in Basel in 1870, and in later life acknowledged the latrer's
_ * influence on him to have been the ‘strongest of its kind' that he ever
belief does not make it true, so not to be able to prove a belief does n = experienced.” It was also with Nietzsche’s help (and Richard Wagner's
make it false. . recommendation, at Nietzsche's request) that Overbeck’s tract was pub-

According to an old German pietist tag, ‘to think is to thank’ (Denken - lished in 1873 simultaneously with the first of Nietzsche's Untimely
- Meditations," by Wagner's publisher, Ernst Wilhelm Fritzsch, in Leipzig.”
'~ Christlichkeit, as Niklaus Peter’s reminds us, and as Overbeck himself
indicated," was written in the short period of the Faster vacation of 1873.
" It is not the fruit of many years of elahorate preparation. But neither, of
~ course, did it come entirely ‘out of the blue’. In the ‘Foreword’ to the first

never be definitively answered, that is still no ‘reason’ to dismiss them, :
For questions that are unanswerable are not necessarily meaningless. And
moreover, it is also worth recalling that just as not to be able to refute

questions is to ‘believe in" or to presuppose the value of these questions: ;
and, even more so, the value of whar provokes them. And such an attis ™
tude is finally one of gratitude for or trust in the world in which we live
for the time being, a trust which can allow any question to be asked, -
from fear. Not to want to ask ultimate questions would be to reveal a lack 38
of belief in their significance and ‘rightness' or legitimacy, while to be 3 27. See above, n . . |
afraid to ask them might betray a m:mdmr_:...: q__J_..,: pursuing such r,_:mmn.po_.,ﬁ..r” WM« rﬂ_ﬁmmmﬂ_fﬁﬂ_ﬂnﬂuﬂ N\”ﬂ_u.ﬂ_mm”ﬂ,ﬁm_ﬂ_wuﬂzuxfw\cw__ de Wette, 4. Aufl. bearbeirer und
can only lead us to a reality that is at best indifferent, or maybe even hos ~ 29. In the ‘Introduction’ to Chr', Overbeck mentions Nietzsche's frequent strong
tile, to human beings. Overbeck, at the very least, forces us to try to

mm:._x_.:_w. __.msz.__._ﬁz.._:,.s._, p. 16] 1o join in the cultural criticism he was then plinning.
™ T YT TLE TRy : 5. s b ilv ko ietzsche himself referred to Overbeck’s rract and the first of his own Unzeitgeméifle
understand once again what Christianity might be, rather than lazily to Bichiumgen [Uniimely Medittions] e ‘oaine’ (Li. 18], A onte cxbnes, Mokl b |_“=
the ‘Vorwort' to the 1970 edition of Phanomenologie und Theologie (Frankfurt a/M, 1970), 8
i - has drawn attention to the ‘family resemblance’, as it were, between Overbeck’s tract
(which Overbeck himself did not refer to in the diminutive form in the first edition, as
“might be mistakenly inferred from Heidegger's 'Foreword') and the first of Nietzsche's
Untimely Meditations. The lecture "Phenomenology and The logy” was first given in 1927:
| see The Piety of Thinking: Essays by Martin Heidegger, tr. James G. Hart and John C. Maraldo
{Bloomingron and London, 1976), 3f.
spective, it seems in fact to cut hoth ways, depending on whar inalienable convictions one 8 30. See the ‘Introduction’ to Chr, 134,

may find oneself possessed of. When the French writer, Henry de Montherlant, judged ™™ £ 31. See Chr, 17f.

-32. See Niklaus Perer's introduction to Ucker die Christlichkeit unserer heutigen Theologie,
against him, remarking sardonically: 1 would not lose me [faith], if vou had not lost me’ £ 1873/1903, in WN, Vol. 1, 155f(., esp. 157. (The early 1870s was the period of Nietzsche's
(from ‘Camets XIX', in Essais, Daris, 1963, 994, a passage alluded to by Rei _ _closest relationship with Wagner, who was then living in Switzerland.)

Schneider, Winter in Wien, Freiburg im Breisgau, 1958, 68, to whom | owe the reference). 5 _.r.ww. Ibid., 156f.

26. If one wished to give this notion a specifically religious twist, one might think
! ; t
Pascal's well-known saying: “You would nor seck me if you did not possess me' (Pe
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fulfil.* In 1870, Overbeck finally accepted a call to become associate pro-
fessor (ausserordentlicher Professor) for New Testament and Early Church
History at Basel, and in the following year was appointed full professor
(ordentlicher Professor), a post he held until his early retirement in 1897
He died in Basel in 1905."

1. Cf. C.A. Bernoulli, Franz Overbeck und Friedrich Nictzsche. Eine Freundschafe, 2 vols.
(Jena, 1908), I. 25; Horst Althaus, Friedrich Nietzsche. Das Leben eines Genies im 19.
Jahrhundert (Frankfurt a. /M. — Berlin, 1993, originally published 1985), 169,

43. The above brief outline of Overbeck’s life is based on M. Henry, Franz Ouerbeck:
Theologan? (1995), ch. 1.




