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Politics, Psychology, and Metaethics of “God is Dead” 

By: David W. Milliern 

 Much to the detriment of modern politics and its subsequent impact on society, Nietzsche 

is largely misunderstood.   For in Nietzsche’s aphoristic declaration, “God is dead,”
1
 there are 

two substantial challenges, one applicable to Churches qua institutions, another toward supposed 

believers (whatever the religion), heretofore referred to as “Church-goers”; and these changes 

rest beneath and goes beyond superficial polemics of Nietzsche’s literary style.  With respect to 

Nietzsche’s style, particularly apposite apropos the parable of the madman, too many readers 

read the aphorism as an ontological statement, missing the pith.  In the following, it shall be 

argued that to understand Nietzsche means is to understand why no Church should preach 

politics, especially in an election year. 

 First, and most generally, the aphorism is a socio-psychological statement —and 

Nietzsche was as much a psychologist as a philosopher (consider that Walter Kaufmann entitled 

his study as Nietzsche: Philosopher, Psychologist, Antichrist).  “God is dead,” is psychological 

in the sense of Matthew 15:8, “This people honors Me with their lips, but their heart is far from 

Me,”
2
 “that God had died in the hearts of modern men.”

3
  In other words, Nietzsche assesses the 

status of religion in society to be one in which many say they believe in some God or other, but 

do not.  This is not a matter of guesswork, where Nietzsche is claiming that people are merely 

internally conflicted; he is taking stock of a socio-psychological state of modern humanity, as 

based upon action apart from words.  As Wittgenstein is reported to have once said, “‘If you 
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want to know whether a man is religious, don’t ask him, observe him.’”
4
  The reading of the 

aphorism as a psychological assessment is the first, the weaker of two challenges that have 

political implications: If an individual believes something, why does he or she need to be told 

what that is?  Therefore, to maintain personal integrity by avoiding dishonesty, the individual 

should separate his or herself from any institution that preaches on political matters; and if the 

individual does not self-ostracize, then such stands a testament against his or her faith, whereby 

the act, paradoxically, stands as an abnegation of the claimed belief.  Such thought cannot 

withstand the scrutiny of Augustine’s axiom of logic, that, for any proposition “P,” it cannot be 

the case simultaneously that “P” and “not P.”  Therein lies the danger, and one should feel more 

comfortable with levers in the ballot boxes being pulled at random. 

 The stronger challenge, geared toward religious institutions, comes from the metaethical 

consequence, arising from Nietzsche’s aphorism.  Consider this short dialogue: 

‘We go to the house of God,’ Mr. Casey said, ‘in all humility to pray to 

our Maker and not to hear election addresses.’ 

‘It is religion,’ Dante said again.  ‘They are right.  They must direct their 

flocks.’ 

‘And preach politics from the altar, it?’ asked Mr. Dedalus. 

‘Certainly,’ said Dante.  ‘It is a question of public morality.  A priest 

would not be a priest if he did not tell his flock what is right and what is wrong.’
5
 

Is that all it is, “a question of public morality?” or is it really a matter of metaethics?  Can it even 

be ethical for the institution to preach politics, in an election year?  The answer is “no,” because 
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it can never be ethical to goad someone into acting as though the individual believes something 

when they don’t, as this is a conscious and systematic instituting of dishonesty, even if they want 

to be goaded; and to preach politics to Church-goers that toe the line is unnecessary (they already 

‘know’ which way to vote), so preaching politics would necessarily be aimed at those non-

conformed individuals, making politics-preaching fundamentally dishonest from the outset.  No 

religious institution expects, on one Sabbath alone, to permanently alter an individual’s belief: 

the objective is to get individuals to act in a particular way, to advance the institution’s 

objectives.  So much for that business of not turning people into a means to an end!  With this, 

one sees the fundamental level of depravity of the Church, flexing with all of its might to impose 

itself upon the government and briefly maximizing the perversion of the populace’s will.  This is 

a dangerous situation for the political stability of any nation, as it subverts the original intention 

of the whole idea of “government” through the temporary distortion of public opinion.  The 

preaching of politics results in the populace electing politicians who do not reflect the general 

sentiment that “God is dead.”  In a country that is so nearly split down the middle, this effect has 

proven pivotal in outcomes.  Metaethics, axiomatically, prohibits such an unremitting 

contradiction. 

The real insanity comes in the Church’s response to the above, namely, that ‘believers,’ 

who don’t know what it is that they believe, must be taught what they already believe.  In a 

lecture given by Michael D.C. Drout (Loyola educated), discussing how the Catholic Church had 

to find a way to get biblical information from Latin into the Anglo-Saxon language, said that this 

was done so that “they [the Anglo-Saxons] could learn what they actually believe [awkward 
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pause] as Christians.”
6
  The obvious absurdity of learning anew what one already believes 

buoyed up, not when preparing the material for the lecture, but when presenting it —but what 

other way is there to say it!  However, it is not the individual (hopefully), but the Church that 

would proclaim this reason preaching politics, and institutions are not insane.  Instead, the 

semblance of insanity of this scenario relies on the metaethical violation of logic, on the part of 

the Church: Teaching one what one already believes, even though the kernel of that belief has 

not availed the mind, is logically impossible, and, therefore, the whole proposed morality of 

guiding the flock is metaethically prohibited, in every sense.  For the sake of honesty and ethical 

consistency, politics should reflect the fact that “God is dead,” and this is to be achieved when 

the preaching of politics has ended.  
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