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«So viel Misstrauen, so viel Philosophie». 
Nietzsche lettore di filosofia*

Eleonora Caramelli, Francesco Cattaneo

The first part of this paper discusses the relationship between mistrust and phi-
losophy in Nietzsche’s thinking, taking mainly into consideration some motives 
of The Gay Science. All radical attitudes reveal according to Nietzsche a moral 
and metaphysical background: they bear within themselves the claim of the hu-
man being to take hold of the world or at least of one’s experience. Instead, the 
combination of wisdom and insanity that characterizes the “gay science” fosters 
an openness to the world and an openness to experience. This openness requires a 
transformation of philosophy and of truth themselves in which the meditation on 
art plays a decisive role. The second part of the paper focuses on the notion of slow 
reading, discussed by Nietzsche in the “Preface” to Daybreak. There is nothing 
more difficult, according to Nietzsche (and Goethe), than learning to read slow-
ly; as in the experience of philology, reading is not an activity characterized by a 
one-way direction, but a back-and-forth, a two-way proceeding which also allows 
to discover the double meanings of the text. Nevertheless, in order not to get lost, 
philology teaches us also to deliver ourselves to the rhythm of a text, as in a dance 
move, as in a Lento. Against a mere rhetoric of reading, philology is needed as the 
poetics of the philosophical text.
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1. Diffidare della diffidenza?

1.1. Animali veneranti e diffidenti

«Tanta diffidenza, altrettanta filosofia» 1. Così afferma Nietzsche 
nell’aforisma 346 della Gaia scienza, facendo di fatto coincidere diffi-
denza e filosofia. Si tratta di un’equiparazione che di per sé non sor-
prende, nella misura in cui l’interrogazione filosofica ha sempre 
comportato uno scarto rispetto alla doxa. Tuttavia, nell’aforisma di 
Nietzsche tale equiparazione assume una declinazione più specifi-

* Pur essendo state discusse complessivamente da entrambi gli autori, la prima parte (§§ 
1, 1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 1.4) è da attribuirsi a Francesco Cattaneo; la seconda e la terza parte (§§ 2, 2.1, 
2.2, 3) sono da attribuirsi a Eleonora Caramelli.

1 FW, § 346, KSA 3, p. 580.


