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Introduction

The place of Daybreak in the Nietzschean corpus

Nietzsche began compiling the notes that would comprise
Daybreak in January of 1880, finishing the book by May of the fol-
lowing year. Like all of Nietzsche’s books, it sold poorly (fewer
than 250 copies in the first five years, according to William
Schaberg). Unlike most of his other works, however, it has been
sadly neglected during the Nietzsche renaissance of the past three
decades. Daybreak post-dates his famous, polemical study of classi-
cal literature, The Birth of Tragedy (1872) — the book that, at the
time, destroyed Nietzsche’s professional reputation in classical
philology (the subject he taught at the University of Basel, until ill
health forced his retirement in 1879). Daybreak also post-dates a
somewhat less-neglected prior volume, Human, All Too Human: A
Book for Free Spirits (1878-80), the book often said to constitute the
highwater mark of Nietzsche’s “positivist” phase (in which he
accepted, somewhat uncritically, that science was the paradigm of
all genuine knowledge).

Daybreak’s relative obscurity, however, is due more to his subse-
quent writings, which have overshadowed it in both the classroom
and the secondary literature: The Gay Science (1882), the four
books of Thus Spoke Zarathustra (1883-84), Beyond Good and Evil
(1886), On the Genealogy of Morality (1887), and, to a lesser extent,
the works of his last sane year (1888): Tuwilight of the Idols, The
Antichrist, and Ecce Homo. Even the compilation made (against
Nietzsche’s wishes) from his notebooks after his mental collapse
(in January 1889) and subsequently published as The Will to Power
(first German edition, 1901) has received more scholarly scrutiny
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INTRODUCTION

than Daybreak — a book Nietzsche intended to publish, and one
that he pronounced (in late 1888) the “book [in which] my cam-
paign against morality begins” (Ecce Homo, “Why I Write Such
Good Books,” sub-section 1 of section on Daybreak).1

This last observation is of crucial importance: for as he goes on
to tell us in the same passage, Daybreak “seeks [a] new morn-
ing...[i]n a revaluation of all values, in a liberation from all moral
values.” The book, in short, marks the beginning of Nietzsche’s
central philosophical project: a revaluation of all values, a thor-
ough-going critique of morality itself. It is the book that broaches
“[t]he question concerning the origin of moral values” (ibid.), the
question he returns to in Beyond Good and Evil (esp. Section 260)
and, most famously, in the Genealogy. More importantly, it is the
book that first develops in a substantial way themes that mark the
“mature” Nietzsche: for example, his critique of the conventional
view of human agency, as well as his development of a “naturalis-
tic” conception of persons.

That it is a serious mistake to neglect Daybreak, and that this
new edition presents a splendid opportunity for students and
scholars to reconsider its central place in the corpus, we hope will
become apparent in the following pages. We also hope to demon-
strate how wrong-headed is the following commorn view of
Daybreak, most recently expressed by the editors of The Cambridge
Companion to Nietzsche: “Nietzsche seems bent [in Daybreak] on
conveying a particular type of experience in thinking to his read-
ers, much more than he is concerned to persuade his readers to
adopt any particular point of view.” Nietzsche’s ambitions are, we
will show, far more philosophically substantial, as would befit the
book in which Nietzsche’s “campaign against morality” begins.
First, however, we must set the intellectual stage on which Daybreak
enters.

Nietzsche and Nietzsche’s Germany

The widespread pedagogic practice of treating Nietzsche as a
figure of “nineteenth-century philosophy,” along with Hegel and
Marx, actually does considerable violence to the real intellectual

! We will generally refer to Nietzsche’s texts by their standard English-language
acronyms: D=Daybreak; HA=Human, All Too Human; BGE=Beyond Good and Euvil,
GM=0n the Genealogy of Morality; EH=Ecce Homo. Roman numerals refer to major
parts or chapters; Arabic numerals refer to sections, not pages.
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INTRODUCTION

history of Germany. While Hegel did dominate German philo-
sophical life in the first quarter of the century, by 1830 his influ-
ence was waning seriously. By the 1840s and 1850s, Hegel’s critics
— Karl Marx, Arthur Schopenhauer, and Ludwig Feuerbach,
among others — were both better known and more widely read
than Hegel. By the time Nietzsche (born 1844) was being educat-
ed at the post-secondary level, it was not Hegel’s Idealism that
dominated the intellectual landscape, but rather Schopenhauer’s
own more Kantian metaphysical system, as well as the broad-based
intellectual movement known as “German Materialism,” of which
Feuerbach was an early figure. (There is no evidence, however,
that Nietzsche ever read Marx, who was not himself part of the
“Materialist” movement at issue here.) For purposes of under-
standing Nietzsche, the key German figures are really Kant,
Schopenhauer, and the Materialists.

Nietzsche, of course, was trained not in philosophy per s¢, but in
classical philology, the exacting study of the texts and cultures of
the ancient world. Unlike contemporary literary theorists, nine-
teenth-century German classicists viewed the interpretation of
texts as a science, whose aim was to discover what texts really mean
through an exhaustive study of language, culture and context.
Nietzsche proved a brilliant student, and was awarded a professor-
ship in 1869, even before earning his doctorate. Yet Nietzsche was
always ill-at-ease with the narrow academic horizons of professional
philology. He sought to do more than solve mere scholarly “puz-
zles”; he wanted to connect the study of classical civilization to his
far more pressing concern with the state of contemporary
German culture. It was this project he undertook in The Birth of
Tragedy, a book that was, not surprisingly, poorly received by his
academic peers.

Evidence of Nietzsche’s classical training and his admiration of
classical civilization abounds throughout Daybreak. Two themes, in
particular, recur. First, Nietzsche embraced the “realism” of the
Sophists and Presocratics, philosophers who had the courage, in
Nietzsche’s view, to look reality in the eye, and report things as they
really are, without euphemism or sentimentality. Nietzsche saw, with
good reason, the great Greek historian Thucydides as the embodi-
ment of this perspective on human nature and human affairs, not-
ing that in Thucydides, “that culture of the most impartial knowledge of
the world finds its last glorious flower: that culture which had in
Sophocles its poet, in Pericles its statesman, in Hippocrates its
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INTRODUCTION

physician, in Democritus its natural philosopher; which deserves to
be baptized with the name of its teachers, the Sophists...” (168).
Nietzsche himself strives to imitate Thucydides’ realistic appraisal of
human motivations, for example, when he observes that “egoistic”
actions “have hitherto been by far the most frequent actions, and
will continue to be so for all future time” (148).

Second, Nietzsche defends the “empiricism” of the Presocratics
against the “idealism” of Plato; indeed he sees as fundamental to
the whole history of philosophy the dispute between those who
accept as the only reality what the “senses” reveal about the world
and those who claim that the “real” world exists beyond the sensi-
ble world. It is clear where Nietzsche stands on this question. He
rejects the “dialectic” method as a way of getting behind “the veil
of appearance” — a project he attributes to Plato and Schopenhauer
— noting that “For that to which they want to show us the way does
not exist” (474). Elsewhere in Daybreak, he observes: “Thus did
Plato flee from reality and desire to see things only in pallid men-
tal pictures; he was full of sensibility and knew how easily the
waves of his sensibility could close over his reason” (448; cf. 43).
Here we see a characteristic Nietzschean move (to which we will
return shortly): to explain a particular philosophical position
(e.g. Plato’s view that the “real” world is the world of “Forms” or
“Ideas,” that are inaccessible to the senses) in terms of facts
about the person who advances the position (e.g. Plato’s excessive
sensitivity).

These critical remarks about Plato must be balanced with
Nietzsche’s admiration for Plato’s “genius” (497). Thus, in a remark
that remains apt today, Nietzsche contrasts the “Platonic dia-
logue” in which “souls were filled with drunkenness at the rigor-
ous and sober game of concept, generalization, refutation, limita-
tion” with “how philosophy is done today” in which philosophers
“want to be ‘artistic natures’” and to enjoy “the divine privilege of
being incomprehensible” (544).

Nietzsche’s engagement with the classical world marks just one
of the three important intellectual influences on his philosophical
writing. The other two were the philosophy of Schopenhauer and
the German Materialist movement of the 1850s and 1860s. We
shall discuss Schopenhauer’s impact on Nietzsche in detail below
in the context of Daybreak’s central theme, the critique of morality.
Here we introduce some of the main themes of German
Materialism.
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German Materialism had its origins in Feuerbach’s work of the
late 1830s and early 1840s, but it really exploded on to the cultural
scene in the 1850s, under the impetus of the startling new discov-
eries about human beings made by the burgeoning science of
physiology. The medical doctor Ludwig Biichner summed up the
Materialist point of view well in his 1855 best-seller Force and
Matter, the book that became the “Bible” of Materialism. “The
researches and discoveries of modern times,” he wrote in the pref-
ace to the eighth edition, “can no longer allow us to doubt that
man, with all he has and possesses, be it mental or corporeal, is a
natural product like all other organic beings.” Our evidence of
Nietzsche’s familiarity with the Materialists is extensive. For one
thing, it is impossible that a literate young person in Germany at
the time could have been unfamiliar with the Materialists. As one
critic wrote in 1856: “A new world view is settling into the minds
of men, It goes about like a virus. Every young mind of the gener-
ation now living is affected by it” (quoted in Gregory, Scientific
Materialism, p. 10). More concretely, we do know that Nietzsche
read (with great enthusiasm) Friedrich Lange’s History of Materialism
(published 1866), a book which mounted an extensive (but sym-
pathetic) NeoKantian critique of the Materialists. In fact, in a let-
ter of February 1868 (quoted in Stack, Lange and Nietzsche, p. 13),
Nietzsche called Lange’s book “a real treasure-house,” mention-
ing, among other things, Lange’s discussion of the “materialist
movement of our times,” including the work of Feuerbach,
Buchner, and the physiologists Jacob Moleschott and Herman von
Helmholtz. From Lange, Nietzsche would have learned of the
Materialist view that “The nature of man is...only a special case of
universal physiology, as thought is only a special case in the chain
of the physical processes of life.” Indeed, that he took the lesson
to heart is suggested in his autobiography, Ecce Homo, where he
tells us (in his discussion of Human, All Too Human) that in the
late 1870s, “A truly burning thirst took hold of me: henceforth I
really pursued nothing more than physiology, medicine and natural
science.” A bit earlier in the same work (11: 2), he complains of the
“blunder” that he “became a philologist — why not at least a phys-
ician or something else that opens one’s eyes?”

Yet the most compelling evidence of the Materialist impact on
Nietzsche is the extent to which Materialist themes appear in
Nietzsche’s work, including Daybreak. The Materialists embraced
the idea that human beings were essentially bodily organisms,
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INTRODUCTION

whose attitudes, beliefs, and values were explicable by reference
to physiological facts about them. Spiritual, religious, and moral
explanations of human beings were to be supplanted by purely
physical or physiological explanations.

Thus, Moleschott’s 1850 work The Physiology of Food contained
500 pages of detailed information about the physical and chemi-
cal properties of food and human digestion, while his popular
companion volume, The Theory of Food: For the People, spelled out
the implications of this research in terms of the different diets
that different types of people need to flourish. In reviewing
Moleschott’s book, Feuerbach expressed the core idea as follows:
“If you want to improve the people then give them better food
instead of declamations against sin. Man is what he eats” (quoted
in Gregory, Scientific Materialism, p. 92). Bichner’s Force and Matter
took a related tack, seeking to explain human character and belief
systems in physiological terms. So, for example, he suggested that
“A copious secretion of bile has, as is well known, a powerful influ-
ence on the mental disposition” and arguing elsewhere in the
same work that it was, “Newton’s atrophied brain [that] caused
him in old age to become interested in studying the...Bible.”

With figures like Moleschott and Biichner ascendant on the
intellectual scene, it is hardly surprising to find Nietzsche writing
as follows in Daybreak:

Whatever proceeds from the stomach, the intestines, the beating of
the heart, the nerves, the bile, the semen - all those distempers,
debilitations, excitations, the whole chance operation of the
machine of which we still know so little! — had to be seen by a
Christian such as Pascal as a moral and religious phenomenon, and
he had to ask whether God or Devil, good or evil, salvation or
damnation was to be discovered in them! Oh what an unhappy
interpreter. (86; cf. 83)

Like the Materialists, Nietzsche replaces “moral” or “religious”
explanations for phenomena with naturalistic explanations, particu-
larly explanations couched in physiological or quasi-physiological
language. Thus, he suggests that “Three-quarters of all the evil
done in the world happens out of timidity: and this [is] above all a
physiological phenomenon” (538), and that “our moral judgments
and evaluations...are only images and fantasies based on a physio-
logical process unknown to us” (119). Indeed, he endorses, as a
general explanatory scruple, the view that “all the products of [a
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person’s] thinking are bound to reflect the condition he is in” (42),
noting, accordingly, that any particular philosophy “translate[s] as
it were into reason” what amounts to a “personal diet” (553).

The critique of morality

The central theme of Daybreak is its attack on morality. The attack
proceeds essentially along two fronts. First, Nietzsche takes tradi-
tional morality to involve false presuppositions: for example, a false
picture of human agency (roughly, the view that human beings
act autonomously or freely, and thus are morally responsible for
what they do). He attacks this picture of agency from the perspec-
tive of a naturalistic view of persons as determined in their actions by
the fundamental physiological and psychological facts about
them. Second, he takes traditional morality to be inhospitable to
certain types of human flourishing. This second theme, which is
less prominent than the first, is voiced at various points in
Daybreak: for example, when Nietzsche complains that morality
entails “a fundamental remoulding, indeed weakening and aboli-
tion of the individual” (132), a result of the fact that “morality is
nothing other...than obedience to customs” (9), and thus is
incompatible with a “free human being...[who] is determined to
depend upon himself and not upon a tradition” (9). A variation
on this criticism is also apparent when he observes (contra
Rousseau) that “Our weak unmanly, social concepts of good and
evil and their tremendous ascendancy over body and soul have
finally weakened all bodies and souls and snapped the self-reliant,
independent, unprejudiced men, the pillars of a strong civiliza-
tion...” (164). The view that morality poses a special threat to
human excellence or greatness is one that will become more promi-
nent in Nietzsche’s later works, though it remains visible in this
early book as well.

Yet the crux of the argument in Daybreak is directed at the prob-
lematic presuppositions of morality. As he writes in an important
passage on two different ways of “denying” morality:

“To deny morality” — this can mean, first: to deny that the moral
motives which men claim have inspired their actions really have
done so - it is thus the assertion that morality consists of words
and is among the coarser or more subtle deceptions (especially
self-deceptions) which men practise... Then it can mean: to deny
that moral judgments are based on truths. Here it is admitted that
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they really are motives of action, but that in this way it is errors
which, as the basis of all moral judgment, impel men to their moral
actions. This is my point of view: though I should be the last to deny
that in very many cases there is some ground for suspicion that the
other point of view — that is to say, the point of view of La
Rochefoucauld and others who think like him — may also be justi-
fied and in any event of great general application.

Thus I deny morality as I deny alchemy, that is, I deny their presup-
positions [die Voraussetzungen, which might also be translated
“premises”]: not that countless people feel themselves to be
immoral, but there is any true reason so to feel. It goes without say-
ing that I do not deny — unless I am a fool — that many actions
called...moral ought to be done and encouraged — but I think the
one should be encouraged and the other avoided for other reasons
than hitherto. We have to learn to think differently — in order at last,
perhaps very late on, to attain even more: to feel differently. (D, 103)

This important passage is of great value in understanding the
argument of Daybreak, and we shall have more to say about it,
below. Note now, however, the crucial analogy Nietzsche draws
between his attack on “morality” and a comparable attack on
alchemy. When we deny alchemy we don’t deny that “countless
people” believed themselves to be alchemists, that is, believed
themselves to be engaged in the process of transforming the base
metals into gold. Rather, we deny a presupposition of their under-
taking: namely (to put it in modern terms) the presupposition
that the application of forces to the macro-properties of sub-
stances can effect a transformation in their micro-properties (i.e.
their molecular constitution). So to “deny” morality in a similar
fashion is not to deny that people act for moral reasons or that
they take morality seriously, but to “deny” that the reasons for
which they do so are sound: the presuppositions of morality are as
wrong-headed as the presuppositions of alchemy.

We return, below, to the crucial question of what are the
“presuppositions” of morality in Nietzsche’s sense. Before we do
so, however, we will sketch those features of the moral philoso-
phies of Kant and Schopenhauer against the background of
which Nietzsche came to understand morality as having false
presuppositions.
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Kant and Schopenhauer on morality

According to Kant and Schopenhauer, actions are praiseworthy
from the viewpoint of morality only when done from a moral
motive. But these philosophers disagree about the character of
moral motivation and therefore about which actions have the spe-
cial kind of value they both call “moral worth” (or “ethical signifi-
cance,” as Schopenhauer sometimes says).

Kant and Schopenhauer agree that an action is devoid of moral
worth if it is motivated purely by a desire for the agent’s own hap-
piness. But Kant goes further, claiming that desiring the happi-
ness of others “stands on the same footing as other inclinations”
and cannot therefore give moral worth to actions (G 398/66).2
His reasoning seems to be that the desire for the happiness of
another cannot give an action moral worth if the desire for one’s
own happiness clearly does not. Inclinations and desires may
deserve praise and encouragement, but never esteem, the mark
of the moral.

Kant considers duty to be the only reasonable alternative to
desire or inclination as the source of moral worth. To have moral
worth an action must be done from the motive of duty. This
means that it is done because one recognizes that one ought to
perform the action and that the action is “objectively necessary in
itself” regardless of one’s own desires or ends (G 414/82). The
action is thus motivated by the recognition of a categorical imper-
ative.

If one recognizes an ought statement as a hypothetical impera-
tive, in contrast, one recognizes only a conditioned necessity, the
necessity of an action for the achievement of some further end.
The shopkeeper recognizes that he ought not cheat his customers
because they will buy from his competitors if he does. The necessity
he recognizes is thus conditioned by his own end or desire:
to run a successful business. In this case, the necessity of the
commanded action can be escaped if he abandons the end or
purpose, whereas this is not so in the case of a categorical impera-
tive — the necessity it formulates is not dependent on any of the
agent’s purposes. There is one purpose Kant thinks we cannot

2 Kant's Grundlegung zur Metaphysic der Sitten is cited as “G” followed by the page
number in the Academy edition and the page number in H. J. Paton’s translation:
The Moral Law: Kant’s Groundwork of the Metaphysic of Morals (London: Hutchinson
and Co., 1958).

XV



INTRODUCTION

abandon, for “we can assume with certainty that all do have [it] by
natural necessity”: our own happiness. Yet imperatives that affirm
the practical necessity of an action as a means to the furtherance
of happiness — imperatives of prudence - still count as hypotheti-
cal rather than categorical: “an action is commended not
absolutely, but only as a means to a further purpose” (G 416/83).
To act from the motive of duty, according to Kant, is to act out
of reverence for the law: to be motivated sufficiently to perform
an action by the recognition of its objective or unconditioned
necessity.

Schopenhauer denies that Kant’s idea of “objective necessity”
adds to our understanding of morality, calling it “nothing but a
cleverly concealed and very forced paraphrase of the word ought”
(BM 67).% Arguing that “every ought derives all sense and meaning
simply and solely in reference to threatened punishment or
promised reward” (BM 55), he further denies that the recognition
of an ought ever involves “unconditioned necessity.” The Kantian
notions of absolute obligation, law, and duty are derived from the-
ology, he claims, and have no sense or content at all apart from
the assumption of a God who gives the law (BM 68). For we simply
can make no sense of the idea of law, and thus of how a law could
confer on us duties or obligations, unless we regard obedience as
promising reward and disobedience as threatening punishment.
Even if we assume that God has laid down a law, Schopenhauer
would refuse it moral status. Because even a divine command
would acquire the status of law only by being able to promise
reward and threaten punishment, it could only be a hypothetical
imperative. “Obedience to it is, of course, wise or foolish accord-
ing to circumstances; yet it will always be selfish, and consequently
without moral value” (BM 55).

According to Schopenhauer, then, an ought statement never
counts as a categorical imperative or moral judgment, but can
only be what Kant would have called a “judgment of prudence.”
An action performed for the sake of duty, simply because one
recognizes that one ought to do it, is selfish rather than morally

3 Schopenhauer’s Die beiden Grundprobleme der Ethik is cited as “BM,” followed by
the page number in the translation by E. F. ]J. Payne: On the Basis of Morality
(Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 1965). Schopenhauer’s Die Welt als Wille und
Vorstellung is cited as “WW,” followed by the volume and page number in the trans-
lation by E. F. ]J. Payne: The World as Will and Representation (New York: Dover,
1966).
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motivated. Schopenhauer thus argues against Kant within the lat-
ter’'s own terms. If Kant accepted Schopenhauer’s motivational
claim — which he in fact explicitly rejects — that “nothing can
induce us to obey except fear of the evil consequences of disobedi-
ence” (BM 142), he would have to admit either that there are no
morally motivated actions, or that he had characterized them
incorrectly.

The latter choice seemed obvious to Schopenhauer, who
believed that few “are not convinced from their own experience
that a man often acts justly, simply and solely that no wrong or
injustice may be done to another,” and that many of us help others
with no intention in our hearts other than helping those whose
distress we see (BM 138-39). It is to such actions, he claims, that
we attribute “real moral worth,” and they are motivated not by what
Kant called “duty,” but by compassion, “the immediate participa-
tion, independent of all ulterior considerations, primarily in the
suffering of another, and thus in the prevention or elimination of
it” (BM 144).

The “ulterior considerations” Schopenhauer regards as incom-
patible with compassion, and thus with moral worth, are egoistic
concerns, concerns for one’s own well-being. Schopenhauer
agrees with Kant that if an action “has as its motive an egoistic
aim, it cannot have any moral worth” (8M 141). Unlike Kant, he
does not infer from this that concern for another’s happiness can-
not give actions moral worth. From the premise that “egoism and
the moral worth of an action absolutely exclude each other,” he
infers instead that “the moral significance of an action can only
lie in its reference to others” (BM 142). He draws this conclusion
by way of the claim that the will is moved only by considerations of
well-being or suffering. If moral worth does not belong to actions
motivated by a concern for one’s own well-being or suffering, it
must belong to actions motivated by a concern for the well-being
and suffering of others.

How then would Schopenhauer answer Kant’s implied question
as to how concern for others’ well-being can give an action moral
worth when concern for one’s own well-being does not? He could
not claim that the sphere of other-regarding behavior simply is
the sphere of morality, and thus that only otherregarding behav-
ior is properly called “moral.” Neither Schopenhauer nor Kant
can regard the issue about moral worth that separates them to be
simply a matter of what something is called. Both philosophers
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assume that moral worth is a higher kind of worth — than, say,
intellectual worth, aesthetic worth, or prudential value — and Kant
describes moral worth as “that pre-eminent good which we call
moral” (G 401/69). Schopenhauer claims not simply that we call
acting for another’s sake “moral,” but that so acting has a higher
value than acting for one’s own sake. To answer Kant’s question
he must therefore show that there is a difference between these
two kinds of motives that justifies the claim that one is of a higher
value than the other. Though Schopenhauer never explicitly tries
to answer this question, the kind of answer provided by his theory
seems clear: it would be given in terms of his conception of the
thing-in-itself.

The distinction between appearances (the “phenomenal” or
“sensible” world) and the thing-in-itself (the “noumenal” world) -
that is, the distinction between the world as it appears to us and
the world as it really is “in-itself” — plays an important role in the
moral theories of both Kant and Schopenhauer. In each case, the
motive claimed to give moral worth to actions is also claimed to
have its source in the noumenal world.

For Kant, all inclinations and desires belong to the phenomenal
world — they are the “appearances” in terms of which human
actions, insofar as we encounter them in the “sensible world,” the
world accessible to sense observation, are explained and made
intelligible. If human beings belonged solely to the world of
appearances, all of their actions “would have to be taken as in
complete conformity with the laws of nature governing desires
and inclinations” (G 453/121).

Kant’s claim that concern for the happiness of others “stands
on the same footing as other inclinations” therefore means that it
belongs to the world of appearances, that actions motivated by it
are merely natural, that they are fully explicable in terms of our
status as natural creatures, members of the phenomenal world.
That this seems sufficient for Kant to dismiss it as a moral motive
suggests that Schopenhauer was right to attribute to him the view
he attributed to most philosophers:

It is undeniably recognized by all nations, ages, and creeds, and
even by all philosophers (with the exception of the materialists
proper), that the ethical significance of human conduct is meta-
physical, in other words, that it reaches beyond this phenomenal
existence and touches eternity. (BM 54)
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This is why Schopenhauer rejects Kant’s view of moral worth: if
recognizing that one ought to perform an action is always condi-
tioned by fear of punishment or the desire for reward, acting
from duty has no metaphysical significance, and therefore no
moral worth. Kant would have to agree if he agreed about the role
of reward and punishment in the recognition of duty — for he
accepts the same principle: whatever belongs only to the phenom-
enal world cannot be the source of moral worth. That is why he
rejects moral theories like Schopenhauer’s that locate the source
of moral worth in sympathetic concern for others: he regards
such concern as rooted in natural inclination, and therefore as
devoid of metaphysical significance.

Acting out of reverence for the law, in contrast, does have meta-
physical significance for Kant — for it involves recognizing as law
the commands of the noumenal self. Although Kant denies that
we can have knowledge of the thing-in-itself, he argues that we
can make sense of morality only if we take human beings as they
are “in-themselves” as autonomous, as legislators of universal law.
To act morally is to act out of reverence for the law legislated by
the noumenal self — the “true self,” one is tempted to say. For
Kant the noumenal source of the motive of duty bestows on
actions an incomparably higher worth than could come from
mere inclination (or anything else that belongs only to the phe-
nomenal or natural world).

Schopenhauer had his own ideas regarding the thing-in-itself
with which to counter Kant’s suggestion that concern for others is
of no more value than other inclinations. He believed that Kant
had already shown that time and space do not belong to the
thing-in-itself, and therefore that individuality and plurality are
foreign to the “true essence of the world” (BM 207). Individuality
is only the appearance in time and space of the thing-in-itself,
which, in complete opposition to Kant, Schopenhauer took to be
blindly striving will (the forerunner, perhaps, of Freud’s id). To
the extent that we fail to recognize our individuality as mere
appearance, we are moved to action only by egoistic concerns. We
see the world completely in terms of how it affects our own well-
being. If we care about the welfare of others, this is due not to our
natural inclinations, but only to the recognition in others of
something that lies beyond nature, of our “own self,” our “own
true inner nature” (BM 209). Schopenhauer again stays within
Kant’s own terms: compassion, immediate concern for the welfare
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of another, possesses a higher worth than egoistic inclinations
because, rather than being part of our natural equipment, it is a
sign of our connection to a reality that goes beyond the phenome-
nal or natural world. This is basically the same claim Kant makes
about the motive of duty. To have moral worth, Schopenhauer
and Kant thus agree, actions must be motivated by something of
higher value than egoistic concern, something that is rooted in a
realm beyond the natural world. They disagree about moral worth
because they hold very different views about which human motive
is rooted in the noumenal world.

From Human, All Too Human to Daybreak

In Human, All Too Human, the work preceding Daybreak, Nietzsche
began a long effort to free morality from the metaphysical world
to which Kant and Schopenhauer had connected it. He set out to
show that one need not posit the existence of such a world to
explain the so-called “higher” activities — art, religion, and morality
— which are often taken as signs of human participation in a
higher or metaphysical realm (HA 10). He wanted to explain these
“higher” things in terms of the “lower,” the merely human. The
book’s title, he writes in Ecce Homo, meant: “‘where you see ideal
things, I see what is — human, alas, all-too-human!’ — I know man
better.”
In this book, Nietzsche continues,

you discover a merciless spirit that knows all the hideouts where
the ideal is at home... One error after another is coolly placed on
ice; the ideal is not refuted - it freezes to death. — Here, for example,
“the genius” freezes to death; at the next corner, “the saint”; under
a huge icicle, “the hero”; in the end, “faith,” so-called “conviction”;
“pity” also cools down considerably — and almost everywhere “the
thing in itself” freezes to death. (EH 11: HA 1)

The ideals Nietzsche places on ice are idealizations, beliefs that
certain kinds of persons, activities, or states of mind exceed the
standard of the merely human. “The saint” counts as an ideal
because saints have been thought to represent “something that
exceeded the human standard of goodness and wisdom” (HA
143). Nietzsche places this ideal on ice by showing it to involve an
error. He isolates the characteristics regarded as elevating saints
above the human standard and explains them as expressions of
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egoistic drives to which no one would attribute an ideal character.
For instance, he explains their self-denial and asceticism in such
terms as the lust for power and the desire to excite an exhausted
nervous system (HA 135-42).

Applying the same method of “psychological observation” or
“reflection on the human, all-too-human” (HA 35) throughout the
book, Nietzsche explains many other idealized activities or types
in terms of psychological needs that he considers egoistic and
merely human. The ultimate effect of this procedure, he says, may
be to lay an axe “to the root of the human ‘metaphysical need’”
(HA 37). Even though “there might be a metaphysical world”
(HA 9), if we can explain the so-called higher aspects of human
life without positing anything beyond the natural world, “the
strongest interest in the purely theoretical problem of the ‘thing
in itself and the ‘appearance’ will cease” (HA 10). If the human
world can be explained without the assumption of a metaphysical
world, the latter will be of no cognitive interest to us. We can say
of it only that it is other than our world — an inaccessible, incom-
prehensible “being-other,...a thing with negative qualities” (HA 9).

In view of the importance of the noumenal world to the moral
theories of Kant and Schopenhauer, we should expect Nietzsche’s
attack on ideals in Human, All Too Human to involve a rejection of
both. Kant does not play much of a role, however, for, as the fol-
lowing passage suggests, Nietzsche had accepted his “great
teacher” (GM: P5) Schopenhauer’s criticism of Kant’s theory.

For there is no longer any ought; for morality, insofar as it was an
ought, has been just as much annihilated by our mode of thinking
as has religion. Knowledge can allow as motives only pleasure and
pain, utility and injury. (HA 34)

Nietzsche presumably bases this denial of moral oughts on
Schopenhauer’s argument against Kant’s categorical imperative —
that a command or rule receives its force as an ought only from
an egoistic concern with one’s own pleasure or pain, advantage or
injury. Schopenhauer’s view entails that a belief in moral oughts
depends on misunderstanding the way in which rules and com-
mands affect behavior. If we realized that people feel obliged to
obey them only because of egoistic concerns, we would not think
of them as having a kind of moral force and thereby misinterpret
them as moral oughts or categorical imperatives. Following out
this line of argument and reflecting on the self-serving origins of
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just actions, Nietzsche writes (HA 92): “How little moral would the
world appear without forgetfulness!” Because Human, All Too
Human attempts to exhibit the egoistic concerns lying behind our
feelings of being obliged to do something, Nietzsche could expect
it to undermine our sense that oughts have moral force and lead
us to agree with Schopenhauer, that obedience to them can only
be judged as either “wise or foolish,” according to the circum-
stances.

Schopenhauer had used this argument to support his own view
of moral motivation and worth — that compassion, the one non-
egoistic motive, rather than Kant’s motive of duty, gives moral
worth to actions. Nietzsche turns the same kind of argument
against Schopenhauer in Human, All Too Human. Compassion*
too can be explained in terms of what is egoistic, or human, all
too human:

For it conceals within itself at least two (perhaps many more) ele-
ments of personal pleasure, and is to that extent self-enjoyment:
first as the pleasure of emotion, which is the kind represented by
pity in tragedy, and then, when it eventuates in action, as the plea-
sure of gratification in the exercise of power. If, in addition to this,
a suffering person is very close to us, we rid ourselves of our own
suffering by performing an act of pity [or: through compassionate
actions]. Apart from a few philosophers, human beings have always
placed pity very low on the scale of moral feelings — and rightly so.
(HA 103)

The opposition Nietzsche accepts between the moral and the ego-
istic should actually lead him to a more radical conclusion: that
there are no moral actions. For he claims:

No one has ever done anything that was solely for the sake of
another and without a personal motive. How indeed could he do
anything that was not related to himself, thus without an inner
necessity (which simply must have its basis in a personal need)?
How could the ego act without ego? (HA 133)

Nietzsche’s rhetorical question combined with his claim in the
same passage that the whole idea of an “unegoistic action” vanishes
upon “close examination,” suggests that he considers the whole
idea of an unegoistic action unintelligible. That Nietzsche’s

* In the following passage, the German word Mitleid has been translated as “pity,”

following the normal practice among translators of Nietzsche, but this is the same
word translators of Schopenhauer render as “compassion.”
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position is in any case a form of psychological egoism becomes
even more obvious when he goes on to quote with approval
Lichtenberg and La Rochefoucauld to the effect that we do not
really love others — “neither father, nor mother, nor wife, nor
child” — but only “the pleasant feelings they cause us” (HA 133).
We do not even love others, much less act solely for their sake. As
we love only the satisfaction of our own interests, we always act for
our own sake. If so, and if, as Nietzsche and Schopenhauer agree,
actions cannot be both moral and egoistic, there are no moral
actions.

Recall that Schopenhauer views the moral significance of con-
duct as “metaphysical” in the sense that it “reaches beyond this
phenomenal existence” and “directly touch[es] the thing-in-itself”
(ww 1: 422). Because egoistic motives are fully comprehensible in
terms of the phenomenal world, they have no moral worth.
Unegoistic motives, in contrast, spring from “the immediate
knowledge of the numerical identity of the inner nature of all
living things” (ww 11: 609) — an identity which is completely inac-
cessible to empirical knowledge and is therefore not to be found
in the phenomenal world. Moral worth attaches to such motives
precisely because they point beyond the phenomenal world to the
thing-in-itself.

Schopenhauer’s assumption of the “numerical identity” of all
living things is among the metaphysical assumptions Nietzsche
wanted to show we could dispense with in Human, All Too Human.
This book began his task of “translat[ing] human beings back into
nature” (BG 230), and his first problem was to show that so-called
“unegoistic” actions could be so translated. But Schopenhauer’s
world-view (unlike Kant’s) had no room for a natural unegoistic
action: actions done for the sake of another have moral signifi-
cance, which they could not have if they were comprehensible in
terms of a natural relation between individuals, which would
belong only to the phenomenal world. Schopenhauer recognizes
only two kinds of motivation — the egoistic motivation human
beings have insofar as they act as individuals, hence as members
of the phenomenal or natural world, and the motivation they
acquire by seeing through the natural or phenomenal world to
the metaphysical unity underlying it. Under Schopenhauer’s
influence, Nietzsche assumed that explaining human behavior
naturalistically (i.e., non-metaphysically) meant explaining it
egoistically. Accepting Schopenhauer’s account of the natural or
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phenomenal world, he simply denied that it had any connection
to a metaphysical world. Human, All Too Human’s psychological
egoism amounts to a claim that we can explain human behavior
without appeal to a reality lying beyond the natural or phenome-
nal world, combined with Schopenhauer’s assumption that all
motivation in the latter world is egoistic.

Looking back on Human, All Too Human, Nietzsche claimed to
find in it a more important issue than the existence of unegoistic
actions. This issue “was the value of morality.”

In particular the issue was the value of the unegoistic, of the
instincts of compassion, self-denial, self-sacrifice, which Schopen-
hauer had gilded, deified, and made otherworldly until finally they
alone were left for him as “values in themselves,” on the basis of
which he said No to life, also to himself. (GM: P5)

Nietzsche claims to have seen in the unegoistic instincts
Schopenhauer had deified “the great danger to humanity...
the will turning itself against life, the last sickness gently and
melancholically announcing itself.” If such a challenge to
Schopenhauer’s values is present in Human, All Too Human, how-
ever, it is well hidden. On the surface, it appears that Nietzsche
rejects Schopenhauer’s view that unegoistic actions exist, but com-
pletely agrees with him about their higher value.

Consider that the book’s basic strategy for exhibiting the error
involved in attributing a higher value to certain types of behavior
is to explain them in egoistic terms. These explanations can seem
to reveal the error involved in such judgments only if one assumes
that a belief in the higher value of a type of behavior depends on
interpreting it as unegoistic. Yet Nietzsche offers no reason to
think that it does, and never questions why unegoistic behavior
should be so highly valued. He seems simply to take for granted
that the unegoistic is of high value, the egoistic of low value, and
therefore that demonstrating an action’s egoistic nature under-
mines its claim to high value. Rather than challenging
Schopenhauer on the value of unegoistic actions, Human, All Too
Human seems to argue that nothing possessing the higher value
that an unegoistic action would have actually makes its appear-
ance in the human world.

In Daybreak, by contrast, we can begin to see the shift in
Nietzsche’s strategy: he explicitly raises the question about the
value of unegoistic actions, at the same time that he begins to
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move away from the psychological egoism of Human, All Too
Human. Thus, while still conceding (in the spirit of Human, All
Too Human) that egoistic actions “have hitherto been by far the
most frequent actions, and will continue to be for all future time,”
he suggests — contrary to Kant and Schopenhauer - that we
should “restore to these actions their value” and thus “deprive them
of their bad conscience” (D 148). As he explains later, the value of
“ideal selfishness” (as he calls it) is a matter of its role in human
flourishing: “continually to watch over and care for and to keep
our soul still, so that our fruitfulness shall come to a happy
fulfillment” (D 552). And he now treats the fact that “men today
feel the sympathetic, disinterested, generally useful social actions
to be the moral actions” as a mere artifact of Christianity, “a resid-
uum of Christian states of mind” (D 132).

Daybreak’s repudiation of the thoroughgoing psychological ego-
ism of Human, All Too Human is clearest in the important passage
on “two ways of denying morality” (D 103), quoted earlier. As we
saw, the denial of morality Nietzsche endorses in this passage dif-
fers from one “in the spirit of La Rochefoucauld” because
Nietzsche admits that human beings do sometimes act from moral
motives. In citing La Rochefoucauld, Nietzsche clearly alludes to
the egoism of Human, All Too Human (see HA 133) which, by way
of the equivalence between “moral” and “unegoistic,” had implied
the non-existence of moral motives. The passage (D 103) thus
functions to separate Nietzsche’s new position from his earlier
one: he no longer denies the existence of morally motivated
actions, but claims instead that these actions, when they occur, are
based on erroneous presuppositions. In admitting that a suspi-
cion in accord with La Rochefoucauld’s way of denying morality is
called for “in very many cases,” the passage also indicates that
Nietzsche continues to hold that morally motivated actions can-
not be egoistic. Because he now wants to admit that people are
sometimes morally motivated, he evidently must also admit that
their actions can be in some sense unegoistic.

That Human, All Too Human and Daybreak thus involve two dif-
ferent ways of denying morality allows us to understand why
Nietzsche calls Daybreak the beginning of his “campaign against
morality.” On the topic of morality, Daybreak can seem very similar
to its predecessor, and Nietzsche’s interpreters have seen little dif-
ference between them. The claims of HA 39—40, that morality is an
“error” and a “lie,” sound similar to the denial of morality
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announced in D 103. Yet, as b 103 also suggests, there is a crucial
difference. Human, All Too Human labels as “lie” and “error” not
morality, but the belief that human beings act from moral
motives. It directs its polemic against this belief — and, ultimately,
against a world it perceived as “human, alas, all-too-human.” Only
when Daybreak admits the existence of moral motivation can
Nietzsche begin his actual campaign against morality. Rather than
denying that morally motivated actions exist, he now claims that
the presuppositions of such actions are erroneous.

Morality’s false presuppositions I
A false picture of agency

But what are these presuppositions? Daybreak suggests that they
are of two types: first, a certain picture of human agents as free
and morally responsible (a logical presupposition, as it were of
morality and moral judgment); second, false beliefs (or supersti-
tions) that explain the moral regard with which ancient practices
and customs were regarded and that function as causal presuppo-
sitions of people’s “moral” feelings in the present. We shall briefly
illustrate both themes in Daybreak.

Recall Nietzsche’s analogy between the denial of morality and
alchemy (103). Nietzsche develops the same analogy several years
later in Beyond Good and Evil, where he writes that:

morality in the traditional sense, the morality of intentions, was a
prejudice, precipitate and perhaps provisional — something on the
order of astrology and alchemy... [T]he decisive value of an action
lies precisely in what is unintentional in it, while everything that is
intentional, everything about it that can be seen, known, “con-
scious,” still belongs to its surface and skin — which, like every skin,
betrays something but conceals even more. (32)

Here Nietzsche agrees with one premise of the “morality of inten-
tions” — the premise that “the origin of an action...allows [one] to
decide its value” (id.) — but is denying the premise that the origin
is to be found in the conscious intention: what people do is deter-
mined by non-conscious factors (psychological and physiological),
rather than the conscious motives of which we are aware. Insofar
as people assess the moral value of an action in terms of its con-
scious motives — as both Kant and Schopenhauer would have us
do - they make moral judgments based on a false presupposition:
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the supposition that the conscious motive is the cause of the
action.

Nietzsche makes this point several times in Daybreak (cf. 115,
116, 119, 129, 130). For example, he notes that,

The primeval delusion still lives on that one knows, and knows
quite precisely in every case, how human action is brought about... “I
know what I want, what I have done, I am free and responsible for
it, I hold others responsible, I can call by its name every moral pos-
sibility and every inner motion which precedes action...” — that is
how everyone formerly thought, that is how almost everyone still
thinks... Actions are never what they appear to us to be! We have
expended so much labour on learning that external things are not
as they appear to us to be — very well! the case is the same with the
inner world! Moral actions are in reality “something other than
that” — more we cannot say: and all actions are essentially
unknown. (116)

But if moral judgment requires that we know how human action is
brought about, then the impossibility of doing that means that
our practice of moral judgment is predicated on an error: we
believe we can assess the “morality” of our own and others’
actions, but in fact we cannot, because we are ignorant as to their
true causes.

Yet why, for Nietzsche, is it so difficult to understand what causes
us to do what we do? In this regard, it is important to appreciate
Nietzsche’s picture of human agency, one that very much antici-
pates the picture later developed with great precision by Freud. As
Nietzsche writes:

However far a man may go in self-knowledge, nothing however can
be more incomplete than his image of the totality of drives which
constitute his being. He can scarcely name even the cruder ones:
their number and strength, their ebb and flood, their play and
counterplay among one another and above all the laws of their
nutriment remain wholly unknown to him. (119)

Who we are is a “totality of drives” and what we do is a function of
“their play and counterplay.” But these drives are so various, so
deeply seated, and their triggers (their “nutriments”) so poorly
understood that who we are and why we do what we do must
remain largely mysterious to us. That this is Nietzsche’s view is
strikingly apparent a few sections earlier in his discussion of the
different ways in which a person might attain “mastery” of a drive

Xxvii



INTRODUCTION

or instinct (e.g. a particularly strong sex drive). After reviewing six
possible “methods” for conquering such a drive, he comments as
follows:

[T Jhat one desires to combat the vehemence of a drive at all, how-
ever, does not stand within our own power; nor does the choice of
any particular method; nor does the success or failure of this
method. What is clearly the case is that in this entire procedure our
intellect is only the blind instrument of another drive which is a rival
of the drive whose vehemence is tormenting us: whether it be the
drive to restfulness, or the fear of disgrace and other evil conse-
quences, or love. While “we” believe we are complaining about the
vehemence of a drive, at bottom it is one drive which is complaining
about another; that is to say: for us to become aware that we are suf-
fering from the vehemence of a drive presupposes the existence of
another equally vehement or even more vehement drive, and that
a struggle is in prospect in which our intellect is going to have to
take sides. (109)

Whereas the conventional “moralist” believes that we freely
choose our actions, that the motives for which we choose these
actions are known, and that, accordingly, the moral worth of our
actions can be assessed, Nietzsche suggests that this entire picture
of action is a false one: we do not freely choose our action (we are
mere “spectators” on the struggle between drives); we do not
know the “motives” for which we act (what determines our actions
are the underlying drives and the outcome of their “struggle”);
and thus, insofar as moral worth depends on this (discredited)
picture of action, the presuppositions of morality are false. This is
not to deny that there might be good reasons to condemn those
who, e.g., murder (cf. 103); Nietzsche’s point is just that con-
demning them because they freely chose to act on the basis of an
immoral motive is not a good reason, supposing as it does an
utterly fictitious picture of human action.

Morality’s false presuppositions II
The morality of custom

There is another way, though, in which the “presuppositions” of
morality are errors, one somewhat more complex than the first.
This also marks the new element in Daybreak. In Human, All Too
Human, Nietzsche had already denied that human agents are free
and morally responsible, and had taken this to undermine
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judgments of moral worth (HA 39, 107). But recall that he had
also denied that anyone is ever morally motivated, and that
Daybreak’s new “denial of morality” is predicated upon his chang-
ing his mind on this issue. He now admits that human beings are
sometimes morally motivated, but insists that when they are,
errors move them to their actions (D 103). The key to understand-
ing Nietzsche’s new view is to appreciate the important role he
now finds for “custom” (Sitte) in the phenomenon of morality.
Early on in Daybreak, he broaches this theme:

In comparison with the mode of life of whole millennia we present-
day men live in a very immoral [unsittlich] age: the power of cus-
tom [Sitte] is astonishingly enfeebled and the sense of morality
[Sittlichkeit] so rarefied and lofty it may be described as having
more or less evaporated. This is why the fundamental insights
into the origins of morality [Moral] are so difficult for us late-
comers... This is, for example, already the case with the chief propo-
sition: morality [Sittlichkei?] is nothing other (therefore no more!)
than obedience to customs [Sitten], of whatever kind they may be;
customs, however, are the traditional way of behaving and evaluat-
ing. In things in which no tradition commands there is no
morality...

The free human being is immoral because in all things he is deter-
mined to depend upon himself and not upon a tradition... Judged
by the standards of these conditions, if an action is performed not
because tradition commands it, but for other motives (because of
its usefulness to the individual, for instance)...it is called immoral
and felt to be so by the individual who performed it...

What is tradition? A higher authority which one obeys, not because
it commands what is useful to us, but simply because it commands. —
What distinguishes this feeling in the presence of tradition from
the feeling of fear in general? It is fear in the presence of a higher
intellect which here commands, of an incomprehensible, indefi-
nite power, of something more than personal — there is superstition
in this fear. (D 9)

Here we have an account of the origin of morality (Moral)
inspired by the etymological connection between “Sittlichkeit’
(morality) and “Sitte” (custom). This connection suggests to
Nietzsche the plausible hypothesis that customs constituted the
first morality, that traditional ways of acting played the same
role during early human life that “rarefied and lofty” moral
codes, rules, and principles play today: that is, they provided the
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criteria for moral right and wrong. But being moral, Nietzsche
emphasizes, required acting from a specific motive: the motive of
“obedience to tradition.”

There is a striking resonance here with Kant’s notion that
actions possessing moral worth are done out of respect or rever-
ence for the moral law:

What I recognize immediately as law for me, I recognize with rever-
ence, which means merely subordination of my will to a law without
mediation of external influences on my senses. Immediate deter-
mination by the law and consciousness of this determination is
called “reverence”... Reverence is properly awareness of a value that
demolishes my self-love. Hence there is something which is regar-
ded neither as an object of inclination nor as an object of fear,
though it has at the same time some analogy with both... All moral
interest, socalled, consists solely in reverence for the law. (G 401/69)

Despite a slight difference in terminology, Nietzsche’s description
of the most primitive form of moral motivation closely follows
Kant’s description of reverence. Kant’s “reverence for the law” in
effect becomes “obedience to tradition,” while Kant’s “immediate
determination by” and “subordination of my will to a law without
mediation” becomes obedience to “a higher authority ... not
because it commands what it would be useful for one to do, but
simply because it commands.” The difference in terminology,
importantly, is traceable to Schopenhauer’s critique of Kant. For
among Schopenhauer’s many formulations of his basic objection
to Kant’s account of moral worth, we find the complaint that what
Kant calls “reverence” [Achtung] is in German called “obedience”
[ Gehorsam], and the claim that only fear can induce human beings
“to obey some absolute command that comes from an admittedly
unknown but obviously superior authority” (BM 67, 142). In these
terms Schopenhauer had already stripped Kant’s reverence for
the law of its metaphysical connections. That Nietzsche uses
almost exactly the same terms to describe what he takes to be the
earliest form of moral motivation provides overwhelming evi-
dence that he is taking Kant’s conception of morality and, as it
were, naturalizing it, so that he can tell a story about the origin of
morality without invoking a “noumenal” world or any other sus-
pect metaphysical categories. Morality consists, in effect, of “cate-
gorical imperatives” — imperatives that apply regardless of the
agent’s particular ends — but these imperatives are originally
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found, Nietzsche thinks, in the customary practices and obedi-
ence to a “higher authority” that constitute a tradition.

But why does Nietzsche claim that the presuppositions of the
morality of custom are false? On his picture, an imperative com-
manded by “tradition” has “categorical” or “moral” force only for
those persons who have a suitably reverent or submissive attitude
toward the tradition. The question then is: what sustains such an
attitude? In D 9, Nietzsche suggests it is a certain sort of supersti-
tious “fear” — not the fear of specific punishment that
Schopenhauer imagines to lie at the root of all imperatives, but
perhaps something more like the “irresistible fear” that Freud
claims maintains both primitive taboos and the obsessional prohi-
bitions of neurotics: “No external threat of punishment is
required, for there is an internal certainty, a moral conviction,
that any violation will lead to intolerable disaster.” If the individ-
ual is able to articulate anything about this disaster, Freud adds, it
is at most “the undefined feeling that some particular person in
his environment will be injured as a result of the violation.” In D
9, Nietzsche similarly remarks that in a morality of custom, “pun-
ishment for breaches of custom will fall before all on the commu-
nity: that supernatural punishment whose forms of expression
and limitations are so hard to comprehend and are explored with
so much superstitious fear.”

Importantly, Nietzsche continues in the very next passage
(D 10) by observing that:

In the same measure as the sense for causality increases, the extent
of the domain of morality [Sittlichkeit] decreases: for each time one
has understood the necessary effects and has learned how to segre-
gate them from all the accidental effects and incidental conse-
quences (post hoc), one has destroyed a countless number of imagi-
nary causalities hitherto believed in as the foundation of customs —
the real world is much smaller than the imaginary — and each time

5 Notice that this naturalization of Kant leads Nietzsche to part company with
Schopenhauer’s critique of Kant. For Schopenhauer, as we saw earlier, claimed
that the real motive for obedience to an imperative was always egoistic, e.g., fear of
punishment. Yet in the “morality of custom” (as described in D 9), moral behavior
involves obedience to custom; it is precisely the egoist, from this perspective, who is
tmmoral, who acts not out of “reverence” for the tradition but based on considera-
tions of “usefulness to the individual.” So Nietzsche’s naturalized version of Kant’s
reverence for the law is not an egoistic motive, contrary to Schopenhauer.

6 Sigmund Freud, Totem and Taboo: Some Points of Agreement between the Mental Lives
of Savages and Neurotics, James Strachey, tr. (New York: W. W. Norton and Company,
1950), pp. 26-27.
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a piece of anxiety and constraint has vanished from the world, each
time too a piece of respect [Achtung] for the authority of custom,;
morality as a whole has suffered a diminution. Whoever wants to
increase it must know how to prevent the results from being subject
to control. (D 10)

Nietzsche thus claims that “respect for the authority of customs” is
maintained by a belief in “imaginary causalities” — an irrational
belief or superstition, as in the case of Freud’s obsessional neu-
rotics, that something bad will happen if customs are not fol-
lowed, unaccompanied by any specific idea of what will happen or
how it is related to the violation of custom. Reverence for the
authority of customs depends on a belief in supernatural connec-
tions, on the “outcome of an action [being] not a consequence
but a free supplement — [ultimately] God’s... The action and its
outcome had to be worked at separately, with quite different
means and practices!” (D 12)

But once the natural causal connection between a proscribed
action and its result is discovered, the proscription loses its higher
authority. If the individual recognizes that an action is-to be avoided
because of a harmful consequence, the latter is regarded as the
action’s own result, rather than something added on to it by
a supernatural power. In that case, Nietzsche agrees with
Schopenhauer that the agent acts from an egoistic fear of conse-
quences, not from a moral motive. No longer regarded as the
command of a higher power, the custom has lost it moral force,
and the agent no longer acts from the moral motive that Kant
called “reverence,” which, on Nietzsche’s account, is a supersti-
tious fear not of specific consequences, but of a higher power that
controls all consequences. The false presuppositions of this
“morality of custom,” then, are beliefs in imaginary causalities and
supernatural powers which confer on customs “moral” or “cate-
gorical” status by inducing a feeling of reverence toward them: so
morality depends, causally as it were, on these psychological facts
about human beings (i.e., their being in the grip of superstitious
beliefs and fears).

But does Nietzsche believe that such superstitious beliefs have
anything to do with the “rarefied and lofty” version of the
“moral sense” we find today? Much suggests that he does. Since
he claims that the morality of custom is the origin of our
more “lofty” morality, he must think that some kind of continuity
exists between them. One possibility is that current morality is
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structurally similar to the morality of custom, but that more “lofty”
authorities have replaced tradition as the source of its higher
authority: while some maintain a moral or reverent attitude
toward traditional practices, the more “enlightened” substitute
the authority of God, conscience, or the noumenal self for that of
tradition, which now becomes “mere custom.” Nietzsche may well
think that these new commanding authorities are also maintained
as such by a belief in “imaginary causalities.” That seems a plausible
inference to draw from his claim that the “logic of feelings” has
changed little since the morality of custom (D 18), and from his
focus on a particular “imaginary causality,” which certainly exists
beyond the morality of custom — namely, the alleged connection
between guilt and suffering, which is equivalent to the conception
of suffering as a punishment. In a section on “the re-education of the
human race,” he pleads with us to help “in this one work: to take
the concept of punishment which has overrun the whole world
and root it out! There exists no more noxious weed” (b 13). A
later section confirms that the tendency to take natural effects as
punishments is central to Daybreak’s understanding of current
morality: “And in summa: what is it you really want changed? We
want to cease making causes into sinners and consequences into
executioners” (D 208). It would hardly be strange for Nietzsche to
think that the “imaginary causality” of guilt plays a role in the
modern moral conscience — for Schopenhauer, who did not even
believe in God, did believe that all suffering results from guilt
(e.g., ww 11, 603-05). Accordingly, Nietzsche might well think that
our perception of suffering as following from guilt induces us to
experience the dictates of conscience with a primitive feeling of
dread or reverence, and that this gives our judgments of right and
wrong their moral or categorical force.

But how can he explain the authority many people still grant
morality even though they reject any causality that is not scientifi-
cally respectable, including that of guilt? Nietzsche provides an
answer shortly before he explains his “denial of morality™
“Wherein we are all irrational. — We still draw conclusions from judg-
ments we consider false, from teachings in which we no longer
believe — through our feelings” (D 99). This explains the ending
of the passage on the denial of morality: “We have to learn to think
differently — in order at least, perhaps very late on, to achieve even
more: to feel differently (D 103). Nietzsche presumably believes that
even those who no longer accept superstitious or unscientific
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beliefs retain feelings of reverence that were originally produced by
these erroneous beliefs, which therefore function even now as
causal presuppositions of people’s “moral” feelings. Learning thus
to think differently, to recognize our moral feelings as results of
beliefs we no longer hold, Nietzsche seems to suppose, will even-
tually free us from these feelings, and free us to take seriously
other values, as he himself was beginning to do in Daybreak.

Conclusion

Daybreak’s “denial of morality” is very far from Nietzsche’s last
word on the subject. His later works, especially On the Genealogy of
Morality, replace Daybreak’s account of the origins of morality with
a much more sophisticated and complex one, and his “denial of
morality” undergoes a corresponding transformation. Too often
paired with Human, All Too Human, Daybreak has been too little
appreciated as the real beginning of Nietzsche’s own path on the
topic of morality. Human, All Too Human lies too much under the
shadow of Schopenhauer’s values; only in Daybreak does Nietzsche
break free and begin to raise his characteristic questions about
the value of the unegoistic and, ultimately, of morality. The means
he found to do so, his naturalized Kantian interpretation of the
morality of custom, did not in fact satisfy him for long (see GM 11,
1-3 for his later account), and it is worth trying to figure out why
as one reads Daybreak. For Nietzsche himself reached the perspec-
tive of his Genealogy only by overcoming the account of the origins
of morality offered here. Daybreak’s importance to him lay in the
fact that it gave him an initial set of hypotheses about the origins
of morality as a phenomenon of nature that he could then go on
to revise and refine. Daybreak’s importance to us may lie primarily
in its ability to show that his later genealogy of morality did not
emerge from thin air nor spring full-blown from Nietzsche’s head,
but was the product of a serious and sustained effort to under-
stand what morality is and how it could have arisen on the
assumption that it is a purely natural phenomenon.
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1844
1846
1848
1849
1850
1858

1864

1865

1866
1868
1869

1870

1872

Chronology

Born in Rocken, a small village in the Prussian province of
Saxony, on 15 October.

Birth of his sister Elizabeth.

Birth of his brother Joseph.

His father, a Lutheran minister, dies at age thirty-six of
“softening of the brain.”

Brother dies; family moves to Naumberg to live with
father’s mother and her sisters.

Begins studies at Pforta, Germany’s most famous school for
education in the classics.

Graduates from Pforta with a thesis in Latin on the Greek
poet Theogonis; enters the University of Bonn as a theology
student.

Transfers from Bonn, following the classical philologist
Friedrich Ritschl to Leipzig where he registers as a philology
student; reads Schopenhauer’s The World as Will and
Representation.

Reads Friedrich Lange’s History of Materialism.

Meets Richard Wagner.

On Ritschl’s recommendation is appointed professor of
classical philology at Basel at the age of twenty-four before
completing his doctorate (which is then conferred without
a dissertation); begins frequent visits to the Wagner resi-
dence at Tribschen.

Serves as a medical orderly in the Franco-Prussian war; con-
tracts a serious illness and so serves only two months.
Publishes his first book, The Birth of Tragedy; its dedicatory
preface to Richard Wagner claims for art the role of “the
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1873

1874

1876

1878

1879

1880

1881

1882

1883

1884

1885

1886

1887

CHRONOLOGY

highest task and truly metaphysical activity of this life”; dev-
astating reviews follow.

Publishes “David Strauss, the Confessor and the Writer,”
the first of his Untimely Meditations, begins taking books on
natural science out of the Basel library, whereas he had
previously confined himself largely to books on philological
matters.

Publishes two more Meditations, “The Uses and Dis-
advantages of History for Life” and “Schopenhauer as
Educator.”

Publishes the fourth Meditation, “Richard Wagner in
Bayreuth,” which already bears subtle signs of his move-
ment away from Wagner.

Publishes Human, All Too Human (dedicated to the memo-
ry of Voltaire); it praises science over art as the mark of
high culture and thus marks a decisive turn away from
Wagner.

Terrible health problems force him to resign his chair at
Basel (with a small pension); publishes “Assorted Opinions
and Maxims,” the first part of Vol. 2 of Human, All Too
Human; begins living alone in Swiss and Italian boarding
houses.

Publishes “The Wanderer and his Shadow,” which becomes
the second part of Volume 2 of Human, All Too Human.
Publishes Daybreak.

Publishes Idylls of Messina (eight poems) in a monthly mag-
azine; publishes The Gay Science, friendship with Paul Ree
and Lou Salomé ends badly, leaving Nietzsche devastated.
Publishes the first two parts of Thus Spoke Zarathustra; learns
of Wagner’s death just after mailing Part One to the
publisher.

Publishes the third part of Thus Spoke Zarathustra.

Publishes the fourth part of Zarathustra for private circula-
tion only.

Publishes Beyond Good and Evil, writes prefaces for new
releases of: The Birth of Tragedy, Human, All Too Human, Vol.
1and Vol. 2, and Daybreak.

Publishes expanded edition of The Gay Science with a new
preface, a fifth part, and an appendix of poems; publishes
Hymn to Life, a musical work for chorus and orchestra; pub-
lishes On the Genealogy of Morality.
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1888 Publishes The Case of Wagner;, composes a collection of
poems, Dionysian Dithyrambs, and four short books: Twilight
of the Idols, The Antichrist, Ecce Homo, and Nietzsche contra
Wagner.

1889 Collapses physically and mentally in Turin on 3 January;
writes a few lucid notes but never recovers sanity; is briefly
institutionalized; spends remainder of his life as an invalid,
living with his mother and then his sister, who also gains
control of his literary estate.

1900 Dies in Weimar on 25 August.
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Further reading

Unlike many philosophers, Nietzsche tended not to offer a sys-
tematic exposition of his views in a single place; his books were
often culled from the various notebooks he kept. (The publica-
tion history of Nietzsche’s books is discussed in great detail by
William Schaberg in The Nietzsche Canon (University of Chicago
Press, 1995).) One result is that themes broached in one work
often receive important development in other works. A good
place to start in Nietzsche with regard to the main themes of
Daybreak is On the Genealogy of Morality. There are several editions
of this work that can be recommended: by M. Clark and A.
Swensen (Indianapolis: Hackett, 1997); by K. Ansell-Pearson and
C. Diethe (Cambridge University Press, 1994); and by W.
Kaufmann and R. J. Hollingdale (Vintage Books/Random House,
1967). The Hackett edition has the most extensive critical appara-
tus. Also fruitfully read in conjunction with Daybreak are the chap-
ters “Natural History of Morals,” “Our Virtues,” and “What Is
Noble” in Beyond Good and Evil, translated by W. Kaufmann
(Vintage Books/Random House, 1966), and the chapters
“Morality as Anti-Nature” and “The Four Great Errors,” in Twilight
of the Idols, which appears in The Portable Nietzsche, edited and
translated by W. Kaufmann (Penguin Books, 1954).

There is a voluminous secondary literature on Nietzsche, but
nothing that can be recommended on Daybreak itself and only a
little of philosophical interest on the main themes broached in
Daybreak. For an introduction to the major themes of Nietzsche’s
philosophy and their development, see the “Nietzsche” entry by
Maudemarie Clark in E. Craig (ed.), The Routledge Encyclopedia of
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FURTHER READING

Philosophy (1998). A valuable and more detailed overview of
Nietzsche’s thought as a whole is provided by Richard Schacht,
Nietzsche (London: Routledge, 1983). John Richardson, Niezsche’s
System (Oxford University Press, 1996) offers a more philosophi-
cally ambitious and systematic account of Nietzsche’s thought; its
picture of Nietzsche differs in several respects from the one devel-
oped in the Introduction here.

Useful additional readings on the particular themes broached
in the “Introduction” include the following:

Intellectual context and background: The discipline of nineteenth-
century classical philology, in which Nietzsche was trained, is help-
fully described in M. S. Silk and ]. P. Stern, Nietzsche on Tragedy
(Cambridge University Press, 1981), pp. 9-14, 22-24. An illumi-
nating commentary on Nietzsche’s own classical scholarship is
Jonathan Barnes, “Nietzsche and Diogenes Laertius,” Nietzsche-
Studien 15 (1986), pp. 16-40. Difficulties presented by the failure
of recent commentators to heed Nietzsche’s philological training
are discussed in Brian Leiter, “Nietzsche and Aestheticism,”
Journal of the History of Philosophy 30 (1992), pp. 275-80 (esp. at
276-80).

An excellent introduction to philosophically important themes
in Thucydides (and to Sophistic culture more generally) is Paul
Woodruff, Thucydides on Justice, Power and Human Nature
(Indianapolis: Hackett, 1993). Also useful is W. K C. Guthrie’s
classic work, The Sophists (Cambridge University Press, 1971), esp.
Chapters v and VII.

A splendid, short introduction to Schopenhauer’s views is
Christopher Janaway, Schopenhauer (Oxford University Press, 1994),
which also contains helpful pointers to the rest of the Schopenhauer
literature. Maudemarie Clark discusses Schopenhauer’s influence
on Nietzsche’s metaphysics and epistemology in Nietzsche on Truth
and Philosophy (Cambridge University Press, 1990), esp. Chapters
3 and 5, and also in her contribution to C. Janaway (ed.), Willing
and Nothingness: Schopenhauer as Nietzsche’s Educator (Oxford Uni-
versity Press, 1998). In this same volume, Brian Leiter considers
Schopenhauer’s influence on Nietzsche’s conception of human
agency in “The Paradox of Fatalism and Self-Creation in
Nietzsche.” An interesting, if unusual, account of Schopenhauer’s
influence on Nietzsche’s theory of aesthetic value is Julian Young,
Nietzsche’s Philosophy of Art (Cambridge University Press, 1992).
Kant’s moral philosophy is helpfully introduced in the essays by
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FURTHER READING

Onora O’Neill and J. B. Schneewind in P. Guyer (ed.), The
Cambridge Companion to Kant (1992). A detailed study of Nietzsche’s
critique of Kant’s moral philosophy has yet to be written.

A useful overview of the “materialist” movement in Germany
can be found in Frederick Gregory, Scientific Materialism in
Nineteenth Century Germany (Dordrecht: D. Reidel, 1977). Some of
the influence of German materialism on Nietzsche — via Friedrich
Lange, the nineteenth-century critic of, yet sympathizer with,
materialism - is discussed in George Stack, Lange and Nietzsche
(Berlin: de Gruyter, 1983), though Stack systematically overstates
Nietzsche’s indebtedness to Lange. Interested readers might also
look at the book Nietzsche himself studied with some care:
Lange’s History of Materialism, translated by E. C. Thomas (New
York: Humanities Press, 1950), especially the Second Book.
Nietzsche’s naturalism is both defined and examined in Leiter,
“The Paradox of Fatalism and Self-Creation in Nietzsche.” Other
helpful discussions of naturalistic themes in Nietzsche include
Schacht, Nietzsche (see the index entries for “naturalism”);
Ken Gemes, “Nietzsche’s Critique of Truth,” Philosophy &
Phenomenological Research 52 (1992), pp. 47-65; Peter Poellner,
Nietzsche and Metaphysics (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1995), pp.
138-49.

Nietzsche on morality: For two contrasting views of Nietzsche’s
critique of morality, see Maudemarie Clark, “Nietzsche’s Immoralism
and the Concept of Morality,” in R. Schacht (ed.), Nietzsche,
Genealogy, Morality (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1994),
pp. 15-34, and Brian Leiter, “Morality in the Pejorative Sense: On
the Logic of Nietzsche’s Critique of Morality,” British Journal for the
History of Philosophy 3 (1995), pp. 113-45. Also useful are: Frithjof
Bergmann, “Nietzsche’s Critique of Morality,” in R. C. Solomon &
K. M. Higgins (eds.), Reading Nietzsche (Oxford University Press,
1988); Maudemarie Clark’s introduction to the Hackett edition of
the Genealogy, Philippa Foot, “Nietzsche: The Revaluation of
Values,” in R. C. Solomon (ed.), Nietzsche: A Collection of Critical
Essays (University of Notre Dame Press, 1973), pp. 156-68; Brian
Leiter, “Beyond Good and Evil,” History of Philosophy Quarterly 10
(1993), pp. 261-70; Alexander Nehamas, Nietzsche: Life as
Literature (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1985),
chapter 7 (“Beyond Good and Evil”). Nietzsche’s views in ethics
are considered in the light of contemporary philosophical con-
cerns in Lester Hunt, Nietzsche and the Origin of Virtue (London:
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Routledge, 1991) and Brian Leiter, “Nietzsche and the Morality
Critics,” Ethics 107 (1997), pp. 250-85.

Nietzsche on human action: In addition to the relevant portions of
Schacht, Nietzsche (chapter v) and Richardson, Nietzsche’s System
(Sections 1.4-1.5, 2.5, 3.1, 3.5.2), detailed discussions of aspects of
Nietzsche’s theory of mind and agency may be found in Leiter,
“The Paradox of Fatalism and Self-Creation in Nietzsche”; and
Poellner, Nietzsche and Metaphysics pp. 213-29.
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DAYBREAK

THOUGHTS ON THE PREJUDICES OF MORALITY

‘There are so many days that have not yet broken.” Rig Veda






PREFACE

1

In this book you will discover a ‘subterranean man’ atwork, one who
tunnels and mines and undermines. You will see him — presupposing
you have eyes capable of seeing this work in the depths — going
forward slowly, cautiously, gently inexorable, without betraying very
much of the distress which any protracted deprivation of light and
air must entail; you might even call him contented, working there in
thedark. Does it not seem as though some faith were leading him on,
some consolation offering him compensation? As though he perhaps
desires this prolonged obscurity, desires to be incomprehensible,
concealed, enigmatic, because he knows what he will thereby also
acquire: his own morning, his own redemption, hisowndaybreak? . . .
He will return, that is certain: do not ask him what he is looking for
down there, he will tell you himself of his own accord, this seeming
Trophonius and subterranean, as soon as he has ‘become a man’
again. Being silent is something one completely unlearnsif, like him,
one has been for so long a solitary mole — — —

2

And indeed, my patient friends, I shall now tell you what I was after
down there — here in this late preface which could easily have
become a funeral oration: for I have returned and, believe it or not,
returned safe and sound. Do not think for amoment that I intend to
invite you to the same hazardous enterprise! Or even only to the
same solitude! For he who proceeds on his own path in this fashion
encounters no one: that is inherent in ‘proceeding on one’s own
path’. No one comes along to help him: all the perils, accidents,
malice and bad weather which assail him he has to tackle by himself.
For his path is his alone — as is, of course, the bitterness and occasional
ill-humour he feels at this ‘his alone’: among which is included, for
instance, the knowledge that even his friends are unable to divine
where he is or whither he is going, that they will sometimes ask
themselves: ‘what? is he going atall? does he still have—a path?’ — At
that time I undertook something not everyone may undertake: I
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descended into the depths, I tunnelled into the foundations, I
commenced an investigation and digging out of an ancientfaith, one
upon which we philosophers have for a couple of millennia been
accustomed to build as if upon the firmest of all foundations — and
have continued to do so even though every building hitherto erected
on them has fallen down: I commenced to undermine our faith in
morality. But you do not understand me?

3

Hitherto, the subject reflected on least adequately has been good
and evil: it was too dangerous a subject. Conscience, reputation,
Hell, sometimes even the police have permitted and continue to
permit no impartiality; in the presence of morality, as in the face of
any authority, one is not allowed to think, far less to express an
opinion: here one has to — obey! As long as the world has existed no
authority has yet been willing to let itself become the object of
criticism; and to criticise morality itself, to regard morality as a
problem, as problematic: what? has that not been — is that not —
immoral? — But morality does not merely have at its command every
kind of means of frightening off critical hands and torture-instru-
ments: its security reposes far more in a certain art of enchantment it
has atits disposal — itknows how to ‘inspire’. With thisartit succeeds,
often with no more than a single glance, in paralysing the critical will
and even in enticing it over to its own side;.there are even cases in
which morality has been able to turn the critical will against itself, so
that, like the scorpion, it drives its sting into its own body. For
morality has from of old been master of every diabolical nuance of
the art of persuasion: there is no orator, even today, who does not
have recourse to its assistance (listen, for example, even to our
anarchists: how morally they speak when they want to persuade! In
the end they even go so far as to call themselves ‘the good and the
just’.) For as long as there has been speech and persuasion on earth,
morality has shown itself to be the greatest of all mistresses of
seduction — and, so far as we philosophers are concerned, the actual
Circe of the philosophers. Why is it that from Plato onwards every
philosophical architect in Europe has built in vain? That everything
they themselves in all sober seriousness regarded as aere perennius is
threatening to collapse or already lies in ruins? Oh how false is the
answer which even today is reserved in readiness for this question:
‘because they had all neglected the presupposition for such an
undertaking, the testing of the foundations, a critique of reason as a
whole’ — that fateful answer of Kant’s which has certainly not lured us
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modern philosophers on to any firmer or less treacherous ground!
(- and, come to think of it, was it not somewhat peculiar to demand
of an instrument that it should criticise its own usefulness and
suitability? that the intellect itself should ‘know’ its own value, its
own capacity, its own limitations? was it not even a little absurd? —).
The correct answer would rather have been that all philosophers
were building under the seduction of morality, even Kant— that they
were apparently aiming at certainty, at ‘truth’, but in reality at
‘majestic moral structures’: to employ once again the innocent language
of Kant, who describes his own ‘not so glittering yet not undeserving’
task and labour as ‘to level and make firm the ground for these
majestic moral structures’ (Critique of Pure Reason 11, p.257). Alas, we
have to admit today that he did not succeed in doing that, quite the
contrary! Kant was, with such an enthusiastic intention, the true son
of his century, which before any other can be called the century of
enthusiasm: as he fortunately remained also in regard to its more
valuable aspects (for example in the good portion of sensism he took
over into his theory of knowledge). He too had been bitten by the
moral tarantula Rousseau, he too harboured in the depths of his soul
the idea of that moral fanaticism whose executor another disciple of
Rousseau felt and confessed himself to be, namely Robespierre, ‘de
fonder sur la terre lem pire de la sagesse, de la justice et de la vertw’ (speech of 7
June 1794). On the other hand, with such a French fanaticism in
one’s heart, one could nothave gone towork in aless French fashion,
more thoroughly, more in a German fashion - if the word ‘German’
is still permitted today in this sense — than Kant did: to create
room for his ‘moral realm’ he saw himself obliged to posit an
undemonstrable world, a logical ‘Beyond’ — it was for precisely
that that he had need of his critique of pure reason! In other
words: he would not have had need of it if one thing had not been
more vital to him than anything else: to render the ‘moral realm’
unassailable, even better incomprehensible to reason - for he
felt that a moral order of things was only too assailable by
reason! In the face of nature and history, in the face of the
thorough immorality of nature and history, Kant was, like every
good German of the old stamp, a pessimist; he believed in morality,
not because it is demonstrated in nature and history, but in spite of
the fact that nature and history continually contradict it. To
understand this ‘in spite of’, one might perhaps recall something
similar in Luther, that other great pessimist who, with all the
audacity native to him, once admonished his friends: ‘if we could
grasp by reason who the God who shows so much wrath and malice
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can be just and merciful, what need would we have of faith?> For
nothing has from the beginning made a more profound impression
on the German soul, nothing has ‘tempted’ it more, than this most
perilous of all conclusions, which to every trueRomanis a sin against
the spirit: credo quia absurdum est: — it was with this conclusion that
German logic first entered the history of Christian dogma: but even
today, a millennium later, we Germans of today, late Germans in
every respect, still sense something of truth, of the possibility of truth
behind the celebrated dialectical principle with which in his day
Hegel assisted the German spirit to conquer Europe —‘Contradiction
moves the world, all things contradict themselves’ —: for we are, even
in the realm of logic, pessimists.

4

But logical evaluations are not the deepest or most fundamental to
which our audacious mistrust can descend: faith in reason, with
which the validity of these judgments must stand or fall, is, as faith, a
moral phenomenon . . . Perhaps German pessimism still has one last
step to take? Perhaps it has once again to set beside one another in
fearful fashion its credo and its absurdum? And if this book is
pessimistic even into the realm of morality, even to the point of going
beyond faith in morality — should it not for this very reason be a
German book? For it does in fact exhibit a contradiction and is not
afraid of it: in this book faith in morality is withdrawn — but why? Out
of morality! Or what else should we call that which informs it— and us?
for our taste is for more modest expressions. But there is no doubt
that a ‘thou shalt’ still speaks to us too, that we too still obey a stern
law set over us — and this is the last moral law which can make itself
audible even to us, which even we know how to live, in this if in
anything we too are still men of conscience: namely, in that we do not
want to return to that which we consider outlived and decayed, to
anything ‘unworthy of belief, be it called God, virtue, truth, justice,
charity; that we do not permit ourselves any bridges-of-lies to
ancient ideals; that we are hostile from the heart to everything that
wants to mediate and mix with us; hostile to every kind of faith and
Christianness existing today; hostile to the half-and-halfness of all
romanticism and fatherland-worship; hostile, too, towards the
pleasure-seeking and lack of conscience of the artists which would
like to persuade us to worship where we no longer believe — for we
are artists; hostile, in short, to the whole of European feminism (or
idealism, if you prefer that word), which is for ever ‘drawing us
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upward’ and precisely thereby for ever ‘bringing us down’: —itis only
as men of this conscience that we still feel ourselves related to the
German integrity and piety of millennia, even if as its most
questionable and final descendants, we immoralists, we godless
men of today, indeed in a certain sense as its heirs, as the executors of
its innermost will — a pessimistic will, as aforesaid, which does not
drawback from denying itself because it denies with joy! In us there is
accomplished — supposing you want a formula — the self-sublimation of
morality. — —

5

— Finally, however: why should we have to say what we are and what
we want and do not want so loudly and with such fervour? Let us
view it more coldly, more distantly, more prudently, from a greater
height; let us say it, as it is fitting it should be said between ourselves,
so secretly that no one hears it, that no one hears us! Above all let us
say itslowly . . . This preface is late but not too late — what, afterall, do
five or six years matter? A book like this, a problem like this, is in no
hurry; we both, I just as much as my book, are friends of lento. It is
not for nothing that I have been a philologist, pérhaps I am a
philologist still, that is to say, a teacher of slow reading: — in the end I
also write slowly. Nowadays it is not only my habit, it is also to my
taste — a malicious taste, perhaps? — no longer to write anything
which does not reduce to despair every sort of man who is ‘in a
hurry’. For philology is that venerable art which demands of its
votaries one thing above all: to go aside, to take time, to become still,
to become slow — it is a goldsmith’s art and connoisseurship of the
word which has nothing but delicate, cautious work to do and
achieves nothing if it does not achieve it lento. But for precisely this
reason it is more necessary than ever today, by precisely this means
does it entice and enchant us the most, in the midst of an age of
‘work’, that is to say, of hurry, of indecent and perspiring haste,
which wants to ‘get everything done’ at once, including every old or
new book: - thisartdoes notso easily getanything done, it teaches to
read well, that is to say, to read slowly, deeply, looking cautiously
before and aft, with reservations, with doors left open, with delicate
eyes and fingers . . . My patient friends, this book desires for itself
only perfect readers and philologists: learn to read me well! —

Ruta, near Genoa, in the autumn of 1886
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1

Supplemental rationality. — All things that live long are gradually so
saturated with reason that their origin in unreason thereby becomes
improbable. Does not almost every precise history of an origination
impress our feelings as paradoxical and wantonly offensive? Does
the good historian not, at bottom, constantly contradict?

2

Prejudice of the learmed. — The learned judge correctly that people of all
ages have believed they know what is good and evil, praise- and
blameworthy. But it is a prejudice of the learned that we now know
better than any other age.

3

Everything has its day. - When man gave all things a sex he thought, not
that he was playing, but that he had gained a profound insight: — it
was only very late that he confessed to himself what an enormous
error this was, and perhaps even now he has not confessed it
completely. — In the same way man has ascribed to all that exists a
connection with morality and laid an ethical significance on the world’s
back. One day this will have as much value, and no more, as the
belief in the masculinity or femininity of the sun has today.

4

Against the imagined disharmony of the spheres. — We must again rid the
world of much false grandeur, because it offends against the justice
which all things may lay claim to from us! And to that end it is
necessary not to want to see the world as being more disharmonious
than it is!

5

Be grateful! — The greatest accomplishment of past mankind is thatwe
no longer have to live in continual fear of wild animals, of
barbarians, of gods and of our own dreams.

6

The conjurer and his opposite. — What is astonishing in the realm of
science is the opposite of what is astonishing in the art of the
conjurer. For the latter wants to persuade us to see a very simple
causality where in truth a very complicated causality is at work.
Science, on the contrary, compels us to abandon belief in simple
causalities precisely where everything seems so easy to comprehend
and we are the fools of appearance. The ‘simplest’ things are very
complicated — a fact at which one can never cease to marvel!

9
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7

Learning to feel differently about space. — Is it the real things or the
imaginary things which have contributed most to human happiness?
What is certain is that the extent of the space between the highest
happiness and the deepest unhappiness has been produced only
with the aid of the imaginary things. This kind of feeling of space is,
consequently, being continually reduced under the influence of
science: just as science has taught us, and continues to teach us, to
feel that the earth is small and the solar-system itself no more than a
point.

8

Transfiguration. — Those that suffer helplessly, those that dream
confusedly, those that are entranced by things supernatural — these
are the three divisions into which Raphael divided mankind. This is no
longer how we see the world — and Raphael too would no longer be
able to see it as he did: he would behold a new transfiguration.

9

Concept of morality of custom. — In comparison with the mode of life of
whole millennia of mankind we present-day men live in a very
immoral age: the power of custom is astonishingly enfeebled and the
moral sense so rarefied and lofty it may be described as having more
or less evaporated. That is why the fundamental insights into the
origin of morality are so difficult for us latecomers, and even when
we have acquired them we find it impossible to enunciate them,
because they sound so uncouth or because they seem to slander
morality! This is, for example, already the case with the chief
proposition: morality is nothing other (therefore no more!) than
obedience to customs, of whatever kind they may be; customs,
however, are the traditional way of behaving and evaluating. In things
in which no tradition commands there is no morality; and the less
life is determined by tradition, the smaller the circle of morality. The
free human being is immoral because in all things he is determined to
depend upon himself and not upon a tradition: in all the original
conditions of mankind, ‘evil’ signifies the same as ‘individual’, ‘free’,
‘capricious’, ‘unusual’, ‘unforeseen’, ‘incalculable’. Judged by the
standard of these conditions, if an action is performed not because
tradition commands it but for other motives (because of its
usefulness to the individual, for example), even indeed for precisely
the motives which once founded the tradition, it is called immoral
and is felt to be so by him who performed it: for it was not performed

10
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in obedience to tradition. What is tradition? A higher authority
which one obeys, not because it commands what is useful to us, but
because itcommands. — What distinguishes this feeling in the presence
of tradition from the feeling of fear in general? It is fear in the
presence of a higher intellect which here commands, of an incom-
prehensible, indefinite power, of something more than personal —
there is superstition in this fear. — Originally all education and care of
health, marriage, cure of sickness, agriculture, war, speech and
silence, traffic with one another and with the gods belonged within
the domain of morality: they demanded one observe prescriptions
without thinking of oneself as an individual. Originally, therefore,
everything was custom, and whoever wanted to elevate himself
above it had to become lawgiver and medicine man and a kind of
demi-god: that is to say, he had to make customs — a dreadful, mortally
dangerous thing! Who is the most moral man? First, he who obeys
the law most frequently: who, like the Brahmin, bears a consciousness
of the law with him everywhere and into every minute division of
time, so that he is continually inventive in creating opportunities for
obeying the law. Then, he who obeys it even in the most difficult
cases. The most moral man is he who sacrifices the most to custom:
what, however, are the greatest sacrifices? The way in which this
question is answered determines the development of several divers
kinds of morality; but the most important distinction remains that
which divides the morality of most frequent obedience from that of the
most difficult obedience. Let us not deceive ourselves as to the
motivation of that morality which demands difficulty of obedience
to custom as the mark of morality! Self-overcoming is demanded, not
on account of the useful consequences it may have for the individual,
but so that the hegemony of custom, tradition, shall be made evident
in despite of the private desires and advantages of the individual: the
individual is to sacrifice himself - that is the commandment of
morality of custom. — Those moralists, on the other hand, who,
following in the footsteps of Socrates, offer the individual a morality of
self-control and temperance as a means to his own advantage, as his
personal key to happiness, are the exceptions —and if itseems otherwise
to us that is because we have been brought up in their after-effect:
they all take a new path under the highest disapprobation of all
advocates of morality of custom — they cut themselves off from the
community, as immoral men, and are in the profoundest sense evil.
Thus to a virtuous Roman of the old stamp every Christian who
‘considered first of all his own salvation’ appeared — evil. — Everywhere

11
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that a community, and consequently a morality of custom exists, the
idea also predominates that punishment for breaches of custom will
fall before all on the community: that supernatural punishment
whose forms of expression and limitations are so hard to comprehend
and are explored with so much superstitious fear. The community
can compel the individual to compensate another individual or the
community for the immediate injury his action has brought in its
train; it can also take a kind of revenge on the individual for having,
as a supposed after-effect of his action, caused the clouds and storms
of divine anger to have gathered over the community - but it feels the
individual’s guilt above all as its own guilt and bears the punishment
asits own punishment — : ‘customs have grown lax’, each wails in his
soul, ‘if such actions as this are possible’. Every individual action,
every individual mode of thought arouses dread; it is impossible to
compute what precisely the rarer, choicer, more original spirits in
the whole course of history have had to suffer through being felt as
evil and dangerous, indeed through feeling themselves to be so. Under
the dominion of the morality of custom, originality of every kind has
acquired a bad conscience; the sky above the best men is for this
reason to this very moment gloomier than it need be.

10

Sense for morality and sense for causality in counteraction. — In the same
measure as the sense for causality increases, the extent of the domain
of morality decreases: for each time one has understood the
necessary effects and has learned how to segregate them from all the
accidental effects and incidental consequences (post hoc), one has
destroyed a countless number of imaginary causalities hitherto believed
in as the foundations of customs — the real world is much smaller
than the imaginary — and each time a piece of anxiety and constraint
has vanished from the world, each time too a piece of respect for the
authority of custom: morality as a whole has suffered a diminution.
He who wants, on the contrary, to augment it must know how to
prevent the results from being subject to control.

11

Popular morality and popular medicine. - The morality which prevailsina
community is constantly being worked at by everybody: most people
produce example after example of the alleged relationship between
cause and effect, between guilt and punishment, confirm it as well
founded and strengthen their faith: some observe actions and their
consequences afresh and draw conclusions and laws from their

12
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observations: a very few take exception here and there and thus
diminish faith on these points. — All, however, are at one in the
wholly crude, unscientific character of their activity; whether it is a
matter of producing examples, making observations or taking
exception, whether it is a matter of proving, confirming, expressing
or refuting a law — both material and form are worthless, as are the
material and form of all popular medicine. Popular medicine and
popular morality belong together and ought not to be evaluated so
differently as they still are: both are the most dangerous pseudo-
sciences.

12,

Consequence as supplement. — Formerly people believed that the
outcome of an action was not a consequence but a free supplement—
namely God’s. Is a greater confusion conceivable? The action and its
outcome had to be worked at separately, with quite different means
and practices!

13

Towards the re-education of the human race. — Men of application and
goodwill assist in this one work: to take the concept of punishment
which has overrun the whole world and root it out! There exists no
more noxious weed! Not only has it been implanted into the
consequences of our actions — and how dreadful and repugnant to
reason even this is, to conceive cause and effect as cause and
punishment! — but they have gone further and, through this
infamous mode of interpretation with the aid of the concept of
punishment, robbed of its innocence the whole purely chance
character of events. Indeed, they have gone so far in their madness as
to demand that we feel our very existence to be a punishment— it is as
though the education of the human race had hitherto been directed
by the fantasies of jailers and hangmen!

14

Significance of madness in the history of morality. — When in spite of that
fearful pressure of ‘morality of custom’ under which all the
communities of mankind have lived, many millennia before the
beginnings of our calendar and also on the whole during the course
of itup to the present day (we ourselves dwell in the little world of the
exceptions and, so to speak, in the evil zone): —when, I say, in spite of
this, new and deviate ideas, evaluations, drives again and again
broke out, they did so accompanied by a dreadful attendant: almost

13
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everywhere it was madness which prepared the way for the new idea,
which broke the spell of a venerated usage and superstition. Do you
understand why it had to be madness which did this? Something in
voice and bearing as uncanny and incalculable as the demonic
moods of the weather and the sea and therefore worthy of a similar
awe and observation? Something that bore so visibly the sign of total
unfreedom as the convulsions and froth of the epileptic, that seemed
to mark the madman as the mask and speaking-trumpet of a
divinity? Something that awoke in the bearer of a new idea himself
reverence for and dread of himself and no longer pangs of
conscience and drove him to become the prophet and martyr of his
idea? — while it is constantly suggested to us today that, instead of a
grain of salt, a grain of the spice of madness is joined to genius, all
earlier people found it much more likely that wherever there is
madness there is also a grain of genius and wisdom — something
‘divine’, as one whispered to oneself. Or rather: as one said aloud
forcefully enough. ‘It is through madness that the greatest good
things have come to Greece’, Plato said, in concert with all ancient
mankind. Let us go a step further: all superior men who were
irresistibly drawn to throw off the yoke of any kind of morality and to
frame new laws had, ifthey were not actually mad, no alternative but to
make themselves or pretend to be mad - and this indeed applies to
innovators in every domain and not only in the domain of priestly
and political dogma: — even the innovator of poetical metre had to
establish his credentials by madness. (A certain convention that they
were mad continued to adhere to poets even into much gentler ages:
a convention of which Solon, for example, availed himself when he
incited the Athenians to reconquer Salamis.) — ‘How can one make
oneself mad when one is not mad and does not dare to appear so?’ -
almost all the significant men of ancient civilisation have pursued
this train of thought; a secret teaching of artifices and dietetic hints
was propagated on this subject, together with the feeling that such
reflections and purposes were innocent, indeed holy. The recipes for
becoming a medicine-man among the Indians, a saint among the
Christians of the Middle Ages, an angekok among Greenlanders, a
pajee among Brazilians are essentially the same: senseless fasting,
perpetual sexual abstinence, going into the desert or ascending a
mountain or a pillar, or ‘sitting in an aged willow tree which looks
upon a lake’ and thinking of nothing at all except what might bring
on an ecstasy and mental disorder. Who would venture to take alook
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into the wilderness of bitterest and most superfluous agonies of soul
in which probably the most fruitful men of all times have languished!
To listen to the sighs of these solitary and agitated minds: ‘Ah, give
me madness, you heavenly powers! Madness, that I may at last
believe in myself! Give deliriums and convulsions, sudden lights and
darkness, terrify me with frost and fire such as no mortal has everfelt,
with deafening din and prowling figures, make me howl and whine
and crawl like a beast: so that I may only come to believe in myself! I
am consumed by doubt, I have killed the law, the law anguishes me
as a corpse does a living man: if I am not more than the law I am the
vilest of all men. The new spirit which is in me, whence is it if it is not
from you? Prove to me that I am yours; madness alone can prove it.’
And only too often this fervour achieved its goal all too well: in that
age in which Christianity proved most fruitful in saints and desert
solitaries, and thought it was proving itself by this fruitfulness, there
were in Jerusalem vast madhouses for abortive saints, for those who
had surrendered to it their last grain of salt.

15

The oldest means of solace. — First stage: man sees in every feeling of
indisposition and misfortune something for which he has to make
someone else suffer- in doing so he becomes conscious of the power
he still possesses and this consoles him. Second stage: man sees in
every feeling of indisposition and misfortune a punishment, that is
to say, an atonement for guilt and the means of getting free from the
evil spell of a real or supposed injustice. When he realises this
advantage which misfortune brings with it, he no longer believes he
has to make someone else suffer for it — he renounces this kind of
satisfaction because he now has another.

16

First proposition of civilisation. - Among barbarous peoples there exists a
species of customs whose purpose appears to be custom in general:
minute and fundamentally superfluous stipulations (as for example
those among the Kamshadales forbidding the scraping of snow from
the shoes with a knife, the impaling of a coal on a knife, the placing of
an iron in the fire — and he who contravenes them meets death!)
which, however, keep continually in the consciousness the constant
proximity of custom, the perpetual compulsion to practise customs:
so as to strengthen the mighty proposition with which civilisation
begins: any custom is better than no custom.

15
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17

Nature, good and evil. — At first, men imagined themselves into nature:
they saw everywhere themselves and their kind, especially their evil
and capricious qualities, as it were hidden among the clouds,
storms, beasts of prey, treesand plants: itwas then they invented ‘evil
nature’. Then there came along an age when they again imagined
themselves out of nature, the age of Rousseau: they were so fed up
with one another they absolutely had to have a corner of the world
into which man and his torments could not enter: they invented
‘good nature’. '

18

The morality of voluntary suffering. — Of all pleasures, which is the
greatest for the men of that little, constantly imperilled community
which is in a constant state of war and where the sternest morality
prevails? — for souls, that is to say, which are full of strength,
revengefulness, hostility, deceit and suspicion, ready for the most
fearful things and made hard by deprivation and morality? The
pleasure of cruelty: just as it is reckoned a virtue in a soul under such
conditions to be inventive and insatiable in cruelty. In the act of
cruelty the community refreshes itself and for once throws off the
gloom of constant fear and caution. Cruelty is one of the oldest
festive joys of mankind. Consequently it is imagined that the gods
too are refreshed and in festive mood when they are offered the
spectacle of cruelty — and thus there creeps into the world the idea
thatvoluntary suffering, self-chosen torture, is meaningful and valuable.
Gradually, custom created within the community a practice corre-
sponding to this idea: all excessive well-being henceforth aroused a
degree of mistrust, all hard suffering inspired a degree of confidence;
people told themselves: it may well be that the gods frown upon us
when we are fortunate and smile upon us when we suffer — though
certainly they do notfeel pity! For pity is reckoned contemptible and
unworthy of a strong, dreadful soul; — they smile because they are
amused and putinto a good humour by our suffering: for to practise
cruelty is to enjoy the highest gratification of the feeling of power.
Thus the concept of the ‘most moral man’ of the community came to
include the virtue of the most frequent suffering, of privation, of the
hard life, of cruel chastisement—not, to repeat it again and again, asa
means of discipline, of self-control, of satisfying the desire for
individual happiness — but as a virtue which will put the community

16
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in good odour with the evil gods and which steams up to them like a
perpetual propitiatory sacrifice on the altar. All those spiritual
leaders of the peoples who were able to stir something into motion
within the inert but fertile mud of their customs have, in addition to
madness, also had need of voluntary torture if they were to inspire
belief — and first and foremost, as always, their own belief in
themselves! The more their spirit ventured on to new paths and was
as a consequence tormented by pangs of conscience and spasms of
anxiety, the more cruelly did they rage against their own flesh, their
own appetites and their own health - as though to offer the divinity a
substitute pleasure in case he might perhaps be provoked by this
neglectof and opposition to established usages and by the new goals
these paths led to. Let us not be too quick to think that we have by
now freed ourselves completely from such a logic of feeling! Let the
most heroic souls question themselves on this point. Every smallest
step in the field of free thought, of a life shaped personally, has
always had to be fought for with spiritual and bodily tortures: not
only the step forward, no! the step itself, movement, change of any
kind has needed its innumerable martyrs through all the long path-
seeking and foundation-laying millennia which, to be sure, are not
what one has in mind when one uses the expression ‘world history’ —
that ludicrously tiny portion of human existence; and even within
this so-called world history, which is at bottom merely much ado
about the latest news, there is no more really vital theme than the
age-old tragedy of the martyrs who wanted to stir up the swamp. Nothing
has been purchased more dearly than that litde bit of human reason
and feeling of freedom that now constitutes our pride. Itis this pride,
however, which now makes it almost impossible for us to empathise
with those tremendous eras of ‘morality of custom’ which precede
‘world history’ as theactual and decisive eras of history which determined the
character of mankind: the eras in which suffering counted as virtue,
cruelty counted as virtue, dissembling counted as virtue, revenge
counted as virtue, denial of reason counted as virtue, while on the
other hand well-being was accounted a danger, desire for knowledge
was accounted a danger, peace was accounted a danger, pity was
accounted a danger, being pitied was accounted an affront, work was
accounted an affront, madness was accounted godliness, and change
was accounted immoral and pregnant with disaster! — Do you think
all this has altered and that mankind must therefore havechanged its
character? O observers of mankind, learn better to observe yourselves!

17
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19

Morality makes stupid. — Custom represents the experiences of men of
earlier times as to what they supposed useful and harmful — but the
sense for custom (morality) applies, not to these experiences as such,
butto the age, the sanctity, the indiscussability of the custom. And so
this feeling is a hindrance to the acquisition of new experiences and
the correction of customs: thatis to say, morality is a hindrance to the
creation of new and better customs: it makes stupid.

20

Freedoers and freethinkers. — Freedoers are at a disadvantage compared
with freethinkers because people suffer more obviously from the
consequences of deeds than from those of thoughts. If one considers,
however, thatboth the one and the otherareinsearch of gratification,
and thatin the case of the freethinker the mere thinking through and
enunciation of forbidden things provides this gratification, both are
on an equal footing with regard to motive: and with regard to
consequences the decision will even go against the freethinker,
provided one does not judge — as all the world does — by what is most
immediately and crassly obvious. One has to take back much of the
defamation which people have cast upon all those who broke
through the spell of a custom by means of adeed —in general, they are
called criminals. Whoever has overthrown an existing law of custom
has hitherto always first been accounted a bad man: but when, as did
happen, the law could not afterwards be reinstated and this fact was
accepted, the predicate gradually changed; — history treats almost
exclusively of these bad men who subsequently became good men!

21

‘Observance of the law’. — 1f obedience to a moral precept produces a
result different from the one promised and expected, and instead of
the promised good fortune the moral man unexpectedly encounters
ill fortune and misery, the conscientious and fearful will always be
able to recourse to saying: ‘something was overlooked in the way it
was performed’. In the worst event, a profoundly sorrowful and
crushed mankind will even decree: ‘it is impossible to perform the
precept properly, we are weak and sinful through and through and
in the depths of us incapable of morality, consequently we can lay no
claim to success and good fortune. Moral precepts and promises are
for better beings than we are.’

22
Works and faith. — Protestant teachers continue to propagate the
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fundamental error that all that matters is faith, and that out of faith
works must necessarily proceed. This is simply not true: but it has so
seductive a sound it has confused other intelligences than Luther’s
(namely those of Socrates and Plato): even though the evidence of
every experience of every day speaks against it. The most confident
knowledge or faith cannot provide the strength or the ability needed
for a deed, it cannot replace the employment of that subtle, many-
faceted mechanism which must first be set in motion if anything at
all of an idea is to translate itself into action. Works, first and
foremost! That is to say, doing, doing, doing! The ‘faith’ that goes
with it will soon put in an appearance — you can be sure of that!

23

What we are most subtle in. — Because for many thousands of years it was
thought thatthings (nature, tools, property of all kinds) were also alive
and animate, with the power to cause harm and to evade human
purposes, the feeling ofimpotence has been much greater and much
more common among men than it would otherwise have been: for
one needed to secure oneself against things, just as against men and
animals, by force, constraint, flattering, treaties, sacrifices—and here
is the origin of most superstitious practices, that is to say, of a
considerable, perhaps preponderant and yet wasted and useless constituent
of all the activity hitherto pursued by man! — But because the feeling
ofimpotence and fear was in a state of almost continuous stimulation
so strongly and for so long, the feeling of power has evolved to such a
degree of subtlety that in this respect man is now a match for the most
delicate gold-balance. It has become his strongest propensity; the
means discovered for creating this feeling almost constitute the
history of culture.

24

The proof of a prescription. — In general, the validity or invalidity of a
prescription — a prescription for baking bread, for example - is
demonstrated by whether or not the result it promises is achieved,
always presupposing it is carried out correctly. It is otherwise now
with moral prescriptions: for here the results are either invisible or
indistinct. These prescriptions rest on hypotheses of the smallest
possible scientific value which can be neither demonstrated nor
refuted from their results: — but formerly, when the sciences were at
their rude beginnings and very little was required for a thing to be
regarded as demonstrated — formerly, the validity or invalidity of a
prescription of morality was determined in the same way as we now
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determine that of any other prescription: by indicating whether or
not it has succeeded in doing what it promised. If the natives of
Russian America have the prescription: you shall not throw an
animal bone into the fire or give it to the dogs — its validity is
demonstrated with: ‘if you do so you will have no luck in hunting’.
Butone has almost always in some sense ‘no luck in hunting’; itis not
easy to refute the validity of the prescription in this direction,
especially when a community and not an individual is regarded as
suffering the punishment; some circumstance will always appear
which seems to confirm the prescription.

25

Custom and beauty. — Among the things that can be said in favour of
custom is this: when someone subjects himselfto it completely, from
the very heart and from his earliest years on, his organs of attack and
defence — both bodily and spiritual — degenerate: that is to say, he
grows increasingly beautiful! Foritis the exercise of these organs and
the disposition that goes with this exercise which keeps one ugly and
makes one uglier. That is why the old baboon is uglier than the
young one, and why the young female baboon most closely
resembles man: is the most beautiful baboon, that is to say. — One
could from this draw a conclusion as to the origin of the beauty of
women!

26

Animals and morality. — The practices demanded in polite society:
careful avoidance of the ridiculous, the offensive, the presumptuous,
the suppression of one’s virtues as well as of one’s strongest
inclinations, self-adaptation, self-deprecation, submission to orders
of rank — all this is to be found as social morality in a crude form
everywhere, even in the depths of the animal world — and only at this
depth do we see the purpose of all these amiable precautions: one
wishes to elude one’s pursuers and be favoured in the pursuit of
one’s prey. For this reason the animals learn to master themselves
and alter their form, so that many, for example, adapt their
colouring to the colouring of their surroundings (by virtue of the so-
called ‘chromatic function’), pretend to be dead or assume the forms
and colours of another animal or of sand, leaves, lichen, fungus
(what English researchers designate ‘mimicry’). Thus the individual
hides himself in the general concept ‘man’, or in society, or adapts
himself to princes, classes, parties, opinions of his time and place:
and all the subte ways we have of appearing fortunate, grateful,
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powerful, enamoured have their easily discoverable parallels in the
animal world. Even the sense for truth, which is really the sense for
security, man has in common with the animals: one does not want to
let oneself be deceived, does not want to mislead oneself, one
hearkens mistrustfully to the promptings of one’s own passions, one
constrains oneself and lies in wait for oneself; the animal understands
all this just as man does, with it too self-control springs from the
sense for what is real (from prudence). It likewise assesses the effect it
produces upon the perceptions of other animals and from this learns
to look back upon itself, to take itself‘objectively’, it too has its degree
of self-knowledge. The animal assesses the movements of its friends
and foes, it learns their peculiarities by heart, it prepares itself for
them: it renounces war once and for all against individuals of a
certain species, and can likewise divine from the way they approach
that certain kinds of animals have peaceful and conciliatory intentions.
The beginnings of justice, as of prudence, moderation, bravery — in
short, of all we designate as the Socratic virtues, are animal: a
consequence of that drive which teaches us to seek food and elude
enemies. Now if we consider that even the highest human being has
only become more elevated and subtle in the nature of his food and
in his conception of what is inimical to him, it is not improper to
describe the entire phenomenon of morality as animal.

27

The value of belief in suprahuman passions. — The institution of marriage
obstinately maintains the belief that love, though a passion, is yet
capable of endurance; indeed, that enduring, lifelong love can be
established as the rule. Through tenaciously adhering to a noble
belief, despite the fact thatitis very often and almost as a general rule
refuted and thus constitutes a pia fraus, marriage has bestowed upon
love a higher nobility. All institutions which accord to a passion belief
in its endurance and responsibility for its endurance, contrary to the
nature of passion, have raised it to a new rank: and thereafter he who
is assailed by such a passion no longer believes himself debased or
endangered by it, as he formerly did, but enhanced in his own eyes
and those of his equals. Think of institutions and customs which
have created out of the fiery abandonment of the moment perpetual
fidelity, out of the enjoyment of anger perpetual vengeance, out of
despair perpetual mourning, out of a single and unpremeditated
word perpetual obligation. This transformation has each time
introduced a very great deal of hypocrisy and lying into the world:
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but each time too, and at this cost, it has introduced a new
suprahuman concept which elevates mankind.

28

Mood as argument. — ‘What is the cause of a cheerful resolution for
action?’ — mankind has been much exercised by this question. The
oldest and still the most common answer is: ‘God is the cause; itis his
way of telling us he approves of ourintention.” When in former times
one consulted the oracle over something one proposed to do, what
one wanted from it was this feeling of cheerful resolution; and
anyone who stood in doubt before several possible courses of action
advised himself thus: ‘I shall do that which engenders this feeling.’
One thus decided, not for the most reasonable course, but for that
course the image of which inspired the soul with hope and courage.
The good mood was placed on the scales as an argument and
outweighed rationality: it did so because it was interpreted super-
stitiously as the effect of a god who promises success and who in this
manner gives expression to his reason as the highest rationality. Now
consider the consequences of such a prejudice when clever and
power-hungry men availed themselves — and continue to avail
themselves — of it! ‘Create a mood!” — one will then require no
reasons-and conquer all objections!

29

The actors of virtue and sin. — Among the men of antiquity famed for
their virtue there were, it appears, a countless number who play-acted
before themselves: the Greeks especially, as actors incarnate, will have
done this quite involuntarily and have approved it. Everyone,
moreover, was with his virtue in competition with the virtue of another
or of all others: how should one not have employed every kind of art
to bring one’s virtue to public attention, above all before oneself,
even if only for the sake of practice! Of what use was a virtue one
could not exhibit or which did not know how to exhibit itself! —
Christianity put paid to these actors of virtue: in their place it
invented the repellent flaunting of sin, it introduced into the world
sinfulness one has lyingly made up (to this very day it counts as ‘good
form’ among good Christians).

30

Refined cruelty as virtue. — Here is a morality which rests entirely on the
drive to distinction — do not think too highly of it! For what kind of a
drive is that and what thought lies behind it? We want to make the
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sight of us painful to another and to awaken in him the feelingofenvy
and of his own impotence and degradation; by dropping on to his
tongue a drop of our honey, and while doing him this supposed
favour looking him keenly and mockingly in the eyes, we want to
make him savour the bitterness of his fate. This person has become
humble and is now perfectin his humility — seek for those whom he
has for long wished to torture with it! you will find them soon
enough! That person is kind to animals and is admired on account of
it— but there are certain people on whom he wants to vent his cruelty
by this means. There stands a great artist: the pleasure he anticipated
in the envy of his defeated rivals allowed his powers no rest until he
had become great — how many bitter moments has his becoming
great not cost the souls of others! The chastity of the nun: with what
punitive eyes it looks into the faces of women who live otherwise!
how much joy in revenge there is in these eyes! — The theme is brief,
the variations that might be played upon it might be endless but
hardly tedious — for it is still a far too paradoxical and almost pain-
inducing novelty that the morality of distinction is in its ultimate
foundation pleasure in refined cruelty. In its ultimate foundation -
in this case that means: in its first generation. For when the habit of
some distinguishing action is inherited, the thought that lies behind it
is not inherited with it (thoughts are not hereditary, only feelings):
and provided it is not again reproduced by education, even the
second generation fails to experience any' pleasure in cruelty in
connection with it, but only pleasure in the habit as such. This
pleasure, however, is the first stage of the ‘good’.

31

Pride in the spirit. — The pride of mankind, which resists the theory of
descent from the animals and establishes the great gulf between man
and nature — this pride has its basis in a prejudice as to what spirit is:
and this prejudice is relatively young. During the great prehistoric age
of mankind, spirit was presumed to exist everywhere and was not
held in honour as a privilege of man. Because, on the contrary, the
spiritual (together with all drives, wickedness, inclinations) had been
rendered common property, and thus common, one was not
ashamed to have descended from animals or trees (the noble races
thought themselves honoured by such fables), and saw in the spirit
that which unites us with nature, not that which sunders us from it.
Thus one schooled oneself in modesty — and likewise in consequence
of a prejudice.
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32

The brake. — To suffer for the sake of morality and then to be told that
this kind of suffering is founded on an error: this arouses indignation.
For there is a unique consolation in affirming through one’s
suffering a ‘profounder world of truth’ than any other world is, and
one would much rather suffer and thereby feel oneself exalted above
reality (through consciousness of having thus approached this
‘profounder world of truth’) than be without suffering but also
without this feeling that one is exalted. It is thus pride, and the
customary manner in which pride is gratified, which stands in the
way of a new understanding of morality. What force, therefore, will
have to be employed if this brake is to be removed? More pride? A
new pride?

33

Contempt for causes, for consequences and for reality. — Whenever an evil
chance event—a sudden storm or a crop failure or a plague — strikes a
community, the suspicion is aroused that custom has been offended
in some way or that new practices now have to be devised to
propitiate a new demonic power and caprice. This species of
suspicion and reflection is thus a direct avoidance of any investigation
of the real natural causes of the phenomenon: it takes the demonic
cause for granted. This is one spring of the perversity of the human
intellect which we have inherited: and the other spring arises close
beside it, in that the real natural consequences of an action are, equally
on principle, accorded far less attention than the supernatural (the
so-called punishments and mercies administered by the divinity).
Certain ablutions are, for example, prescribed at certain times: one
bathes, not so as to get clean, but becauseitis prescribed. Onelearns
to avoid, not the real consequences of uncleanliness, but the
supposed displeasure of the gods at the neglect of an ablution.
Under the pressure of superstitious fear one suspects there must be
very much more to this washing away of uncleanliness, one
interprets a second and third meaning into it, one spoils one’s sense
for reality and one’s pleasure in it, and in the end accords reality a
value only insofar as it is capable of being a symbol. Thus, under the spell
of the morality of custom, man despises first the causes, secondly the
consequences, thirdly reality, and weaves all his higher feelings (of
reverence, of sublimity, of pride, of gratitude, of love) into an
imaginary world: the so-called higher world. And the consequences
are perceptible even today: wherever a man’s feelings areexalted, that
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imaginary world is involved in some way. It is a sad fact, but for the
moment the man of science has to be suspicious of all higher feelings,
so greatly are they nourished by delusion and nonsense. It is not that
they are thus in themselves, or must always remain thus: but of all
the gradual purifications awaiting mankind, the purification of the
higher feelings will certainly be one of the most gradual.

34

Moral feelings and moral concepts. — It is clear that moral feelings are
transmitted in this way: children observe in adults inclinations for
and aversions to certain actions and, as born apes, imitate these
inclinations and aversions; in later life they find themselves full of
these acquired and well-exercised affects and consider it only decent
to try to account for and justify them. This ‘accounting’, however,
has nothing to do with either the origin or the degree of intensity of
the feeling: all one is doing is complying with the rule that, as a
rational being, one has to have reasons for one’s For and Against,
and that they have to be adducible and acceptable reasons. To this
extent the history of moral feelings is quite different from the history
of moral concepts. The former are powerful before the action, the
latter especially after the action in face of the need to pronounce
upon it.

35

Feelings and their origination in judgments. — ‘Trust your feelings!” — But
feelings are nothing final or original; behind feelings there stand
judgments and evaluations which we inherit in the form of feelings
(inclinations, aversions). The inspiration born of a feeling is the
grandchild of a judgment — and often of a false judgment! — and in
any event not a child of your own! To trust one’s feelings — means to
give more obedience to one’s grandfather and grandmother and
their grandparents than to the gods which are in us: our reason and
our experience.

36

A piece of foolish piety with a concealed purpose. — What! the inventors of the
earliest cultures, the most ancient devisers of tools and measuring-
rods, of carts and ships and houses, the first observers of the celestial
order and the rules of the twice-times-table — are they something
incomparably different from and higher than the inventors and
observers of our own day? Do these first steps possess a value with
which all our voyages and world-circumnavigations in the realm of
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discoveries cannot compare? That is the prejudice, that is the
argument for the deprecation of the modern spirit. And yet it is
palpably obvious that chance was formerly the greatest of all
discoverers and observers and the benevolent inspirer of those
inventive ancients, and that more spirit, discipline and scientific
imagination is employed in the most insignificant invention nowadays
than the sum total available in whole eras of the past.

37

False conclusions from utility. — When one has demonstrated that a thing
is of the highest utility, one has however thereby taken not one step
towards explaining its origin: that is to say, one can never employ
utility to make it comprehensible that a thing must necessarily exist.
Butitis the contrary judgment that has hitherto prevailed —and even
into the domain of the most rigorous science. Even in the case of
astronomy, has the (supposed) utility in the way the satellites are
arranged (to compensate for the diminished light they receive owing
to their greater distance from the sun, so that their inhabitants shall
not go short of light) not been advanced as the final objective of this
arrangement and the explanation of its origin? It reminds us of the
reasoning of Columbus: the earth was made for man, therefore if
countries exist they must be inhabited. ‘Is it probable that the sun
should shine on nothing, and that the nocturnal vigils of the stars are
squandered upon pathless seas and countries unpeopled?’

38

Drives transformed by moral judgments. — The same drive evolves into the
painful feeling of cowardice under the impress of the reproach custom
hasimposed upon this drive: or into the pleasant feeling of humility if
it happens thata custom such as the Christian has taken it to its heart
and called it good. That is to say, it is attended by either a good or a
bad conscience! In itself it has, like every drive, neither this moral
character nor any moral characteratall, nor even a definite attendant
sensation of pleasure or displeasure: it acquires all this, as its second
nature, only when it enters into relations with drives already
baptised good or evil or is noted as a quality of beings the people has
already evaluated and determined in a moral sense. — Thus the older
Greeks felt differently about envy from the way we do; Hesiod
counted it among the effects of the good, beneficent Eris, and there
was nothing offensive in attributing to the gods something of envy:
which is comprehensible under a condition of things the soul of
which was contest; contest, however, was evaluated and determined
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as good. The Greeks likewise differed from us in their evaluation of
hope: they felt it to be blind and deceitful; Hesiod gave the strongest
expression to this attitude in a fable whose sense is so strange no
more recent commentator has understood it— for it runs counter to
the modern spirit, which has learned from Christianity to believe in
hope as a virtue. With the Greeks, on the other hand, to whom the
gateway to knowledge of the future seemed not to be entirely closed
and in countless cases where we content ourselves with hope
elevated inquiry into the future into a religious duty, hope would,
thanks to all these oracles and soothsayers, no doubt become
somewhat degraded and sink to something evil and dangerous. —
The Jews felt differently about anger from the way we do, and called it
holy: thus they saw the gloomy majesty of the man with whom it
showed itself associated at an elevation which a European is
incapable of imagining; they modelled their angry holy Jehovah on
their angry holy prophets. Measured against these, the great men of
wrath among Europeans are as it were creations at second hand.

39

‘Pure spinit’ a prejudice. — Wherever the teaching of pure spirituality has
ruled, it has destroyed nervous energy with its excesses: it has taught
deprecation, neglect or tormenting of the body and men to torment
and deprecate themselves on account of the drives which fill them; it
has produced gloomy, tense and oppressed souls — which believed,
moreover, they knew the cause of their feeling of wretchedness and
were perhaps able to abolish it! ‘It must reside in the body! the body
is still flourishing too well”” — thus they concluded, while in fact the
body was, by means of the pains it registered, raising protest after
protest against the mockery to which it was constantly being
subjected. A general chronic over-excitability was finally the lot of
these virtuous pure-spirits: the only pleasure they could still recognise
was in the form of ecstasy and other precursors of madness — and
their system attained its summit when it came to take ecstasy for the
higher goal of life and the standard by which all earthly things stood
condemned.

40

Speculation on usages. — Countless prescriptions of custom hastily read
off from some unique strange occurence very soon became incom-
prehensible; the intention behind them could be ascertained with as
little certainty as could the nature of the punishment which would
follow their transgression; doubts existed even as to the performance
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ofthe ceremonial —butinasmuchas there was vast speculation about
it, the object of such speculation increased in value and precisely the
most absurd aspect of a usage at length passed over into the holiest
sanctity. Do not think lightly of the human energy expendedoverthe
millennia in thisway, and least of all of the effect of this speculation over
usages! We have here arrived at the tremendous exercise ground of
the intellect - it is not only that the religions were woven here: this is
also the venerable if dreadful prehistoric world of science, here is
where the poet, the thinker, the physician, the lawgiver first grew.
Fear of the incomprehensible which in an ambiguous way demanded
ceremonies of us gradually passed over into the stimulus of the hard
to comprehend, and where one did not know how to explain one
learned to create.

41

Towards an evaluation of the vita contemplativa. — Let us, as men of the vita
contemplativa, not forget what kind of evil and ill-fortune has come
upon the man of the vita activa through the after-effects of contem-
plation — in short, what counter-reckoning the vita activa has in store
forus if we boast too proudly before it of our good deeds. First: the so-
called religious natures, whose numbers preponderate among the
contemplative and who consequently constitute their commonest
species, have at all times had the effect of making life hard for
practical men and, where possible, intolerable to them: to darken
the heavens, to blot out the sun, to cast suspicion on joy, to deprive
hope of its value, to paralyse the active hand - this is what they have
known how to do, just as much as they have had their consolations,
alms, helping hand and benedictions for wretched feelings and
times of misery. Secondly: the artists, somewhat rarer than the
religious yet still a not uncommon kind of man of the vita
contemplativa, have as individuals usually been unbearable, capricious,
envious, violent and unpeaceable: this effect has to be set against the
cheering and exalting effects of their works. Thirdly: the philosophers,
a species in which religious and artistic powers exist together but in
such a fashion that a third thing, dialectics, love of demonstrating,
has a place beside them, have been the author of evils in the manner
of the religious and the artists and have in addition through their
inclination for dialectics brought boredom to many people; but
their number has always been very small. Fourthly: the thinkers and
the workers in science; they have rarely aimed at producing effects
but have dug away quietly under their mole-hills. They have thus
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caused little annoyance or discomfort, and often, as objects of
mockery and laughter, have without desiring it even alleviated the
life of the men of the vita activa. Science has, moreover, become
something very useful to everyone: ifon account of this utility very many
predestined for the vita activa now, in the sweat of their brow and not
without brain-racking and imprecations, beat out for themselves a
path to science, this distress is not the fault of the host of thinkers and
workers in science; it is ‘self-inflicted pain’.

42

Origin of the vita contemplativa. — In rude ages, where pessimistic
judgments as to the nature of man and world prevail, the individual
in the feeling of possessing all his powers is always intent upon acting
in accordance with these judgments and thus translating idea into
action through hunting, robbing, attacking, mistreatment and
murder, including the paler reflections of these actions such as are
alone tolerated within the community. Butif his powers decline, if he
feels weary or ill or melancholy or satiated and as a consequence for
the time being devoid of desires and wishes, he is then a relatively
better, that is to say less harmful man, and his pessimistic ideas
discharge themselves only in words and thoughts, for example
about the value of his comrades or his wife or his life or his gods — his
judgments will be unfavourable judgments. In this condition he
becomes thinker and prophet, or he expands imaginatively on his
superstition and devises new usages, or he mocks his enemies — but
whatever he may think about, all the products of his thinking are
bound to reflect the condition he is in, which is one in which fear and
weariness are on the increase and his valuation of action and active
enjoyment on the decrease; the content of these products of his
thinking must correspond to the content of these poetical, thoughtful,
priestly moods; unfavourable judgment is bound to predominate.
Later on, all those who continually acted as the single individual had
formerly acted while in this condition, and who thus judged
unfavourably and whose lives were melancholy and poor in deeds,
came to be called poets or thinkers or priests or medicine-men —
because they were so inactive one would have liked to have despised
such men and ejected them from the community; but there was
some danger attached to that - they were versed in superstition and
on the scent of divine forces, one never doubted thatthey commanded
unknown sources of power. This is the estimation under which the
oldest race of contemplative natures lived — despised to just the extent they
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were not dreaded! In this muffled shape, in this ambiguous guise,
with an evil heart and often an anguished head, did contemplation
first appear on earth, at once weak and fearsome, secretly despised
and publicly loaded with superstitious reference! Here, as always, it
is a case of pudenda origo!

43

The many forces that now have to come together in the thinker. — T o abstract
oneself from sensory perception, to exalt oneself to contemplation
of abstractions — that was at one time actually felt as exaltation: we can
no longer quite enter into this feeling. To revel in pallid images of
words and things, to sport with such invisible, inaudible, impalpable
beings, was, out of contempt for the sensorily tangible, seductive and
evil world, felt as a life in another higher world. ‘These abstracta are
certainly not seductive, but they can offer us guidance!” — with that
one lifted oneself upwards. It is not the content of these sportings of
spirituality, it is they themselves which constituted ‘the higher life’ in
the prehistoric ages of science. Hence Plato’s admiration for
dialectics and his enthusiastic belief that dialectics necessarily
pertained to the good, unsensory man. It is not only knowledge
which has been discovered gradually and piece by piece, the means
of knowing as such, the conditions and operations which precede
knowledge in man, have been discovered gradually and piece by
piece too. And each time the newly discovered operation or the
novel condition seemed to be, not a means to knowledge, but in itself
the content, goal and sum total of all that was worth knowing. The
thinker needs imagination, self-uplifting, abstraction, desensual-
ization, invention, presentiment, induction, dialectics, deduction,
the critical faculty, the assemblage of material, the impersonal mode
of thinking, contemplativeness and comprehensiveness, and not
least justice and love for all that exists — but all these means to
knowledge once counted individually in the history of the uita
contemplativa as goals, and final goals, and bestowed on their
inventors that feeling of happiness which appears in the human soul
when it catches sight of a final goal

44

Origin and significance. — Why is it that this thought comes back to me
again and again and in ever more varied colours? — that formerly,
when investigators of knowledge sought outthe origin of things they
always believed they would discover something of incalculable
significance for all later action and judgment, that they always
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presupposed, indeed, that the salvation of man must depend on insight
into the origin of things: but that now, on the contrary, the more we
advance towards origins, the more our interest diminishes; indeed,
thar all the evaluations and ‘interestedness’ we have implanted into
things begin to lose their meaning the further we go back and the
closer we approach the things themselves. The more insight we possess
into an origin the less significant does the origin appear: while what is nearest to
us, what is around us and in us, gradually begins to display colours
and beauties and enigmas and riches of significance of which earlier
mankind had not an inkling. Formerly, thinkers prowled around
angrily like captive animals, watching the bars of their cages and
leaping against them in order to smash them down: and happy
seemed he who through a gap in them believed he saw something of
what was outside, of what was distant and beyond.

45

A tragic ending for knowledge. — Of all the means of producing
exaltation, it has been human sacrifice which has at all times most
exalted and elevated man. And perhaps every other endeavour
could still be thrown down by one tremendous idea, so that it would
achieve victory over the most victorious — the idea of self-sacrificing
mankind. But to whom should mankind sacrifice itself> One could
already take one’s oath that, if ever the constellation of this idea
appears above the horizon, the knowledge of truth would remain as
the one tremendous goal commensurate with such a sacrifice,
because for this goal no sacrifice is too great. In the meantime, the
problem of the extent to which mankind can as a whole take steps
towards the advancement of knowledge has never yet been posed;
not to speak of what drive to knowledge could drive mankind to the
point of dying with the light of an anticipatory wisdom in its eyes.
Perhaps, if one day an alliance has been established with the
inhabitants of other stars for the purpose of knowledge, and
knowledge has been communicated from star to star for a few
millennia: perhaps enthusiasm for knowledge may then rise to such
a high-water mark!

46

Doubt about doubt. — ‘What a good pillow doubt is for a well-
constructed head!” - this saying of Montaigne’s always provoked
Pascal, for no one longed for a good pillow as much as he did.
Whatever was wrong? —
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47

Words lieinour way! — Wherever primitive mankind setup aword, they
believed they had made a discovery. How different the truth is! —
they had touched on a problem, and by supposing they had solved it
they had created a hindrance to its solution. — Now with every piece
of knowledge one has to stumble over dead, petrified words, and one
will sooner break a leg than a word.

48

‘Know yourself is the whole of science. — Onlywhen he has attained a final
knowledge of all things will man have come to know himself. For
things are only the boundaries of man.

49

The new fundamental feeling: our conclusive transitoriness. — Formerly one
sought the feeling of the grandeur of man by pointing to his divine
origin: this has now become a forbidden way, for at its portal stands
the ape, together with other gruesome beasts, grinning knowingly as
if to say: no further in this direction! One therefore now tries the
opposite direction: the way mankind is going shall serve as proof of
his grandeur and kinship with God. Alas this, too, is vain! At the end
of this way stands the funeral urn of the last man and gravedigger
(with the inscription ‘nihil humani a me alienum puto’). However high
mankind may have evolved — and perhaps at the end it will stand
even lower than at the beginning! — it cannot pass over into a higher
order, as little as the ant and the earwig can at the end of its ‘earthly
course’ rise up to kinship with God and eternal life. The becoming
drags the has-been along behind it: why should an exception to this
eternal spectacle be made on behalf of some little star or for any little
species upon it! Away with such sentimentalities!

50

Faith in intoxication. — Men who enjoy moments of exaltation and
ecstasy and who, on account of the contrast other states present and
because of the way they have squandered their nervous energy, are
ordinarily in a wretched and miserable condition, regard these
moments as their real ‘self’ and their wretchedness and misery as the
effect of what is ‘outside the self’; and thus they harbour feelings of
revengefulness towards their environment, their age, their entire
world. Intoxication counts as their real life, as their actual ego: they
see in everything else the opponent and obstructor of intoxication,
no matter whether its nature be spiritual, moral, religious or artistic.
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Mankind owes much thatis bad to these wild inebriates: for they are
insatiable sowers of the weeds of dissatisfaction with oneself and
one’s neighbour, of contempt for the age and the world, and
especially of world-weariness. Perhaps a whole Hell of criminals
could not produce an effect so oppressive, poisonous to air and land,
uncanny and protracted as does this noble litle community of
unruly, fantastic, half-crazy people of genius who cannot control
themselves and can experience pleasure in themselves only when
they have quite lost themselves: while the criminal very often gives
proof of exceptional self-control, self-sacrifice and prudence, and
keeps these qualities awake in those who fear him. Through him the
sky above life may perhaps become perilous and gloomy, but the air
stays sharp and invigorating. — In addition to all this, these
enthusiasts seek with all their might to implant the faith in
intoxication as being that which is actually living in life: a dreadful
faith! Just as savages are quickly ruined and then perish through
‘fire-water’, so mankind as a whole has been slowly and thoroughly
ruined through the feelings made drunk by spiritual fire-waters and
by those who have kept alive the desire for them: perhaps it will go on
to perish by them.

51

Such as we still are! — ‘Let us be forbearing towards the great one-eyed!’
— said John Stuart Mill: as though it were necessary to beg for
forbearance where one is accustomed to render them belief and
almost worship! I say: let us be forbearing towards the two-eyed,
great and small — for, such as we are, we shall never attain to anything
higher than forbearance!

52

Where are the new physicians of the soul? — It has been the means of
comfort which have bestowed upon life that fundamental character
of suffering it is now believed to possess; the worst sickness of
mankind originated in the way in which they have combated their
sicknesses, and what seemed to cure has in the long run produced
something worse than that which it was supposed to overcome. The
means which worked immediately, anaesthetising and intoxicating,
the so-called consolations, were ignorantly supposed to be actual
cures; the fact was not even noticed, indeed, that these instantaneous
alleviations often had to be paid for with a general and profound
worsening of the complaint, that the invalid had to suffer from the
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after-effect of intoxication, later from the withdrawal of intoxication,
and later still from an oppressive general feeling of restlessness,
nervous agitation and ill-health. Past a certain degree of sickness one
never recovered — the physicians of the soul, those universally
believed in and worshipped, saw to that. — It is said of Schopenhauer,
and with justice, that after they had been neglected for so long he
again took seriously the sufferings of mankind: where is he who, after
they have been neglected for so long, will again take seriously the
antidotes to these sufferings and put in the pillory the unheard-of
quack-doctoring with which, under the most glorious names,
mankind has hitherto been accustomed to treat the sicknesses of its
soul?

53

Misuse of the conscientious. — It has been the conscientious and not the
conscienceless who have had to suffer so dreadfully from the
oppression of Lenten preachers and the fears of Hell, especially
when they were at the same time people of imagination. Thus life has
been made most gloomy precisely for those who had need of
cheerfulness and pleasant pictures — not only for their own refresh-
ment and recovery from themselves, but so that mankind mighttake
pleasure in them and absorb from them a ray of their beauty. Oh,
how much superfluous cruelty and vivisection have proceeded from
those religions which invented sin! And from those people who
desired by means of it to gain the highest enjoyment of their power!

54

Thinking about illness! — To calm the imagination of the invalid, so that
at least he should not, as hitherto, have to suffer more from thinking
about his illness than from the illness itself — that, I think, would be
something! It would be a great deal! Do you now understand our
task?

55

‘Ways’. - The supposed ‘shorter ways’ have always put mankind into
great danger; at the glad tidings that such a shorter way has been
found, they always desert their way — and lose their way.

56

The apostate of the free spirit. - Who could possibly feel an aversion for
pious people strong in their faith? To the contrary, do we not regard
them with a silent respect and take pleasure in them, with a profound
regret that these excellent people do not feel as we do? But whence
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comes that sudden deep repugnance without apparent cause which
we feel for him who once had all freedom of spirit and in the end
became ‘a believer’? If we recall it, it is as if we had beheld some
disgusting sight which we want to expunge from our soul as quickly
as we can! Would we not turn our back even upon the person we
mostrevered if he became suspicious to us in this respect? And not at
all on account of a moral prejudice, but out of a sudden disgust and
horror! Why do we feel so strongly about it? Perhaps we shall be
given to understand that at bottom we are not altogether sure of
ourselves? That we planted thorn-bushes of the most pointed
contempt around us in good time, so that at the decisive moment,
when old age has made us weak and forgetful, we should not be able
to climb out over our own contempt? — Quite honestly, this
supposition is erroneous, and he who makes it knows nothing of that
which moves and determines the free spirit: how little contemptible
does he find his changes of opinion in themselves! How greatly, on the
contrary, does he honour in the capacity to change his opinions a rare
and high distinction, especially when it extends into old age! And his
ambition (not his pusillanimity) reaches up even to the forbidden
fruits of spernere se sperni and spernere se ipsum: certainly he does not feel
in the face of these things the fear experienced by the vain and
complacent! Besides which, he counts the theory of the innocence of all
opinions as being as well founded as the theory of the innocence of all
actions: how then could he appear before the apostate of spiritual
freedom in the role of judge and hangman! The sight of him would,
rather, touch him as the sight of someone with a repulsive disease
touches a physician: physical disgust at something fungous, mollified,
bloated, suppurating, momentarily overpowers reason and the will
to help. It is in this way that our goodwill is overcome by the idea of
the tremendous dishonesty which must have prevailed in the apostate
of the free spirit: by the idea of a general degeneration reaching even
into the skeleton of his character. —

57

Other fears, other securities. — Christianity had brought into life a quite
novel and limitless perilousness, and therewith quite novel securities,
pleasures, recreations and evaluations of all things. Our century
denies this perilousness, and does so with a good conscience: and yet
it continues to drag along with it the old habits of Christian security,
Christian enjoyment, recreation, evaluation! It even drags them into
its noblest arts and philosophies! How worn out and feeble, how
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insipid and awkward, how arbitrarily fanatical and, above all, how
insecure all this must appear, now that that fearful antithesis to it, the
omnipresent fear of the Christian for his eternal salvation, has been
lost!

58

Christianity and the affects. — Within Christianity there is audible also a
great popular protest against philosophy: the reason of the sages of
antiquity had advised men against the affects, Christianity wants to
restore them. To this end, it denies to virtue as it was conceived by the
philosophers — as the victory of reason over affect — all moral value,
condemns rationality in general, and challenges the affects to reveal
themselves in their extremest grandeur and strength: as love of God,
fear of God, as fanatical faith in God, as the blindest hope in God.

59

Error as comfort. — You can say what you like: Christianity wanted to
free men from the burden of the demands of morality by, as it
supposed, showing ashorter way to perfection: justas some philosophers
thought they could avoid wearisome and tedious dialectics and the
collection of rigorously tested facts by pointing out a ‘royal road to
truth’. It was an error in each case— yet nonetheless a great comfort to
the exhausted and despairing in the wilderness.

60

All spirit in the end becomes bodily visible. — Christianity has embraced
within itself all the spirit of countless people who joy in submission,
all those coarse and subtle enthusiasts for humility and worship, and
has thereby emerged from a rustic rudeness— such as is very much in
evidence, for example, in the earliest likeness of the apostle Peter —
into a very spirited religion, with a thousand wrinkles, reservations
and subterfuges in its countenance; it has made European humanity
sharp-witted, and not only theologically cunning. From this spirit,
and in concert with the power and very often the deepest conviction
and honesty of devotion, it has chiselled out perhaps the most refined
figures in human society that have ever yet existed: the figures of the
higher and highest Catholic priesthood, especially when they have
descended from a noble race and brought with them an inborn grace
of gesture, the eye of command, and beautiful hands and feet. Here
the human face attains to that total spiritualisation produced by the
continual ebb and flow of the two species of happiness (the feeling of
power and the feeling of surrender) after a well considered mode of
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life has tamed the beast in man; here an activity which consists in
blessing, forgiving sins and representing the divinity keeps awake the
feeling of a suprahuman mission in the soul, and indeed also in the body;
here there reigns that noble contempt for the fragility of the body
and of fortune’s favour which pertains to born soldiers; one takes
pride in obeying, which is the distinguishing mark of all aristocrats;
in the tremendous impossibility of one’s task lies one’s excuse and
one’s ideal. The surpassing beauty and refinement of the princes of
the church has always proved to the people the truth of the church; a
temporary brutalisation of the priesthood (as in the time of Luther)
has always brought with it a belief in the opposite. — And is this
human beauty and refinement which is the outcome of a harmony
between figure, spirit and task also to go to the grave when the
religions come to an end? And can nothing higher be attained, or
even imagined?

61

The needful sacrifice. — These serious, excellent, upright, deeply
sensitive people who are still Christians from the very heart: they owe
it to themselves to try for once the experiment of living for some
length of time without Christianity, they owe it to their faith in this way
for once to sojourn ‘in the wilderness’ — if only to win for themselves
the right to a voice on the question whether Christianity is necessary.
For the present they cleave to their native soil and thence revile the
world beyond it: indeed, they are provoked and grow angry if
anyone gives them to understand that what lies beyond their native
soil is the whole wide world! that Christianity is, after all, only a little
corner! No, your evidence will be of no weight until you have lived
for years on end without Christianity, with an honest, fervent zeal to
endure life in the antithesis of Christianity: until you have wandered
far, far away from it. Only if you are driven back, not by homesickness
but by judgment on the basis of a rigorous comparison, will your
homecoming possess any significance! — The men of the future will
one day deal in this way with all evaluations of the past; one has
voluntarily to live through them once again, and likewise their
antithesis — if one is at last to possess the right to pass them through
the sieve.

62
On the onigin of religions. — How can a person regard his own opinion
about things as a revelation? This is the problem of the origin of
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religions: on each occasion there was a person to hand in whom this
phenomenon was possible. The precondition is that he already
believed in the fact of revelation. Then, one day, he suddenly
acquires his new idea, and the happiness engendered by a great
hypothesis encompassing the universe and all existence enters his
consciousness with such force he does not dare to consider himself
the creator of such happiness and ascribes the cause of it, and again
the cause of the cause of this new idea to his god: as his god’s
revelation. How should a man be the originator of such great joy! —
that is the pessimistic doubt which fills him. And other secret levers
are at work within him, too: for example, one strengthens an opinion
in one’s own estimation when one feels it to be a revelation, one
therewith abolishes its hypothetical nature, one removes it from all
criticism, indeed from all doubt, one makes it holy. One thus
debases oneself to the status of an organon, to be sure, butouridea,
as an idea of god’s, will in the end be victorious — the feeling that with
this idea one will finally prove the victor gains ascendancy over the
feeling of debasement. Another feeling, too, is playing its game in
the background: if one exalts what onehas produced above oneself, and
seems to be disregarding one’s own worth, this is nonetheless
attended by a rejoicing of paternal love and paternal pride which
compensates, and more than compensates, for everything.

63

Hatred of one’s neighbour. — Supposing we felt towards another as he
feels towards himself— that which Schopenhauer calls sympathy but
which would be better designated empathy — then we would have to
hate him if, like Pascal, he found himself hateful. And that is
probably how Pascal in fact felt towards mankind as a whole; as did
the earliest Christians, who, under Nero, were, as Tacitus reports,
‘convicted’ of odium generis humani.

64

The despairing. — Christianity possesses the hunter’s instinct for all
those who can by one means or another be brought to despair — of
which only a portion of mankind is capable. It is constantly on their
track, it lies in wait for them. Pascal attempted the experiment of
seeing whether, with the aid of the most incisive knowledge,
everyone could not be brought to despair: the experiment miscarried,
to his twofold despair.

65
Brahminism and Christianity. — There are recipes for the feeling of
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power, firstly for those who can control themselves and who are
thereby accustomed to a feeling of power; then for those in whom
precisely this is lacking. Brahminism has catered for men of the
former sort, Christianity for men of the latter.

66

Capacity for visions. — Throughout the whole Middle Ages, the actual
and decisive sign of the highesthumanity was that one was capable of
visions — that is to say, of a profound mental disturbance! And the
objective of medieval prescriptions for the life of all higher natures
(the religiosi) was at bottom to make one capable of visions! It is thus no
wonder that an over-estimation of the half-mad, the fantastic, the
fanatical - of so-called men of genius— should have spilled over into
our time; ‘they have seen things that others do not see’ — precisely!
and this should make us cautious towards them, not credulous!

67

Price of believers. — He who sets such store on being believed in that he
offers Heaven in exchange for this belief, and offers it to everyone,
even to a thief on the cross — must have suffered from fearful self-
doubt and come to know every kind of crucifixion: otherwise he
would not purchase his believers at so high a price.

68

The first Christian. — All the world still believes in the writings of the
‘Holy Spirit’ or stands in the after-effect of this belief: when one
opens the Bible one does so to ‘edify’ oneself, to discover a signpost
of consolation in one’s own personal distress, great or small - in
short, one reads oneself into and out of it. That it also contains the
history of one of the most ambitious and importunate souls, of a
mind as superstitious as it was cunning, the history of the apostle
Paul — who, apart from a few scholars, knows that? But without this
remarkable history, without the storms and confusions of such a
mind, of such a soul, there would be no Christianity; we would
hardly have heard of a little Jewish sect whose master died on the
cross. To be sure: if this history had been understood at the right
time, if the writings of Paul had been read, not as the revelations of
the ‘Holy Spirit’, but with a free and honest exercise of one’s own
spirit and without thinking all the time of our own personal needs —
really read, that is to say (but for fifteen hundred years there were no
such readers) — Christianity would long since have ceased to exist: for
these pages of the Jewish Pascal expose the origin of Christianity as
thoroughly as the pages of the French Pascal expose its destiny and
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that by which it will perish. That the ship of Christianity threw
overboard a good part of the Jewish ballast, that it went and was able
to go among the heathen — that is a consequence of the history of this
one man, of a very tormented, very pitiable, very unpleasant man
who also found himself unpleasant. He suffered from a fixed idea, or
more clearly from a fixed question which was always present to him
and would never rest: what is the Jewish law really concerned with?
and, in particular, what s the fulfilment of this law? In his youth he had
himself wanted to satisfy it, voracious for this highest distinction the
Jews were able to conceive — this people which had taken the fantasy
of moral sublimity higher than any other people and which alone
achieved the creation of a holy God, together with the idea of sin as
an offence against this holiness. Paul had become at once the
fanatical defender and chaperone of this God and his law, and was
constantly combating and on the watch for transgressors and
doubters, harsh and malicious towards them and with the extremest
inclination for punishment. And then he discovered in himself that
he himself - fiery, sensual, melancholy, malevolent in hatred as he
was — could not fulfil the law, he discovered indeed what seemed to
him the strangest thing of all: that his extravagant lust for power was
constantly combating and on the watch for transgressors and
goad. Is it really ‘carnality’ which again and again makes him a
transgressor? And not rather, as he later suspected, behind it the law
itself, which must continually prove itself unfulfillable and with
irresistible magic lures on to transgression? But at that time he did
not yet possess this way out of his difficulty. Many things lay on his
conscience— he hints at enmity, murder, sorcery, idolatry, uncleanli-
ness, drunkenness and pleasure in debauch — and however much he
tried to relieve this conscience, and even more his lust for domination,
through the extremest fanaticism in revering and defending the law,
there were moments when he said to himself: ‘It is all in vain! The
torture of the unfulfilled law cannot be overcome.’ Luther may have
felt a similar thing when he wanted in his monastery to become the
perfect man of the spiritual ideal: and similarly to Luther, who one
daybegan to hate the spiritual ideal and the Pope and the saints and
the whole clergy with a hatred the more deadly the less he dared to
admit it to himself — a similar thing happened to Paul. The law was
the cross to which he felt himself nailed: how he hated it! how he had
to drag it along! how he sought about for a means of destroying it— and
no longer to fulfil it! And at last the liberating idea came to him,
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together with a vision, as was bound to happen in the case of this
epileptic: to him, the zealot of the law who was inwardly tired to
death of it, there appeared on a lonely road Christ with the light of
God shining in his countenance, and Paul heard the words: ‘Why
persecutest thou me? What essentially happened then is rather this:
his mind suddenly became clear: ‘itis unreasonable’, he says to himself,
‘to persecute precisely this Christ! For here is the way out, here is
perfect revenge, here and nowhere else do I have and hold the
destroyer of the law"’ Sick with the most tormented pride, at a stroke he
feels himself recovered, the moral despair is as if blown away,
destroyed — that is to say, fulfilled, there on the Cross! Hitherto that
shameful death had counted with him as the principal argument
against the ‘Messiahdom’ of which the followers of the new teaching
spoke: but what if it were necessary for the abolition of the law! — The
tremendous consequences of this notion, this solution of the riddle,
whirl before his eyes, all at once he is the happiest of men — the
destiny of the Jews — no, of all mankind — seems to him to be tied to
this notion, to this second of his sudden enlightenment, he possesses
the idea of ideas, the key of keys, the light of lights; henceforth
history revolves around him! For from now on he is the teacher of
the destruction of the law! To die to evil — that means also to die to the
law; to exist in the flesh — that means also to exist in the law! To
become one with Christ — that means also to become with him the
destroyer of the law; to have died with him — that means also to have
died to the law! Even if it is still possible to sin, it is no longer possible
to sin against the law: ‘I am outside the law.” ‘If I were now to accept
the law again and submit to it I should be making Christ an
accomplice of sin’, for the law existed so that sins might be
committed, it continually brought sin forth as a sharp juice brings
forth a disease; God could neverhave resolved on the death of Christ
if a fulfilment of the law had been in any way possible without this
death; now not only has all guilt been taken away, guilt as such has
been destroyed; now the law is dead, now the carnality in which it
dwelt is dead — or atleast dying constantly away, as though decaying.
Yet but a brief time within this decay! — that is the Christian’s lot,
before, become one with Christ, he arises with Christ, participates
with Christin divine glory and becomes a ‘son of God’, like Christ. —
With that the intoxication of Paul is at its height, and likewise the
importunity of his soul - with the idea of becoming one with Christ
all shame, all subordination, all bounds are taken from it, and the
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intractable lust for power reveals itself as an anticipatory revelling in
divine glories. — This is the first Christian, the inventor of Christianness!
Before him there were only a few Jewish sectarians.

69

Inimitable. — There exists a tremendous span and tension between envy
and friendship, between self-contempt and pride: the Greek dweltin
the former, the Christian in the latter.

70

What a crude intellect is good for. — The Christian church is an
encyclopaedia of prehistoric cults and conceptions of the most
diverse origin, and that is why it is so capable of proselytising; it
always could, and it can still go wherever it pleases and it always
found, and always finds something similar to itself to which it can
adapt itself and gradually impose upon it a Christian meaning. It is
not what is Christian in i, but the universally heathen character ofits
usages, which has favoured the spread of this world-religion; its ideas,
rooted in both the Jewish and the Hellenic worlds, have from the
first known how to raise themselves above national and racial
niceties and exclusiveness as though these were merely prejudices.
One may admire this power of causing the most various elements to
coalesce, but one must not forget the contemptible quality that
adheres to this power: the astonishing crudeness and self-satisfiedness
of the church’s intellect during the time it was in process of
formation, which permitted it to accept any food and to digest
opposites like pebbles.

71

Christian revenge on Rome. — Nothing, perhaps, is so wearying as the
sight of a perpetual conqueror- fortwo centuries the world Lad seen
Rome subdue one people after another, the circle was closed, the
whole future seemed to be fixed, all things were ordered as though to
last for ever — when the Empire built, indeed, it built with the notion
of ‘aere perennius’; we, who know only the ‘melancholy of ruins’, can
barely understand that quite diff erent melancholy of eternal construction
from which one had to try to rescue oneself by some means or other
— through frivolity, for example, as in the case of Horace. Others
sought other antidotes to this weariness bordering on despair, to the
deadly awareness that every impulse of head or heartwas henceforth
without hope, that the great spider was everywhere, that it would
implacably consume all blood wherever it might well forth. — This
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centuries-long speechless hatred for Rome on the part ofits wearied
spectators, which extended as far as Rome ruled, at last discharged
itself in Christianity, in as much as Christianity welded together
Rome, the ‘world’ and ‘sin’ into one sensation: it avenged itself on
Rome by imagining the sudden destruction of the world to be near at
hand; it avenged itself on Rome by re-establishing a future — Rome
had known how to turn everything into its own pre-history and
present — and a future, moreover, in comparison with which Rome
no longer appeared the most important thing; it avenged itself on
Rome by dreaming of a last judgment — and the crucified Jew as
symbol of salvation was the profoundest mockery of the splendidly
arrayed provincial Roman governors, for they now appeared as
symbols of ill-fortune and of ‘world’ ripe for destruction.

72

The ‘after death’. — Christianity discovered the idea of punishment in
Hell throughout the whole Roman Empire: all the numerous secret
cults had brooded on it with especial satisfaction as on the most
promising egg of their power. Epicurus believed he could confer no
greater benefit on his fellows than by tearing up the roots of this
belief: his triumph, which resounds the most beautifully in the
mouth of the gloomy and yet enlightened disciple of his teaching,
the Roman Lucretius, came too early— Christianity took the beliefin
these subterranean terrors, which was already dying out, under its
especial protection, and it acted prudently in so doing! How, without
this bold recourse to complete heathendom, could ithave carried off
victory over the popularity of the cults of Mithras and Isis! It thereby
brought the timorous over to its side— the firmestadherents of anew
faith! The Jews, as a people firmly attached to life — like the Greeks
and more than the Greeks — had paid little attention to these ideas:
definitive death as the punishment for the sinner, and never to rise
again as the severest threat — that was sufficient admonition for these
strange people, who did notdesire to get rid of their bodies but, with
their refined Egyptianism, hoped to retain them for all eternity. (A
Jewish martyr, whose fate is recorded in the Second Book of the
Maccabees, has no thought of renouncing possession of his torn-out
intestines: he wants to have them at the resurrection — such is the
Jewish way!) To the first Christians the idea of eternal torment was
very remote: they thought they were redeemed ‘from death’ and from
day to day expected a transformation and not that they would die.
(What a strange effect the first death must have had on these
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expectant people! What a mixture of amazement, rejoicing, doubt,
shame, fervour - truly a theme for great artists!) Paul knew of nothing
better he could say of his Redeemer than that he had opened the gates
of immortality to everyone — he did not yet believe in the resurrection
of the unredeemed; indeed, as would follow from his teaching of the
unfulfillability of the law and of death as the consequence of sin, he
suspected that hitherto no one (or only very few, and then through
mercy and not their own deserts) had become immortal: it was only
now that immortality had begun to open its doors — and in the end
only a very few would be selected: as the arrogance of the elect
cannot refrain from adding. — Elsewhere, where the drive to life was
not as great as it was among Jews and Jewish Christians and the
prospect of immortality did not automatically seem preferable to the
prospect of definitive death, that heathen and yet not altogether un-
Jewish addition of Hell became a welcome instrument in the hands
of proselytisers: there arose the novel teaching that the sinner and
unredeemed was immortal, the teaching of eternal damnation, and
it was mightier than the idea of definitive death, which thereafter faded
away. It was only science which reconquered it, as ithad to do when it
at the same time rejected any other idea of death and of any life
beyond it. We have grown poorer by one interest: the ‘after death’ no
longer concerns us! — an unspeakable benefit, which would be felt as
such far and wide if it were not so recent. — And Epicurus triumphs
anew!

73

For the ‘truth’! - ‘For the truth of Christianity there spoke the virtuous
behaviour of the Christians, their fortitude in suffering, the firmness
of their faith, and above all the way in which Christianity spread and
increased in spite of all the difficulties in its path’ — this is what you
say even today! How pitiable! You must learn that all this argues
neither for nor against the truth, thata proof of truth is not the same
thing as a proof of truthfulness and that the latter is in no way an
argument for the former!

74

Christian mental reservation. — Should the most common mental
reservation of the Christian of the first centuries not have been this:
‘it is better to convince oneself of one’s guilt rather than of one’s
innocence, for one does not quite know how so mighty a judge is
disposed — but one has to fear that he hopes to find before him none
but those conscious of their guilt! Given his great power, he will
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more easily pardon a guilty person than admit that someone is
justified in his presence.’ — This is how poor people felt in the
presence of the Roman provincial governor: ‘he is too proud to
admit of our innocence’ — how should precisely this sensation not
have reasserted itself in the Christian representation of the supreme
judge!

75

Not European and not noble. — There is something Oriental and
something feminine in Christianity: it betrays itself in the idea:
‘whom the lord loveth he chastiseth’; for in the Orient women regard
chastisements and the strict seclusion of their person from the world
as a sign of their husband’s love, and complain if this sign is lacking.

76

To think a thing evil means to make it evil. — The passions become evil and
malicious if theyare regarded as evil and malicious. Thus Christianity
has succeeded in transforming Eros and Aphrodite — great powers
capable of idealisation — into diabolical kobolds and phantoms by
means of the torments it introduces into the consciences of believers
whenever they are excited sexually. Is it not dreadful to make
necessary and regularly recurring sensations into a source of inner
misery, and in this way to want to make inner misery a necessary and
regularly recurring phenomenon in every human being! In addition to
which it remains a misery kept secret and thus more deeply rooted:
for not everyone possesses the courage of Shakespeare to confess his
Christian gloominess on this pointin the way he did in his Sonnets. —
Must everything that one has to combat, that one has to keep within
bounds or on occasion banish totally from one’s mind, always have
to be called evil! Is it not the way of common souls always to think an
enemy must be evil! And ought one to call Eros an enemy? The sexual
sensations have this in common with the sensations of sympathy and
worship, that one person, by doing what pleases him, gives pleasure
to another person — such benevolent arrangements are not to be
found so very often in nature! And to calumniate such an arrangement
and to ruin it through associating it with a bad conscience! — In the
end thisdiabolising of Eros acquired an outcome in comedy: thanks to
the dark secretiveness of the church in all thirgs erotic, the ‘devil’
Eros gradually became more interesting to mankind than all the
saints and angels put together: the effect has been that, to this very
day, the love story is the only thing which all circles find equally
interesting — and with an exaggeratedness which antiquity would
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have found incomprehensible and which will one day again elicit
laughter. All our thinking and poetising, from the highest to the
lowest, is characterised, and more than characterised, by the
excessive importance attached to the love story: on this account it
may be that posterity will judge the whole inheritance of Christian
culture to be marked by something crackbrained and petty.

77

On the torments of the soul. — Everyone now exclaims loudly against
torment inflicted by one person on the body of another; indignation
is at once ignited against a person capable of doing it; indeed, we
tremble at the mere idea of a torment which could be inflicted on a
man or an animal, and suffer quite dreadfully when we hear of a
definitely attested fact of this kind. But we are still far from feeling so
decisively and with such unanimity in regard to torments of the soul
and how dreadful it is to inflict them. Christianity has made use of
them on an unheard-of scale and continues to preach this species of
torture; indeed, it complains quite innocently of falling-off and
growing lukewarm when it encounters those who are not in this state
of torment — all with the result that even today mankind regards
spiritual death-by-fire, spiritual torture and instruments of torture,
with the same anxious toleration and indecision as it formerly did
the cruelties inflicted on the bodies of men and animals. Hell has, in
truth, been more than merely a word: and the newly created and
genuine fear of Hell has been attended by a new species of pity
corresponding to it, a horrible, ponderously heavy feeling of pity,
unknown to former ages, for those ‘irrevocably damned to Hell’ — a
condition, for example, which the stone guest gives Don Juan to
understand he is in, and which had no doubt often before during the
Christian centuries wrung tears even from stones. Plutarch gives a
gloomy picture of the state of a superstitious man in the pagan world:
this picture pales when contrasted with the Christian of the Middle
Ages who supposes he is no longer going to escape ‘eternal torment’.
Dreadful portents appear to him: perhaps a stork holding a snake in
its beak but hesitating to swallow it. Or nature suddenly blanches or
fiery colours flutter across the ground. Or he is approached by the
figures of dead relatives, their faces bearing the traces of fearful
sufferings. Or when he is asleep the dark walls of his room grow
bright and there appear on them in a yellow exhalation the images of
torture-instruments and a confusion of snakes and devils. Indeed,
what a dreadful place Christianity had already made of the earth
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when it everywhere erected the crucifix and thereby designated the
earth as the place ‘where the just man is tortured to death’! And when
the powerful oratory of great Lenten preachers for once fetched into
the light of publicity all the hidden suffering of the individual, the
torments of the ‘closet’; when a Whitfield, for instance, preached
‘like adying man to the dying’, now violently weeping, now stamping
loudly, and passionately and unashamedly, in the most abrupt and
cutting tones, directed the whole weight of his attack upon some one
individual present and in a fearful manner excluded him from the
community — then the earth really did seem to want to transform
itself into the ‘vale of misery’! Whole masses then come together
appeared to fall victim to a madness; many were paralysed with fear;
others lay unconscious and motionless; some were seized with
violent trembling or rent the air for hours with piercing cries.
Everywhere a loud breathing, as of people half-choked gasping for
air. ‘And truly’, says one eye-witness of such a sermon, ‘almost all the
sounds to be heard were those of people dying in bitter torment.” — Let
us never forget that it was Christianity which made of the death-bed a
bed of torture, and that with the scenes that have since then been
enacted upon it, with the terrifying tones which here seemed to be
realised for the first time, the senses and the blood of countless
witnesses have been poisoned for the rest of their life and for that of
their posterity! Imagine a harmless human being who cannot get
over once having heard such words as these: ‘Oh eternity! Oh thatI
had no soul! Oh thatI had never been born! I am damned, damned,
lost for ever. A week ago you could have helped me. But now it is all
over. Now I belong to the Devil. I go with him to Hell. Break, break,
poor hearts of stone! Will you not break? What more can be done for
hearts of stone? I am damned that you may be saved! There he is!
Yes, there he is! Come, kind Devil'! Come! -

78
Justice which punishes. — Misfortune and guilt— Christianity has placed
these two things on a balance: so that, when misfortune consequent
on guilt is great, even now the greatness of the guilt itself is still
involuntarily measured by it. But this is not antique, and that is why
the Greek tragedy, which speaks so much yetin so differenta sense of
misfortune and guilt, is a great liberator of the spiritin away in which
the ancients themselves could not feel it. They were still so innocent
as not to have established an ‘adequate relationship’ between guilt
and misfortune. The guilt of their tragic heroes is, indeed, the little
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stone over which they stumble and perhaps break an arm or put out
an eye: antique sensibility commented: ‘Yes, he should have gone his
way a little more cautiously and with less haughtiness” But it was
reserved for Christianity to say: ‘Here is a great misfortune and
behind it there must lie hidden a great, equally great guilt, even though
it may not be clearly visible! If you, unfortunate man, do not feel this
you areobdurate — you will have to sufferworse things!” — Moreover, in
antiquity there still existed actual misfortune, pure innocent mis-
fortune; only in Christendom did everything become punishment,
well-deserved punishment: it also makes the sufferer’s imagination
suffer, so that with every misfortune he feels himself morally
reprehensible and cast out. Poor mankind! - The Greeks have aword
for indignation at another’s unhappiness: this affect was inadmissible
among Christian peoples and failed to develop, so that they also lack
a name for this more manly brother of pity.

79

A suggestion. — If, as Pascal and Christianity maintain, our ego is
always hateful, how could we ever allow and accept that another
should love it — whether god or man! It would be contrary to all
decency to let oneself be loved while being all the time well aware
that one deserves only hatred — not to speak of other defensive
sensations. — ‘But this precisely is the realm of clemency.’ — Is your
love of your neighbour an act of clemency, then? Your pity an act of
clemency? Well, if you are capable of this, go a step further: love
yourselves as an act of clemency — then you will no longer have any
need of your god, and the whole drama of Fall and Redemption will
be played out to the end in you yourselves!

80

The compassionate Christian. — The reverse side of Christian compassion
for the suffering of one’s neighbour is a profound suspicion ofall the
joy of one’s neighbour, of his joy in all that he wants to do and can.

81

The saint’s humanity. — A saint had fallen among believers and could no
longer endure their unremitting hatred of sin. At last he said: ‘God
created all things excepting sin alone: is it any wonder if he is ill-
disposed towards it? — But man created sin —and is he to cast out this
only child of his merely because it displeases God, the grandfather of
sin! Is that humane? Honour to him to whom honour is due! — but
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heartand duty ought to speak firstly for the child—and onlysecondly
for the honour of the grandfather!

82

Spiritual assault. — “This you have to decide within yourself, for your
life is at stake’: with this cry Luther springs atus and thinks we feel the
knife at our throat. But we fend him off with the words of one higher
and more considerate than he: ‘We are free to refrain from forming
an opinion about this thing or that, and thus to spare our soul
distress. For things themselves are by their nature incapable of forcing
us to make judgments.’

83

Poor mankind! — One drop of blood too much ortoo litde in the brain
can make our life unspeakably wretched and hard, so that we have to
suffer more from this drop of blood than Prometheus suffered from
his vulture. But the worst is when one does not even know that this
drop of blood is the cause. But ‘the Devil! Or ‘sin’! —

84

The philology of Christianity. — How little Christianity educates the sense
of honesty and justice can be gauged fairly well from the character of
its scholars’ writings: they present their conjectures as boldly as if
they were dogmas and are rarely in any honest perplexity over the
interpretation of a passage in the Bible. Again and again they say ‘I
am right, foritis written-’ and then followsaninterpretation of such
impudent arbitrariness that a philologist who hears it is caught
between rage and laughter and asks himself: is it possible? Is this
honourable? Is it even decent? — How much dishonesty in this
matter is still practised in Protestant pulpits, how grossly the
preacher exploits the advantage that no one is going to interrupt him
here, how the Bible is pummelled and punched and theartof reading
badly is in all due form imparted to the people: only he who never
goes to church or never goes anywhere else will underestimate that.
But after all, what can one expect from the effects of a religion which
in the centuries of its foundation perpetrated that unheard-of
philological farce concerning the Old Testament: I mean the
attempt to pull the Old Testament from under the feet of the Jews
with the assertion it contained nothing but Christian teaching and
belonged to the Christians as the true people of Israel, the Jews being
only usurpers. And then there followed a fury of interpretation and
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construction that cannot possibly be associated with a good con-
science: however much Jewish scholars protested, the Old Testament
was supposed to speak of Christ and only of Christ, and especially of
his Cross; wherever a piece of wood, a rod, aladder, a twig, a tree, a
willow, a staff is mentioned, it is supposed to be a prophetic allusion
to the wood of the Cross; even the erection of the one-horned beast
and the brazen serpent, even Moses spreading his arms in prayer,
even the spits on which the Passover lamb was roasted — all allusions
to the Cross and as it were preludes to it Has anyone who asserted
this ever believed it? Consider that the church did not shrink from
enriching the text of the Septuagint (e.g. in Psalm 96, verse 10) so as
afterwards to employ the smuggled-in passage in the sense of
Christian prophecy. For they were conducting a war and paid more
heed tc their opponents than to the need to stay honest.

85

Subtle deficiency. — Do not mock the mythology of the Greeks because
it so little resembles your profound metaphysics! You ought to
admire a people who at precisely this point called its sharp
understanding to a halt and for a long time had sufficient tact to
avoid the perils of scholasticism and sophistical superstition!

86

Christian interpreters of the body. — Whatever proceeds from the
stomach, the intestines, the beating of the heart, the nerves, the bile,
the semen - all those distempers, debilitations, excitations, the
whole chance operation of the machine of which we still know so
little! - had o be seen by a Christian such as Pascal as a moral and
religious phenomenon, and he had to ask whether God or Devil,
good or evil, salvation or damnation was to be discovered in them!
Oh what an unhappy interpreter! How he had to twist and torment
his system! How he had to twist and torment himself so as to be in the
right!

87

The moral miracle. — In the sphere of morality, Christianity knows only
the miracle: the sudden change in all value-judgments, the sudden
abandonment of all customary modes of behaviour, the sudden
irresistible inclination for new persons and objects. It conceives this
phenomenon to be the work of God and calls it a rebirth, itaccords it
a unique, incomparable value: everything else which calls itself
morality but has no reference to this miracle thus becomes a matter
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of indifference to the Christian — indeed, inasmuch as it involves a
feeling of pride and well-being, it may even become an object of fear
to him. In the New Testament, the canon of virtue, of the fulfilled
law, is set up: but in such a way that it is the canon of impossible virtue:
those still striving after morality are in the face of such a canon tolearn
to feel themselves ever more distant from their goal, they are to despair
of virtue, and in the end throw themselves on the bosom of the merciful -
only if it ended in this way could the Christian’s moral effort be
regarded as possessing any value, with the presupposition therefore
that it always remains an unsuccessful, miserable, melancholy effort;
only thus could it serve to bring about that ecstatic momentwhen he
experiences the ‘breakthrough of grace’ and the moral miracle: — but
this wrestling for morality is not necessary, for that miracle not seldom
overtakes the sinner when he is as it were leprous with sin: indeed,
the leap from the deepest and most all-pervading sinfulness into its
opposite even seems to be somewhat easier and, as a more striking
demonstration of the miracle, also somewhat more desirable. — For the
rest, what such a sudden, irrational and irresistible reversal, such an
exchange of the profoundest wretchedness for the profoundestwell-
being, signifies physiologically (whether it is perhaps a masked
epilepsy?) — that must be determined by the psychiatrists, who have
indeed plenty of occasion to observe similar ‘miracles’ (in the form of
homicidal mania, for example, or suicide mania). The relatively
‘more pleasant consequences’ in the case of the Christian make no
essential difference.

88

Luther the great benefactor. — Luther’s most significant achievement was
the mistrust he aroused for the saints and the whole Christian vita
contemplativa: only since then has the way again become open to an
unchristian vita contemplativa in Europe and a limit set to contempt
for worldly activity and the laity. Luther, who remained an honest
miner’s son after they had shut him up in a monastery and here, for
lack of other depths and ‘mineshafts’, descended into himself and
bored out terrible dark galleries — Luther finally realised that a saintly
life of contemplation was impossible to him and that his inborn
‘activeness’ of soul and body would under these conditions destroy
him. For all too long he sought the way to holiness with self-
castigations — finally he came to a decision and said to himself: ‘there
is no real vita contemplativa! We have allowed ourselves to be deceived!
The saints have not been worth any more than all the rest of us.” —
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That, to be sure, was a rustic boorish way of making one’s point— but
for Germans of that time the right and only way: how it edified them
now to read in their Lutheran catechism: ‘except for the Ten
Commandments there is no work that could be pleasing to God — the
celebrated spiritual works of the saints are self-fabrications’.

89

Doubt as sin. — Christianity has done its utmost to close the circle and
declared even doubt to be sin. One is supposed to be cast into belief
without reason, by a miracle, and from then on to swim in it as in the
brightest and least ambiguous of elements: even a glance towards
land, even the thought that one perhaps exists for something else as
well as swimming, even the slightest impulse of our amphibious
nature — is sin! And notice thatall this means that the foundation of
belief and all reflection on its origin is likewise excluded as sinful.
What is wanted are blindness and intoxication and an eternal song
over the waves in which reason has drowned!

90

Egoism against egoism. — How many there are who still conclude: ‘life
could not be endured if there were no God!’ (or, as it is put among
the idealists: ‘life could not be endured if its foundation lacked an
ethical significance!’) — therefore there must be a God (or existence
must have an ethical significance)! The truth, however, is merely that
he who is accustomed to these notions does not desire a life without
them: that these notions may therefore be necessary to him and for
his preservation — but what presumption it is to decree that whatever
is necessary for my preservation must actually exist! As if my
preservation were something necessary! How if others felt in the
opposite way! if those two articles of faith were precisely the
conditions under which they did not wish to live and under which
they no longer found life worth living! — And that is how things are
now!

91

God’s honesty. — A god who is all-knowing and all-powerful and who
does not even make sure that his creatures understand his intention
— could that be a god of goodness? Who allows countless doubts and
dubieties to persist, for thousands of years, as though the salvation of
mankind were unaffected by them, and who on the other hand holds
out the prospect of frightful consequences if any mistake is made as
to the nature of the truth? Would he not be a cruel god if he
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possessed the truth and could behold mankind miserably tormenting
itself over the truth? — But perhaps he is a god of goodness
notwithstanding— and merelycould not express himself more clearly!
Did he perhaps lack the intelligence to do so? Or the eloquence? So
much the worse! For then he was perhaps also in error as to that
which he calls his ‘truth’, and is himself not so very far from being the
‘poor deluded devil’! Must he not then endure almost the torments
of Hell to have to see his creatures suffer so, and go on suffering even
more through all eternity, for the sake of knowledge of him, and not
be able to help and counsel them, except in the manner of a deaf-
and-dumb man making all kinds of ambiguous signs when the most
fearful danger is about to fall on his child or his dog? — A believer
who reaches this oppressive conclusion ought truly to be forgiven if
he feels more pity for this suffering god than he does for his
‘neighbours’ — for they are no longer his neighbours if that most
solitary and most primeval being is also the most suffering being of
alland the one most in need of comfort. — All religions exhibit traces
of the fact that they owe their origin to an early, immature
intellectuality in man — they all take astonishingly lightly the duty to
tell the truth: they as yet know nothing of a duty of God to be truthful
towards mankind and clearin the manner of his communications. —
On the ‘hidden god’, and on the reasons for keeping himself thus
hidden and never emerging more than half-way into the light of
speech, no one has been more eloquent than Pascal — a sign that he
wasneverable to calm his mind on this matter: but his voicerings as
confidently as if he had at one time sat behind the curtain with this
hidden god. He sensed a piece of immorality in the ‘deus absconditus’
and was very fearful and ashamed of admitting it to himself: and
thus, like one who is afraid, he talked as loudly as he could.

92

At the deathbed of Christianity. — Really active people are now inwardly
without Christianity, and the more moderate and reflective people
of the intellectual middle class now possess only an adapted, that is
to say marvellously simplified Christianity. A god who in his love
arranges everything in a manner that will in the end be best for us; a
god who gives to us and takes from us our virtue and our happiness,
so that as a whole all is meet and fit and there is no reason for us to
take life sadly, letalone to exclaim against it; in short, resignation and
modest demands elevated to godhead - that is the best and most vital
thing that still remains of Christianity. But one should notice that
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Christianity has thus crossed over into a gentle moralism: it is not so
much ‘God, freedom and immortality’ that have remained, as
benevolence and decency of disposition, and the belief that in the
whole universe too benevolence and decency of disposition will
prevail: it is the euthanasia of Christianity.

93

What is truth? — Who would not acquiesce in the conclusion the faithful
like to draw: ‘Science cannot be true, for it denies God. Consequently
it does not come from God; consequently it is not true — for God is
the truth.’ Itis not the conclusion but the premise which contains the
error: how if God were not the truth and it were precisely thiswhichis
proved? if he were the vanity, the lust for power, the impatience, the
terror, the enraptured and fearful delusion of men?

94

Cure for the depressed. — Paul himself was of the opinion that a sacrifice
was needed if God’s profound displeasure at the commission of sins
was to be removed: and since then Christians have never ceased to
discharge their dissatisfacion with themselves on to a sacrifice —
whether this sacrifice be the ‘world’ or ‘history’ or ‘reason’ or the joy
or peace of other people— somethinggood has to die for their sin (even
if only in effigy)!

95

Historical refutation as the definitive refutation. — In former times, one
sought to prove that there is no God - today one indicates how the
belief that there is a God could arise and how this beliefacquired its
weightand importance: a counter-proof thatthere is no God thereby
becomes superfluous. — When in former times one had refuted the
‘proofs of the existence of God’ put forward, there always remained
the doubt whether better proofs might not be adduced than those
just refuted: in those daysatheists did not know how to make a clean
sweep.

96

“In hoc signo vinces’. — However much progress Europe may have made
in other respects, in religious matters it has not yet attained to the
free-minded naivety of the ancient Brahmins: a sign that there was
more thinking, and that more pleasure in thinking was customarily
inherited, four thousand years ago in India than is the case with us
today. For those Brahmins believed, firstly that the priests were more
powerful than the gods, and secondly that the power of the priests
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resided in the observances: which is why their poets never wearied of
celebrating the observances (prayers, ceremonies, sacrifices, hymns,
verses) as the real givers of all good things. However much poetising
and superstition may have crept in here between the lines, these
propositions are true! A step further, and one threw the gods aside -
which is what Europe will also have to do one day! Another step
further, and one no longer had need of the priests and mediators
either, and the teacher of the religion of self-redemption, the Buddha,
appeared: — how distant Europe still is from this level of culture!
When, finally, all the observances and customs upon which the
power of the gods and of the priests and redeemers depends will
have been abolished, when, that is to say, morality in the old sense
will have died, then there will come — well, what will come then? But
let us not speculate idly: let us first of all see to it that Europe
overtakes what was done several thousands of years ago in India,
among the nation of thinkers, in accordance with the commandments
of reason! There are today among the various nations of Europe
perhaps ten to twenty million people who no longer ‘believe in God’
— is it too much to ask that they should give a sign to one another?
Once they have thus come to know one another, they will also have
made themselves known to others — they will at once constitute a
power in Europe and, happily, a power between the nations! Between
the classes! Between rich and poor! Between rulers and subjects!
Between the most unpeaceable and the most peaceable, peace-
bringing people!
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To become moral is not in itself moral. — Subjection to morality can be
slavish or vain or self-interested or resigned or gloomily enthusiastic
or an act of despair, like subjection to a prince: in itself it is nothing
moral.

98

Mutation of morality. — There is a continual moiling and toiling going
on in morality — the effect of successful crimes (among which, for
example, are included all innovations in moral thinking).

99

Wherein we are all irrational. — We still draw the conclusions of
judgments we consider false, of teachings in which we no longer
believe — our feelings make us do it.

100

Awakening from a dream. — Wise and noble men once believed in the
music of the spheres: wise and noble men still believe in the ‘moral
significance of existence’. But one day this music of the spheres too
will no longer be audible to them! They will awaken and perceive
that their ears had been dreaming.

101

Sus picious. — To admit a belief merely because itisa custom — but that
means to be dishonest, cowardly, lazy! — And so could dishonesty,
cowardice and laziness be the preconditions of morality?

102

The oldest moral judgments. — What really are our reactions to the
behaviour of someone in our presence? — First of all, we see what
there is in it for us — we regard it only from this point of view. We take
this effect as the intention behind the behaviour — and finally we
ascribe the harbouring of such intentions as apermanent quality of the
person whose behaviour we are observing and thenceforth call him,
for instance, ‘a harmful person’. Threefold error! Threefold primeval
blunder! Perhaps inherited from the animals and their power of
judgment! Is the origin of all morality not to be sought in the detestable
petty conclusions: ‘what harms me is something evil (harmful in
itself); what is useful to me is something good (beneficent and
advantageous in itself); what harms me once or several times is the
inimical as such and in itself; what is useful to me once or several times is
the friendly as such and in itself’. O pudenda origo! Does that not mean;
to imagine that the paltry, occasional, often chance relationship of
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another with ourself is his essence and most essential being, and to
assert that with the whole world and with himself he is capable only
of those relationships we have experienced with him once or several
times? And does there not repose behind this veritable folly the most
immodest of all secret thoughts: that, because good and evil are
measured according to our reactions, we ourselves must constitute
the principle of the good? —

103

There are two kinds of deniers of morality. — ‘To deny morality’ — this can
mean, first: to deny that the moral motives which men claim have
inspired their actions really have done so— it is thus the assertion that
morality consists of words and is among the coarser or more subtle
deceptions (especially self-deceptions) which men practise, and is
perhaps so especially in precisely the case of those most famed for
virtue. Then it can mean: to deny that moral judgments are based on
truths. Here it is admitted that they really are motives of action, but
that in this way it is errors which, as the basis of all moral judgment,
impel men to their moral actions. This is my point of view: though I
should be the last to deny thatin very many cases there is some ground
for suspicion that the other point of view — that s to say, the point of
view of La Rochefoucauld and others who think like him — may also
be justified and in any event of great general application. — Thus I
deny morality as I deny alchemy, that s, I deny their premises: but I
do not deny that there have been alchemists who believed in these
premises and acted in accordance with them. — I also deny
immorality: not that countless people feel themselves to be immoral,
but there is any true reason so to feel. It goes without saying that I do
not deny — unless I am a fool — that many actions called immoral
ought to be avoided and resisted, or that many called moral ought to
be done and encouraged — but I think the one should be encouraged
and the other avoided for other reasons than hitherto. We have to learn to
think differently — in order at last, perhaps very late on, to attain even
more: to feel differently.

104

Our evaluations. — All actions may be traced back to evaluations, all
evaluations are either original or adopted — the latter being by far the
most common. Why do we adopt them? From fear— that is to say, we
consider it more advisable to pretend they are our own — and
accustom ourself to this pretence, so that at length it becomes our
own nature. Original evaluation: that is to say, to assess a thing
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according to the extent to which it pleases or displeases us alone and
no one else — something excessively rare! — But must our evaluation
of another, in which there lies the motive for our generally availing
ourselves of his evaluation, at least not proceed from us, be our own
determination? Yes, but we arrive at it as children, and rarely learn to
change our view; most of us are our whole lives long the fools of the
way we acquired in childhood of judging our neighbours (their
minds, rank, morality, whether they are exemplary or reprehensible)
and of finding it necessary to pay homage to their evaluations.

105

Pseudo-egoism. — Whatever they may think and say about their
‘egoism’, the great majority nonetheless do nothing for their ego
their whole life long: what they do is done for the phantom of their
ego which has formed itself in the heads of those around them and
has been communicated to them; — as a consequence they all of them
dwell in a fog of impersonal, semi-personal opinions, and arbitrary,
as it were poetical evaluations, the one for ever in the head of
someone else, and the head of this someone else again in the heads
of others: a strange world of phantasms — which at the same time
knows how to put on so sober an appearance! This fog of habits and
opinions lives and grows almost independently of the people it
envelops; it is in this fog that there lies the tremendous effect of
general judgments about ‘man’ — all these people, unknown to
themselves, believe in the bloodless abstraction ‘man’, thatis to say,
in a fiction; and every alteration effected to this abstraction by the
judgments of individual powerful figures (such as princes and
philosophers) produces an extraordinary and grossly disproportionate
effect on the great majority — all because no individual among this
majority is capable of setting up a real ego, accessible to him and
fathomed by him, in opposition to the general pale fiction and
thereby annihilating it.

106

Against the definitions of the goal of morality. — Everywhere today the goal
of morality is defined in approximately the following way: it is the
preservation and advancement of mankind; but this definition is an
expression of the desire for a formula, and nothing more. Preservation
of what? is the question one immediately has to ask. Advancement to
what? Is the essential thing— the answer to this of what? and to what? —
not precisely what is left out of the formula? So what, then, can it
contribute to any teaching of what our duty is that is not already, if
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tacitly and thoughtlessly, regarded in advance as fixed? Can one
deduce from it with certainty whether what s to be keptinviewis the
longest possible existence of mankind? Or the greatest possible
deanimalisation of mankind? How diff erent the means, that is to say
the practical morality, would have to be in these two cases! Suppose
one wanted to bestow on mankind the highest degree of rationality
possible to it: this would certainly not guarantee it the longest period
of duration possible to it! Or suppose one conceived the attainment
of mankind’s ‘highest happiness’ as being the to what and of what of
morality: would one mean the highest degree of happiness that
individual men could gradually attain to? Or a - necessarily
incalculable — average-happiness which could finally be attained to
by all?> And why should the way to that have to be morality? Has
morality not, broadly speaking, opened up such an abundance of
sources of displeasure that one could say, rather, that with every
refinement of morals mankind has hitherto become more discontented
with himself, his neighbour and the lot of his existence? Did the
hitherto most moral man not entertain the belief that the only
justified condition of mankind in the face of morality was the
profoundest misery?

107

Our right to our folly. - Howis one to act? To what end isone to act? — In
the case of the individual’s most immediate and crudest wants these
questions are easy enough to answer, but the more subtle, compre-
hensive and weighty the realms of action are into which one rises, the
more uncertain, consequently more arbitrary, will the answer be.
But it is precisely here thatarbitrariness of decision is to be excluded!
— thus commands the authority of morality: an obscure fear and awe
are at once to direct mankind in the case of precisely those actions
the aims and means of which are least immediately obvious! This
authority of morality paralyses thinking in the case of things about
which it might be dangerous to think falsely — : this is how it is
accustomed to justify itself before its accusers. Falsely: here that
means ‘dangerously’ — but dangerously for whom? Usually it is not
really the danger to the performer of the action which the wielders of
authoritative morality have in view, but the danger to themselves, the
possibility that their power and influence may be diminished if the
right to act arbitrarily and foolishly according to the light, bright or
dim, of one’s ownreason is accorded to everybody: they themselves,
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of course, unhesitatingly exercise the right to arbitrariness and folly
— they issue commands even where the questions ‘how am I to act? to
what end am I to act?’ are hardly possible or at least extremely
difficult to answer. — And if the reason of mankind is of such
extraordinarily slow growth that it has often been denied that it has
grown at all during the whole course of mankind’s existence, what is
more to blame than this solemn presence, indeed omnipresence, of
moral commands which absolutely prohibit the utterance of individual
questions as to How? and To what end? Have we not been brought
up to feel pathetically and to flee into the dark precisely when reason
ought to be taking as clear and cold a view as possible! That is to say,
in the case of all our higher and weightier affairs.

108

A few theses. — Insofar as the individual is seeking happiness, one ought
not to tender him any prescriptions as to the path to happiness: for
individual happiness springs from one’s own unknown laws, and
prescriptions from without can only obstruct and hinder it. — The
prescriptions called ‘moral’ are in truth directed against individuals
and are in no way aimed at promoting their happiness. They have
just as little to do with the ‘happiness and welfare of mankind’ — a
phrase to which is it in any case impossible to attach any distinct
concepts, let alone employ them as guiding stars on the dark ocean
of moral aspirations. — It is not true, as prejudice would have it, that
morality is more favourable to the evolution of reason than
immorality is. — It is not true that the unconscious goal in the evolution
of every conscious being (animal, man, mankind, etc) is its ‘highest
happiness’: the case, on the contrary, is that every stage of evolution
possesses a special and incomparable happiness neither higher nor
lower but simply its own. Evolution does not have happiness in view,
but evolution and nothing else. — Only if mankind possessed a
universally recognised goal would it be possible to propose ‘thus and
thus is the right course of action’: for the present there exists no such
goal. It is thus irrational and trivial to impose the demands of
morality upon mankind. — To recommend a goal to mankind is
something quite different: the goal is then thought of as something
which lies in our own discretion; supposing the recommendation
appealed to mankind, it could in pursuit of it also impose upon itself a
moral law, likewise at its own discretion. But up to now the moral law
has been supposed to stand above our own likes and dislikes: one did
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not want actually to impose this law upon oneself, one wanted to take it
from somewhere or discover it somewhere or have it commanded to one
from somewhere.

109

Self-mastery and moderation and their ultimate motive. — 1 find no more
than six essentially different methods of combating the vehemence
of a drive. First, one can avoid opportunities for gratification of the
drive, and through long and everlonger periods of non-gratification
weaken it and make it wither away. Then, one can impose upon
oneself strict regularity in its gratification: by thus imposing a rule
upon the drive itself and enclosing its ebb and flood within firm
time-boundaries, one has then gained intervals during which one is
no longer troubled by it— and from there one can perhaps go overto
the first method. Thirdly, one can deliberately give oneself over to
the wild and unrestrained gratification of a drive in order to generate
disgust with it and with disgust to acquire a power over the drive:
always supposing one does not do like the rider who rode his horse
todeath and broke hisownneckin the process—which, unfortunately,
is the rule when this method is attempted. Fourthly, there is the
intellectual artifice of associating its gratification in general so firmly
with some very painful thought that, after a litle practice, the
thought of its gratification is itself at once felt as very painful (as, for
example, when the Christian accustoms himself to associating the
proximity and mockery of the Devil with sexual enjoyment or
everlasting punishment in Hell with a murder for revenge, or even
when he thinks merely of the contempt which those he most respects
would feel for him if he, for example, stole money; or, as many have
done a hundred times, a person sets against a violent desire to
commit suicide a vision of the grief and self-reproach of his friends
and relations and therewith keeps himself suspended in life: —
henceforth these ideas within him succeed one another as cause and
effect). The same method is also being employed when a man’s
pride, as for example in the case of Lord Byron or Napoleon, rises up
and feels the domination of his whole bearing and the ordering of his
reason by a single affect as an affront: from where there then arises
the habit and desire to tyrannise over the drive and make it as it were
gnash its teeth. (‘I refuse to be the slave of any appetite’, Byron wrote
in his diary.) Fifthly, one brings about a dislocation of one’s quanta
of strength by imposing on oneself a particularly difficult and
strenuous labour, or by deliberately subjecting oneself to a new
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stimulus and pleasure and thus directing one’s thoughts and plays of
physical forces into other channels. It comes to the same thing if one
for the time being favours another drive, gives it ample opportunity
for gratification and thus makes it squander that energy otherwise
available to the drive which through its vehemence has grown
burdensome. Some few will no doubt also understand how to keep
in check the individual drive that wanted to play the master by giving
all the other drives he knows of a temporary encouragement and
festival and letting them eat up all the food the tyrant wants to have
for himself alone. Finally, sixth: he who can endure it and finds it
reasonable to weaken and depress his entire bodily and physical
organisation will naturally thereby also attain the goal of weakening
an individual violent drive: as he does, for example, who, like the
ascetic, starves his sensuality and thereby also starves and ruins his
vigour and not seldom his reason as well. — Thus: avoiding
opportunities, implanting regularity into the drive, engendering
satiety and disgust with it and associating it with a painful idea (such
as that of disgrace, evil consequences or offended pride), then
dislocation of forces and finally a general weakening and exhaustion
— these are the six methods: that one desires to combat the vehemence
of a drive at all, however, does not stand within our own power; nor
does the choice of any particular method; nor does the success or
failure of this method. What is clearly the case is that in this entire
procedure our intellect is only the blind instrument of another drive
which is a rival of the drive whose vehemence is tormerting us:
whether it be the drive to restfulness, or the fear of disgrace and other
evil consequences, or love. While ‘we’ believe we are complaining
about the vehemence of a drive, at bottom it is one drive which is
complaining about another; that is to say: for us to become aware that we
are suffering from the vehemence of a drive presupposes the existence
of another equally vehement or even more vehement drive, and that
astruggle is in prospect in which our intellect is going to have to take
sides.

110

That which sets itself up in opposition. — One can observe the following
process in oneself, and I wish it might often be observed and
confirmed. There arises in us the scent of a kind of pleasure we have
not known before, and as a consequence there arises a new desire.
The question now is: what is it that sets itself up in opposition to this
desire. If it is things and considerations of the common sort, or
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people for whom we feel little respect — then the goal of the new
desire dresses itself in the sensation ‘noble, good, praiseworthy,
worthy of sacrifice’, the entire moral disposition we have inherited
thenceforth takes it into itself, adds it to the goals it already possesses
which it feels to be moral — and now we believe we are striving, not
after a pleasure, but after something moral: which belief greatly
enhances the confidence with which we strive.

111

To the admirers of objectivity. — He who as a child was aware of the
existence of manifold and strong feelings, but of little subtle
judgment and pleasure in intellectual justice, in the relatives and
acquaintances among whom he grew up, and who thus used up the
best of his energy and time in the imitation of feelings: he will as an
adult remark in himself that every new thing, every new person, at
once arouses in him liking or dislike or envy or contempt; under the
pressure of this experience, towards which he feels himself powerless,
he admires neutrality of sentiment, or ‘objectivity’, as a matter of genius
or of the rarest morality, and refuses to believe that this too is only the
child of habit and discipline.

112

On the natural history of rights and duties. — Our duties — are the rights of
others over us. How have they acquired such rights? By taking us to
be capable of contracting and of requiting, by positing us as similar
and equal to them, and as a consequence entrusting us with
something, educating, reproving, supporting us. We fulfil our duty—
that s to say: we justify the idea of our power on the basis of which all
these things were bestowed upon us, we give back in the measure in
which we have been given to. It is thus our pride which bids us do
our duty — when we do something for others in return for something
they have done for us, what we are doing is restoring our self-regard
— for in doing something for us, these others have impinged upon
our sphere of power, and would have continued to have a hand in it if
we did not with the performance of our ‘duty’ practise a requital,
that is to say impinge upon their power. The rights of others can
relate only to that which lies within our power; it would be
unreasonable if they wanted of us something we did not possess.
Expressed more precisely: only to that which they believe lies within
our power, provided it is the same thing we believe lies within our
power. The same error could easily be made on either side: the
feeling of duty depends upon our having the same belief in regard to
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the extent of our power as others have: thatis to say, thatweare able to
promise certain things and bind ourselves to perform them (‘freedom
of will’). — My rights — are that part of my power which others have
not merely conceded me, but which they wish me to preserve. How
do these others arrive at that? First: through their prudence and fear
and caution: whether in that they expect something similar from us
in return (protection of theirownrights); or in that they consider that
a struggle with us would be perilous or to no purpose; orin that they
see in any diminution of our force a disadvantage to themselves,
since we would then be unsuited to forming an alliance with them in
opposition to a hostile third power. Then: by donation and cession.
In this case, others have enough and more than enough power to be
able to dispose of some of it and to guarantee to him they have given
it to the portion of it they have given: in doing so they presuppose a
feeble sense of power in him who lets himself be thus donated to.
That is how rights originate: recognised and guaranteed degrees of
power. If power-relationships undergo any material alteration,
rights disappear and new ones are created — asis demonstrated in the
continual disappearance and reformation of rights between nations.
If our power is materially diminished, the feeling of those who have
hitherto guaranteed our rights changes: they consider whether they
can restore us to the full possession we formerly enjoyed - if they feel
unable to do so, they henceforth deny our ‘rights’. Likewise, if our
power is materially increased, the feeling of those who have hitherto
recognised it but whose recognition is no longer needed changes:
they no doubt attempt to suppress it to its former level, they will try
to intervene and in doing so will allude to their ‘duty’ — but this is
only a useless playing with words. Where rights prevail, a certain
condition and degree of power is being maintained, a diminution
and increment warded off. The rights of others constitute a
concession on the part of our sense of power to the sense of power of
those others. If our power appears to be deeply shaken and broken,
our rights cease to exist: conversely, if we have grown very much
more powerful, the rights of others, as we have previously conceded
them, cease to exist for us. — The ‘man who wants to be fair’ is in
constant need of the subtle tactof a balance: he must be able to assess
degrees of power and rights, which, given the transitory nature of
human things, will never stay in equilibrium for very long but will
usually be rising or sinking: — being fair is consequently difficult and
demands much practice and good will, and very much very good
sense. —
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The striving for distinction. — The striving for distinction keeps a constant
eye on the next man and wants to know what his feelings are: but the
empathy which this drive requires for its gratification is far from
being harmless or sympathetic or kind. We want, rather, to perceive
or divine how the next man outwardly or inwardly suffers from us,
how he loses control over himself and surrenders to the impressions
our hand or even merely the sight of us makes upon him; and even
when he who strives after distinction makes and wants to make a
joyful, elevating or cheering impression, he nonetheless enjoys this
success not inasmuch as he has given joy to the nextman or elevated
or cheered him, butinasmuch as he has impressed himself on the soul
of the other, changed its shape and ruled overit at his own sweet will.
The striving for distinction is the striving for domination over the
next man, though it be a very indirect domination and only felt or
evendreamed. There is along scale of degrees of this secretly desired
domination, and a complete catalogue of them would be almost the
same thing as a history of culture, from the earliest, still grotesque
barbarism up to the grotesqueries of over-refinement and morbid
idealism. The striving for distinction brings with it for the next man —
to name only a few steps on the ladder: torment, then blows, then
terror, then fearful astonishment, then wonderment, then envy,
then admiration, then elevation, then joy, then cheerfulness, then
laughter, then derision, then mockery, then ridicule, then giving
blows, then imposing torment: — here atthe end of the ladder stands
the ascetic and martyr, who feels the highest enjoyment by himself
enduring, as a consequence of his drive for distinction, precisely that
which, on the first step of the ladder, his counterpart the barbarian
imposes on others on whom and before whom he wants to
distinguish himself. The triumph of the ascetic over himself, his
glance turned inwards which beholds man split asunder into a
sufferer and a spectator, and henceforth gazes out into the outer
world only in order to gather as it were wood for his own pyre, this
final tragedy of the drive for distinction in which there is only one
character burning and consuming himself — this is a worthy
conclusion and one appropriate to the commencement: in both
cases an unspeakable happiness at the sight of torment! Indeed,
happiness, conceived of as the liveliest feeling of power, has perhaps
been nowhere greater on earth than in the souls of superstitious
ascetics. The Brahmins give expression to this in the story of King
Visvamitra, who derived such strength from practising penance for a
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thousand years that he undertook to construct a new Heaven. 1
believe that in this whole species of inner experience we are now
incompetent novices groping after the solution of riddles: they knew
more about these infamous refinements of self-enjoyment 4,000
years ago. The creation of the world: perhaps it was then thought of
by some Indian dreamer as an ascetic operation on the part of a god!
Perhaps the god wanted to banish himself into active and moving
nature as into an instrument of torture, in order thereby to feel his
bliss and power doubled! And supposing it was a god of love: what
enjoyment for such a god to create suffering men, to suffer divinely
and superhumanly from the ceaseless torment of the sight of them,
and thus to tyrannise over himself! And even supposing it was not
only a god of love, but also a god of holiness and sinlessness: what
deliriums of the divine ascetic can be imagined when he creates sin
and sinners and eternal damnation and a vast abode of eternal
affliction and eternal groaning and sighing! — It is not altogether
impossible that the souls of Dante, Paul, Calvin and their like may
also once have penetrated the gruesome secrets of such voluptuousness
of power — and in face of such souls one can ask: is the circle of
striving for distinction really at an end with the ascetic? Could this
circle not be run through again from the beginning, holding fast to
the basic disposition of the ascetic and at the same time that of the
pitying god? That is to say, doing hurt to others in order thereby to
hurtoneself, in order then to triumph over oneself and one’s pity and
to revel in an extremity of power! — Excuse these extravagant
reflections on all that may have been possible on earth through the
psychical extravagance of the lust for power!

114

On the knowledge acquired through suffering. — The condition of sick
people who suffer dreadful and protracted torment from their
suffering and whose minds nonetheless remain undisturbed is not
without value for the acquisition of knowledge — quite apartfrom the
intellectual benefit which accompanies any profound solitude, any
unexpected and permitted liberation from duties. He who suffers
intensely looks out at things with a terrible coldness: all those little
lying charms with which things are usually surrounded when the eye
of the healthy regards them do not exist for him; indeed, he himself
lies there before himself stripped of all colour and plumage. If until
then he has been living in some perilous world of fantasy, this
supreme sobering-up through pain is the means of extricating him
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from it: and perhaps the only means. (It is possible that this is what
happened to the founder of Christianity on the cross: for the bitterest
of all exclamations ‘my God, why hast thou forsaken me" contains,
in its ultimate significance, evidence of a general disappointment
and enlightenment over the delusion of his life; at the moment of
supreme agony he acquired an insight into himself of the kind told
by the poet of the poor dying Don Quixote.) The tremendous
tension imparted to the intellect by its desire to oppose and counter
pain makes him see everything he now beholds in a new light: and
the unspeakable stimulus which any new light imparts to things is
often sufficiently powerful to defy all temptation to self-destruction
and to make coritinuing to live seem to the sufferer extremely
desirable. He thinks with contempt of the warm, comfortable misty
world in which the healthy man thoughtlessly wanders; he thinks
with contempt of the noblest and most beloved of the illusions in
which he himself formerly indulged; he takes pleasure in conjuring
up this contempt as though out of the deepest depths of Hell and
thus subjecting his soul to the bitterest pain: for it is through this
counterweight that he holds his own against the physical pain — he
feels that this counterweight is precisely what is now needed! With
dreadful clearsightedness as to the nature of his being, he cries to
himself: ‘for once be your own accuser and executioner, for once
take your suffering as the punishment inflicted by yourself upon
yourself! Enjoy your superiority as judge; more, enjoy your wilful
pleasure, your tyrannical arbitrariness! Raise yourself above your
life as above your suffering, look down into the deep and the
unfathomable depths” Our pride towers up as never before: it
discovers an incomparable stimulus in opposing such a tyrant as
pain is, and in answer to all the insinuations it makes to us that we
should bear witness against life in becoming precisely the advocate of
life in the face of this tyrant. In this condition one defends oneself
desperately against all pessimism, that it may not appear to be a
consequence of our condition and humiliate us in defeat. The stimulus
to justness of judgment has likewise never been greater than it is
now, for now it represents a triumph over ourself, over a condition
which, of all conditions, would make unjustness of judgment
excusable — but we do not want to be excused, it is precisely now that
we want to show that we can be ‘without need of excuse’. We
experience downright convulsions of arrogance. — And then there
comes the first glimmering of relief, of convalescence — and almost
the first effect is that we fend off the dominance of this arrogance: we
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call ourselves vain and foolish to have felt it — as though we had
experienced something out of the ordinary! We humiliate our
almighty pride, which has enabled us to endure our pain, without
gratitude, and vehemently desire an antidote to it: we want to
become estranged from ourself and depersonalised, after pain has
for too long and too forcibly made us personal. ‘Away, away with this
pride!” we cry, ‘it was only one more sickness and convulsion!” We
gaze again at man and nature — now with a more desiring eye: we
recall with a sorrowful smile that we now know something new and
different about them, that a veil has fallen — but we find it so refreshing
again to see life in a subdued light and t0 emerge out of the terrible
sobering brightness in which as sufferers we formerly saw things and
saw through things. We are not annoyed when the charms of health
resume their game — we look on as if transformed, gentle and still
wearied. In this condition one cannot hear music without weeping. —

115

The so-called ‘ego’. — Language and the prejudices upon which
language is based are a manifold hindrance to us when we want to
explain inner processes and drives: because of the fact, for example,
that words really exist only for superlative degrees of these processes
and drives; and where words are lacking, we are accustomed to
abandon exact observation because exact thinking there becomes
painful; indeed, in earlier times one involuntarily concluded that
where the realm of words ceased the realm of existence ceased also.
Anger, hatred, love, pity, desire, knowledge, jov, pain —allare names
for extreme states: the milder, middle degrees, not to speak of the
lower degrees which are continually in play, elude us, and yet it is
they which weave the web of our character and our destiny. These
extreme outbursts — and even the most moderate conscious pleasure
or displeasure, while eating food or hearing a note, is perhaps,
rightly understood, an extreme outburst — very often rend the web
apart, and then they constitute violent exceptions, no doubt usually
consequent on built-up congestions: —and, as such, how easy it is for
them to mislead the observer! No less easy than it is for them to
mislead the person in whom they occur. We are none of us that which
we appear to be in accordance with the states for which alone we have
consciousness and words, and consequently praise and blame; those
cruder outbursts of which alone we are aware make us misunderstand
ourselves, we draw a conclusion on the basis of data in which the
exceptions outweigh the rule, we misread ourselves in this apparently
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most intelligible of handwriting on the nature of our self. Our opinion
of ourself, however, which we have arrived at by this erroneous path,
the so-called ‘ego’, is thenceforth a fellow worker in the construction
of our character and our destiny. —

116

The unknown world of the ‘subject’. — That which, from the earliest times
to the present moment, men have found so hard to understand is
their ignorance of themselves! Not only in regard to good and evil,
butin regard to what is much more essential! The primeval delusion
still lives on that one knows, and knows quite precisely in every case,
how human action is brought about. Not only ‘God, who sees into the
heart’, not only the doer who premeditates his deed — no, everyone
else too is in no doubt that he understands what is essentially
involved in the process of action in every other person. ‘I know what
I want, what I have done, I am free and responsible for it, I hold
others responsible, I can call by its name every moral possibility and
every inner motion which precedes action; you may act as you will -
in this matter I understand myself and understand you all”” — that is
how everyone formerly thought, that is how almost everyone still
thinks. Socrates and Plato, in this regard great doubters and
admirable innovators, were nonetheless innocently credulous in
regard to that most fateful of prejudices, that profoundest of errors,
that ‘right knowledge must be followed by right action’ — in this
principle they were still the heirs of the universal madness and
presumption that there exists knowledge as to the essential nature of
an action. ‘For it would be terrible if insight into the nature of right
action were not followed by right action’ — this is the only kind of
proof these great men deemed necessary for demonstrating the truth
of this idea, the opposite seemed to them crazy and unthinkable —
and yet this opposite is precisely the naked reality demonstrated
daily and hourly from time immemorial! Is the ‘terrible’ truth not
that no amount of knowledge about an actever suffices to ensure its
performance, that the space between knowledge and action has
never yet been bridged even in one single instance? Actions are never
what they appear to us to be! We have expended so much labour on
learning that external things are not as they appear to us to be — very
well! the case is the same with the inner world! Moral actions are in
reality ‘something other than that’ - more we cannot say: and all
actions are essentially unknown. The opposite was and is the
universal belief: we have the oldest realism against us; up to now
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mankind has thought: ‘an action is what it appears to us to be’. (In re-
reading these words a very express passage of Schopenhauer occurs
to me which I shall here adduce as evidence that he too remained an
adherent of this moral realism, and did so without the slightest
compunction: ‘Each one of us is truly a competent and perfectly
moral judge, with an exact knowledge of good and evil, holy in
loving good and abhorring evil — each of us is all this insofar as it is
notouractions butthose of otherswhichare under investigation and
we have merely to approve or disapprove, while the burden of
performance rests on others’ shoulders. Consequently, everyone
can, as a confessor, wholly and completely deputise for God.’)

117

In prison. — My eyes, however strong or weak they may be, can see only
a certain distance, and it is within thé space encompassed by this
distance that I live and move, the line of this horizon constitutes my
immediate fate, in great things and small, from which I cannot
escape. Around every being there is described a similar concentric
circle, which has a mid-point and is peculiar to him. Our ears
enclose us within a comparable circle, and so does our sense of
touch. Now, it is by these horizons, within which each of us encloses
hi's senses as if behind prison walls, that we measure the world, we say
that this is near and that far, this is big and that small, this is hard and
that soft: this measuring we call sensation — and itis all of itan error!
According to the average quantity of experiences and excitations
possible to us atany particular point of time one measures one’s life
as being short or long, poor or rich, full or empty: and according to
the average human life one measures that of all other creatures - all
of it an error! If our eyes were a hundredfold sharper, man would
appear to us tremendously tall; it is possible, indeed, to imagine
organs by virtue of which he would be felt as immeasurable. On the
other hand, organs could be so constituted that whole solar systems
were viewed contracted and packed together like a single cell: and to
beings of an opposite constitution a cell of the human body could
present itself, in motion, construction and harmony, as a solar
system. The habits of our senses have woven us into lies and
deception of sensation: these again are the basis of all our judgments
and ‘knowledge’ — there is absolutely no escape, no backway or
bypath into the real world! We sit within our net, we spiders, and
whatever we may catch in it, we can catch nothing at all except that
which allows itself to be caught in precisely our net.
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What is our neighbour! — What do we understand to be the boundaries
of our neighbour: I mean that with which he as it were engraves and
impresses himself into and upon us? We understand nothing of him
except the change in us of which he is the cause — our knowledge of
him is like hollow spacewhich has been shaped. We attribute to him the
sensations his actions evoke in us, and thus bestow upon him afalse,
inverted positivity. According to our knowledge of ourself we make
of him a satellite of our own system: and when he shines for us or
grows dark and we are the ultimate cause in both cases — we
nonetheless believe the opposite! World of phantoms in which we
live! Inverted, upsidedown, empty world, yet dreamed of as full and

upright!

119

Experience and invention. — However far a man may go in self-
knowledge, nothing however can be more incomplete than his
image of the totality of drives which constitute his being. He can
scarcely name even the cruder ones: their number and strength,
their ebb and flood, their play and counterplay among one another,
and above all the laws of their nutriment remain wholly unknown to
him. This nutriment is therefore a work of chance: our daily
experiences throw some prey in the way of now this, now that drive,
and the drive seizes it eagerly; but the coming and going of these
events as a whole stands in no rational relationship to the nutritional
requirements of the totality of the drives: so that the outcome will
always be twofold — the starvation and stunting of some and the
overfeeding of others. Every moment of our lives sees some of the
polyp-arms of our being grow and others of them wither, all
according to the nutriment which the moment does or does not bear
with it. Our experiences are, as already said, all in this sense means of
nourishment, but the nourishment is scattered indiscriminately
without distinguishing between the hungry and those already
possessing a superfluity. And as a consequence of this chance
nourishment of the parts, the whole, fully grown polyp will be
something just as accidental as its growth has been. To express it
more clearly: suppose a drive finds itself at the point at which it
desires gratification — or exercise of its strength, or discharge of its
strength, or the saturation of an emptiness—these are allmetaphors—:
it then regards every event of the day with a view to seeing how itcan
employ it for the attainment of its goal; whether a man is moving, or
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resting or angry or reading or speaking or fighting or rejoicing, the
drive will in its thirst as it were taste every condition into which the
man may enter, and as a rule will discover nothing for itself there and
will have to wait and go on thirsting: in a little while it will grow faint,
and after a couple of days or months of non-gratification it will
wither away like a plant without rain. Perhaps this cruelty perpetrated
by chance would be more vividly evident if all the drives were as
much in earnest as is hunger, which is not content with dream food; but
most of the drives, espccially the so-called moral ones, do precisely this
— if my supposition is allowed that the meaning and value of our
dreams is precisely to compensate to some extent for the chance
absence of ‘nourishment’ during the day. Why was the dream of
yesterday full of tenderness and tears, that of the day before
yesterday humorous and exuberant, an earlier dream adventurous
and involved in a continuous gloomy searching? Why do I in this
dream enjoy indescribable beauties of music, why do I in another
soar and fly with the joy of an eagle up to distant mountain peaks?
These inventions, which give scope and discharge to our drives to
tenderness or humorousness or adventurousness or to our desire
for music and mountains — and everyone will have his own more
striking examples to hand - are interpretations of nervous stimuli we
receive while we are asleep, very free, very arbitrary interpretations of
the motions of the blood and intestines, of the pressure of the arm
and the bedclothes, of the sounds made by church bells, weather-
cocks, night-revellers and other things of the kind. That this text,
which is in general much the same on one night as on another, is
commented on in such varying ways, that the inventive reasoning
faculty imagines today a cause for the nervous stimuli so very different
from the cause it imagined yesterday, though the stimuli are the
same: the explanation of this is that today’s prompter of the
reasoning faculty was different from yesterday’s — a different drive
wanted to gratify itself, to be active, to exercise itself, to refresh itself,
to discharge itself — today this drive was at high flood, yesterday it was
a different drive that was in that condition. — Waking life does not
have this freedom of interpretation possessed by the life of dreams, it is
less inventive and unbridled — but do I have to add that when we are
awake our drives likewise do nothing but interpret nervous stimuli
and, according to their requirements, posit their ‘causes’? that there
is no essential difference between waking and dreaming? that when
we compare very different stages of culture we even find that
freedom of waking interpretation in the one is in no way inferior to
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the freedom exercised in the other while dreaming? that our moral
judgments and evaluations too are only images and fantasies based
on a physiological process unknown to us, a kind of acquired
language for designating certain nervous stimuli? that all our so-
called consciousness is a more or less fantastic commentary on an
unknown, perhaps unknowable, but felt text? — Take some trifling
experience. Suppose we were in the market place one day and we
noticed someone laughing at us as we went by: this event will signify
this or that to us according to whether this or that drive happens at
that moment to be at its height in us — and it will be a quite different
eventaccording to the kind of person we are. One person will absorb
it like a drop of rain, another will shake it from him like an insect,
another will try to pick a quarrel, another will examine his clothing to
see if there is anything about it that might give rise to laughter,
another will be led to reflect on the nature of laughter as such,
another will be glad to have involuntarily augmented the amount of
cheerfulness and sunshine in the world —and in each case adrive has
gratified itself, whether it be the drive to annoyance or to combativeness
or to reflection or to benevolence. This drive seized the event as its
prey: why precisely this one? Because, thirsty and hungry, it was
lying in wait. — One day recently at eleven o’clock in the morning a
man suddenly collapsed right in front of me as if struck by lightning,
and all the women in the vicinity screamed aloud; I myself raised
him to his feet and attended to him until he had recovered his speech
— during this time not a muscle of my face moved and I felt nothing,
neither fear nor sympathy, but I did what needed doing and went
coolly on my way. Suppose someone had told me the day before that
tomorrow at eleven o’clock in the morning a man would fall down
beside me in this fashion — I would have suffered every kind of
anticipatory torment, would have spent a sleepless night, and at the
decisive moment instead of helping the man would perhaps have
done what he did. For in the meantime all possible drives would
have had time to imagine the experience and to comment on it. —
What then are our experiences? Much more that which we put into
them than that which they already contain! Or must we go sofarasto
say: in themselves they contain nothing? To experience is to invent? —

120
To reassure the sceptic. — ‘1 have no idea how I am acting! I have no idea
how I ought to act” — you are right, but be sure of this: you will be acted
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upon! at every moment! Mankind has in all ages confused the active
and the passive: it is their everlasting grammatical blunder.

121

‘Cause and effect’. — In this mirror — and our intellect is a mirror —
something is taking place that exhibits regularity, a certain thing
always succeeds another certain thing— this we call, when we perceive
itand want to call it something, cause and effect—we fools! As though
we had here understood something or other, or could understand it!
For we have seen nothing butpictures of ‘causes and effects’! And itis
precisely this pictorialness that makes impossible an insight into a
more essential connection than that of mere succession.

122

Purposes in nature. — The impartial investigator who pursues the
history of the eye and the forms it has assumed among the lowest
creatures, who demonstrates the whole step-by-step evolution of the
eye, must arrive at the great conclusion that vision was not the
intention behind the creation of the eye, but that vision appeared,
rather, after chance had put the apparatus together. A single instance
of this kind — and ‘purposes’ fall away like scales from the eyes!

123

Rationality. — How did rationality arrive in the world? Irrationally, as
might be expected: by a chance accident. If we want to know what
that chance accident was we shall have to guess it, as one guesses the
answer to a riddle.

124

What is willing! — We laugh at him who steps out of his room at the
momentwhen the sun steps out of its room, and then says: Twill that
the sun shall rise’; and at him who cannot stop a wheel, and says: ‘/
will thatitshall roll’; and at him who is thrown down in wrestling, and
says: ‘here I lie, but I will lie here!” But, all laughter aside, are we
ourselves ever acting any differently whenever we employ the
expression: ‘I will?

125

On the ‘realm of freedom’. — We can think many, many more things than
we can do or experience — that is to say, our thinking is superficial

and content with the surface; indeed, it does not notice that it is the
surface. If our intellect had evolved strictly in step with our strength
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and the extent to which we exercise our strength, the dominant
principle of our thinking would be that we can understand only that
which we can do — if understanding is possible at all. A man is thirsty
and cannot get water, but the pictures his thought produces bring
water ceaselessly before his eyes, as though nothing were easier to
procure — the superficial and easily satisfied character of the intellect
cannot grasp the actual need and distress, and yet it feels superior; it
is proud of being able to do more, to run faster, to be at its goal
almost in a twinkling — and thus it is that the realm of thought
appears to be, in comparison with the realm of action, willing and
experience, arealm of freedom: while in reality it is, as aforesaid, only a
realm of surfaces and self-satisfaction.

126

Forgetting. — It has not yet been proved that there is any such thing as
forgetting; all we know is that the act of recollection does not lie
within our power. We have provisionally set into this gap in our
power that word ‘forgetting’, as if it were one more addition to our
faculties. But what, after all, does lie within our power! — if that word
stands in a gap in our power, ought the other words not to stand in a
gap in our knowledge of our power?

127

For a purpose. — Of all actions, those performed for a purpose have
been least understood, no doubt because they have always been
counted the most understandable and are to our consciousness the
most commonplace. The great problems are to be encountered in
the street.

128

Dream and responsibility. — You are willing to assume responsibility for
everything! Except, that is, for your dreams! What miserable
weakness, what lack of consistent courage! Nothing is more your own
than your dreams! Nothing more your own work! Content, form,
duration, performer, spectator - in these comedies you are all of this
yourself! And it is precisely here that you rebuff and areashamed of
yourselves, and even Oedipus, the wise Oedipus, derived consolation
from the thought that we cannot help what we dream! From this I
conclude that the great majority of mankind must be conscious of
having abominable dreams. If it were otherwise, how greatly this
nocturnal poetising would have been exploited for the enhancement
of human arrogance! — Do I have to add that the wise Oedipus was
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right, that we really are not responsible for our dreams — but just as
little for our waking life, and that the doctrine of freedom of will has
human pride and feeling of power for its father and mother? Perhaps
I say this too often: but at least that does not make it an error.

129

Alleged conflict of motives. — One speaks of a ‘conflict of motives’, but
designates with this phrase a conflict which is not one of motives.
That is to say: before an act there step into our reflective consciousness
one after another the consequences of various acts all of which we
believe we can perform, and we compare these consequences. We
believe we have resolved upon an act when we have decided that its
consequences will be more favourable than those of any other;
before reaching this conclusion we often honestly torment ourselves
on account of the great difficulty of divining what the consequences
will be, of seeing all their implications, and of being certain we have
included them all without omission: so that the result obtained still
has to be divided by chance. Indeed, to come to the worst difficulty:
all these consequences, so hard to determine individually, now have
to be weighed against one another on the same scales; but usually it
happens that, on account of the differences in the guality of all these
possible consequences, we lack the scales and the weights for this
casuistry of advantage. Supposing, however, we got through thattoo,
and chance had placed on our scales consequences that admit of
being weighed against one another: we would then in fact possess in
our picture of the consequences of a certain action a motive for performing
this action - yes! one motive! But at the moment when we finally do
act, our action is often enough determined by a different species of
motives than the species here under discussion, those involved in
our ‘picture of the consequences’. What here comes into play is the
way we habitually expend our energy; or some slight instigation
from a person whom we fear or honour or love; or our indolence,
which prefers to do what lies closest to hand; or an excitation of our
imagination brought about at the decisive moment by some
immediate, very trivial event; quite incalculable physical influences
come into play; caprice and waywardness come into play; some
emotion or other happens quite by chance to leap forth: in short,
there come into play motives in part unknown to us, in part known
very ill, which we can never take account of beforehand. Probably a
struggle takes place between these as well, a battling to and fro, a
rising and falling of the scales— and this would be the actual ‘conflict
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of motives’: — something quite invisible to us of which we would be
quite unconscious. I have calculated the consequences and the
outcomes and in doing so have set one very essential motive in the
battle-line — but I have not set up this battle-line itself, nor can I even
see it: the struggle itself is hidden from me, and likewise the victory as
victory; for, though I certainly learn what I finally do, I do not learn
which motive has therewith actually proved victorious. But we are
accustomed to exclude all these unconscious processes from the
accounting and to reflect on the preparation for an act only to the
extent that it is conscious: and we thus confuse conflict of motives
with comparison of the possible consequences of different actions —
aconfusion itself very rich in consequences and one highly fateful for
the evolution of morality!

130

Purposes? Will? — We have accustomed ourselves to believe in the
existence of two realms, the realm of purposes and will and the realm
of chance; in the latter everything happens senselessly, things come to
pass withoutanyone’s being able to say why or wherefore. — We stand
in fear of this mighty realm of the great cosmic stupidity, for in most
cases we experienceitonly when it falls like a slate from the roofon to
that other world of purposes and intentions and strikes some
treasured purpose of ours dead. This belief in the two realms is a
primeval romance and fable: we clever dwarfs, with our will and
purposes, are oppressed by those stupid, arch-stupid giants, chance
accidents, overwhelmed and often trampled to death by them — but
in spite of all that we would not like to be without the harrowing
poetry of their proximity, for these monsters often arrive when our
life, involved as it is in the spider’s web of purposes, has become too
tedious or too filled with anxiety, and provide us with a sublime
diversion by for once breaking the web — not that these irrational
creatures would do so intentionally! Or even notice they had done
so! But their coarse bony hands tear through our netas if it were air. -
The Greeks called this realm of the incalculable and of sublime
eternal narrow-mindedness Moira, and set it around their gods as
the horizon beyond which they could neither see nor exert
influence: it is an instance of that secret defiance of the gods
encountered among many peoples — one worships them, certainly,
but one keeps in one’s hand a final trump to be used against them; as
when the Indians and Persians think of them as being dependent on
the sacrifice of mortals, so that in the last resort mortals can let the
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gods go hungry or even starve them to death; or when the harsh,
melancholy Scandinavian creates the notion of a coming ‘twilight of
the gods’ and thus enjoys a silent revenge in retaliation for the
continual fear his evil gods produce in him. Christianity, whose
basic feeling is neither Indian nor Persian nor Greek nor Scandinavian,
acted differently: it bade us to worship the spirit of power in the dust
and even to kiss the dust itself — the sense of this being that that
almighty ‘realm of stupidity’ was not as stupid as it looked, thatitwas
we, rather, who were stupid in failing to see that behind it there stood
our dear God who, though his ways were dark, strange and crooked,
would in the end ‘bring all to glory’. This new fable of a loving god
who had hitherto been mistaken for a race of giants or for Moira and
who himself span out purposes and nets more refined even than
those produced by our own understanding - so that they had to seem
incomprehensible, indeed unreasonable to it— this fable represented
so bold an inversion and so daring a paradox that the ancient world,
grown over-refined, could not resist it, no matter how mad and
contradictory the thing might sound; for, between ourselves, there was
a contradiction in it if our understanding cannot divine the
understanding and the purposes of God, whence did it divine this
quality of its understanding? and this quality of God’s understanding?
— In more recent times men have in fact come seriously to doubt
whether the slate that falls from the roof was really thrown down by
‘divine love’ — and have again begun to go back to the old romance of
giants and dwarfs. Let us therefore learn, because it is high time we
did so: in our supposed favoured realm of purposes and reason the
giants are likewise the rulers! And our purposes and our reason are
not dwarfs but giants! And our nets are just as often and just as
roughly broken by us ourselves as they are by slates from the roof! And
all is not purpose that is called purpose, and even less is all will that is
called will! And if you want to conclude from this: ‘so there is only
one realm, that of chance accidents and stupidity?’ — one willhave to
add: yes, perhaps there is only one realm, perhaps there exists
neither will nor purposes, and we have only imagined them. Those
iron hands of necessity which shake the dice-box of chance play their
game for an infinite length of time: so that there have to be throws
which exactly resemble purposiveness and rationality of every
degree. Perhaps our acts of will and our purposes are nothing but just
such throws — and we are only too limited and too vain to
comprehend our extreme limitedness: which consists in the fact that
we ourselves shake the dice-box with iron hands, that we ourselves in
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our most intentional actions do no more than play the game of
necessity. Perhaps! — To get out of this perhaps one would have to have
been already a guest in the underworld and beyond all surfaces, sat
at Persephone’s table and played dice with the goddess herself.

131

Fashions in morality. — How the overall moral judgments have shifted!
The great men of antique morality, Epictetus for instance, knew
nothing of the now normal glorification of thinking of others, of
living for others; in the light of our moral fashion they would have to
be called downright immoral, for they strove with all their might for
their ego and against feeling with others (that is to say, with the
sufferings and moral frailties of others). Perhaps they would reply to
us: ‘If you are so boring or ugly an object to yourself, by all means
think of others more than of yourself! It is right you should?

132

The echo of Christianity in morality. — ‘On n’est bon que par la pitié: il faut donc
qu’ily ait quelque pitié dans tous nos sentiments’— thus says morality today!
And why is that? — That men today feel the sympathetic, disinterested,
generally useful social actions to be themoral actions - this is perhaps
the most general effect and conversion which Christianity has
produced in Europe: although it was not its intention nor contained
in its teaching. But itwas the residuum of Christian states of mind left
when the very much antithetical, strictly egoistic fundamental belief
in the ‘one thing needful’, in the absolute importance of eternal
personal salvation, together with the dogmas upon which it rested,
gradually retreated and the subsidiary belief in ‘love’, in ‘love of
one’s neighbour’, in concert with the tremendous practical effect of
ecclesiastical charity, was thereby pushed into the foreground. The
more one liberated oneself from the dogmas, the more one sought as
it were ajustification of this liberation in a cult of philanthropy: not to
fall short of the Christian ideal in this, but where possible to outdo it,
was a secret spur with all French freethinkers from Voltaire up to
Auguste Comte: and the latter did in fact, with his moral formula
vivre pour autrui, outchristian Christianity. In Germany it was
Schopenhauer, in England John Stuart Mill who gave the widest
currency to the teaching of the sympathetic affects and of pity or the
advantage of others as the principle of behaviour: but they themselves
were no more than an echo — those teachings have shot up with a
mighty impetus everywhere and in the crudest and subtlest forms
together from about the time of the French Revolution onwards,
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every socialist system has placed itself as if involuntarily on the
common ground of these teachings. There is today perhaps no more
firmly credited prejudice than this: that one knows what really
constitutes the moral. Today it seems fo do everyone good when they
hear that society is on the way to adapting the individual to general
requirements, and that the happiness and at the same time the sacrifice of the
individual lies in feeling himself to be a useful member and
instrument of the whole: except thatone is at present very uncertain
as to where this whole is to be sought, whether in an existing state or
one still to be created, or in the nation, or in a brotherhood of
peoples, orin new little economic communalities. At present there is
much reflection, doubt, controversy over this subject, and much
excitement and passion; but there is also a wonderful and fair-
sounding unanimity in the demand that the ego has to deny itself
until, in the form of adaptation to the whole, it again acquires its
firmly set circle of rights and duties — until it has become something
quite novel and different. What is wanted — whether this is admitted
or not — is nothing less than a fundamental remoulding, indeed
weakening and abolition of the individual: one never tires of
enumerating and indicting all that is evil and inimical, prodigal,
costly, extravagant in the form individual existence has assumed
hitherto, one hopes to manage more cheaply, more safely, more
equitably, more uniformly if there exist only large bodies and their
members. Everything that in any way corresponds to this body- and
membership-building drive and its ancillary drives is felt to be good,
this is the moral undercurrent of our age; individual empathy and social
feeling here play into one another’s hands. (Kant still stands outside
this movement: he expressly teaches that we must be insensible
towards the suffering of others if our beneficence is to possess moral
value — which Schopenhauer, in a wrath easy to comprehend, calls
Kantian insipidity.)

133

‘No longer to think of oneself. — Let us reflect seriously upon this
question: why do we leap after someone who hasfalleninto the water
in front of us, even though we feel no kind of affection for him? Out
of pity: at that moment we are thinking only of the other person —
thus says thoughtlessness. Why do we feel pain and discomfort in
common with someone spitting blood, though we may even be ill-
disposed towards him? Out of pity: at that moment we are not
thinking of ourself - thus says the same thoughtlessness. The truth is:
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in the feeling of pity — I mean in that which is usually and
misleadingly called pity—we are, to be sure, not consciously thinking
of ourself but are doing so very strongly unconsciously; as when, if our
foot slips — an act of which we are not immediately conscious — we
perform the most purposive counter-motions and in doing so
plainly employ our whole reasoning faculty. An accident which
happens to another offends us: it would make us aware of our
impotence, and perhaps of our cowardice, if we did not go to assist
him. Or it brings with it in itself a diminution of our honour in the
eves of others or in our own eves. Or an accident and suffering
incurred by another constitutes a signpost to some danger to us; and
it can have a painful effect upon us simply as a token of human
vulnerability and fragility in general. We repel this kind of pain and
offence and requite it through an act of pity; it may contain a subtle
self-defence or even a piece of revenge. That at bottom we are
thinking very strongly of ourselves can be divined from the decision
we arrive at in every case in which wecan avoid the sight of the person
suffering, perishing or complaining: we decide not to do so if we can
present ourselves as the more powerful and as a helper, if we are
certain of applause, if we want to feel how fortunate we are in
contrast, or hope that the sight will relieve our boredom. It is
misleading to call the Leid (suffering) we may experience at such a
sight, and which can be of very varying kinds, Mit-Leid (pity), for it is
under all circumstances a suffering which he who is suffering in our
presence is free of: it is our own, as the suffering he feels is his own.
But it is only this suffering of our own which we get rid of when we
perform deeds of pity. But we never do anything of this kind out of
one motive; as surely as we want to free ourselves of suffering by this
act, just as surely do we give way to an impulse to pleasure with the same
act — pleasure arises at the sight of a contrast to the condition we
ourselves are in; at the notion that we can help if only we want to; at
the thought of the praise and recognition we shall receive if we do
help; at the activity of helping itself, insofar as the act is successful
and as something achieved step by step in itself gives delight to the
performer; especially, however, at the feeling that our action sets a
limit to an injustice which arouses our indignation (the discharge of
one’s indignation is itself refreshing). All of this, and other, much
more subtle things in addition, constitute ‘pity’: how coarsely does
language assault with its one word so polyphonous a being! — That
pity, on the other hand, is the same kind of thing as the suffering at the
sight of which it arises, or that it possesses an especially subtle,
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penetrating understanding of suffering, are propositions contradicted
by experience, and he who glorifies pity precisely on account of these
two qualities lacks adequate experience in this very realm of the
moral. This is what I have to conclude when I see all the incredible
things Schopenhauer had to say of pity: he who wanted in this way to
force us to believe in his great innovaton that pity — which he had
observed so imperfectly and described so badly — is the source of
each and every moral action, past and future — and precisely on
account of the faculties he had invented for it. — What in the end
distinguishes men without pity from those with it? Above all - to
offer only a rough outline here too — they lack the susceptible
imagination for fear, the subtle capacity to scent danger; nor is their
vanity so quickly offended if something happens that they could
have prevented (the cautiousness of their pride tells them not to
involve themselves needlessly in the things of others, indeed they
love to think that each should help himself and play his own cards).
They are, in addition, mostly more accustomed to enduring pain
than are men of pity; and since they themselves have suffered, it does
not seem to them so unfair that others should suffer. Finally, they
find that being soft-hearted is painful to them, just as maintaining a
stoic indifference is painful to men of pity; they load that condition
with deprecations and believe it to threaten their manliness and the
coldness of their valour - they conceal their tears from others and
wipe them away, angry with themselves. They are a different kind of
egoists from the men of pity; — but to call them in an exceptional
sense evil, and men of pity good, is nothing but a moral fashion which
is having its day: just as the opposite fashion had its day, and a long
day too!

134

To what extent one has to guard against pity. — Pity (Mitleiden), insofar as it
really causes suffering (Leiden) — and this is here our only point of
view — is a weakness, like every losing of oneself through a harmful
affect. It increases the amount of suffering in the world: if suffering is
here and there indirectly reduced or removed as a consequence of
pity, this occasional and on the whole insignificant consequence
must not be employed to justify its essential nature, which is, as I
have said, harmful. Supposing it was dominant even for a single day,
mankind would immediately perish of it. In itself, it has as little a
good character as any other drives: only where it is demanded and
commended — and this happens where one fails to grasp that it is
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harmful but discovers asource of pleasure in it— does a good conscience
adhere to it, only then does one gladly succumb to it and not hesitate
to demonstrate it. Under other conditions, where the fact of its
harmfulness is grasped, it counts as weakness: or, as with the Greeks,
as a morbid recurring affect the perilousness of which can be
removed by periodical deliberate discharge. — He who for a period of
time made the experiment of intentionally pursuing occasions for
pitvin his everyday life and set before his soul all the misery available
to him in his surroundings would inevitably grow sick and melancholic.
He, however, whose desire it is to serve mankind as a physician in any
sense whatever will have to be very much on his guard against that
sensation — it will paralyse him at every decisive moment and apply a
ligature to his knowledge and his subtle helpful hand.

135

Being pitied. — To savages the idea of being pitied evokes a moral
shudder: it divests one of all virtue. To offer pity is as good as to offer
contempt: one does not want to see a contemptible creature suffer,
there is no enjoyment in that. To see an enemy suffer, on the other
hand, whom one recognises as one’s equal in pride and who does
not relinquish his pride under torture, and in general any creature
who refuses to cry out for pity — cry out, that is, for the most shameful
and profoundest humiliation — this is an enjoyment of enjoyments,
and beholding it the soul of the savage is elevated to admiration: in the
end he kills such a valiant creature, if he has him in his power, and
thus accords this indomitable enemy his last honour: if he had weptand
wailed and the expression of cold defiance had vanished from his
face, if he had shown himself contemptible — well, he would have
been let live, like adog— he would no longer have excited the pride of
the spectator of his suffering, and admiration would have given place
to pity.

136

Happiness in pity. — If, like the Indians, one posits as the goal of all
intellectual activity the knowledge of human misery and remains
faithful to such a terrible objective throughout many generations of
the spirit: then in the eyes of such men of inherited pessimism pity at
last acquires a new value as a life-preservative power — it makes
existence endurable, even though existence may seem worthyv of
being thrown off in disgust and horror. Pity becomes the antidote to
self-destruction, as a sensation which includes pleasure and proffers
the taste of superiority in small doses: it skims off our dross, makes
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the heart full, banishes fear and torpor, incites us to words,
complaint, and action — measured against the miserv of the
knowledge which comes from all sides, hounds the individual into a
dark narrow corner and takes away his breath, it is a relative happiness.
Happiness, however, whatever kind it may be, brings air, light and
freedom of movement.

137

Why double your ‘ego’! — To view our own experiences with the eves with
which weareaccustomed to view themwhen they are the experiences
of others — this is very comforting and a medicine to be recommended.
On the other hand, to view and imbibe the experiences of othersas if
they were ours — as is the demand of a philosophy of pity — this would
destroy us, and in a very short time: but just trv the experiment of
doing it, and fantasise no longer! Moreover, the former maxim is
certainly more in accord with reason and the will to rationality, for we
adjudge the value and meaning of an event more objectively when it
happens to another than we do when it happens to us: the value, for
example, of a death, or amoney-loss, or aslander. Pity as a principle
of action, with the demand: suffer from another’s ill-fortune as he
himself suffers, would, on the other hand, entail that the ego-stand-
point, with its exaggeration and excess, would also become the
stand-point of the person feeling pity: so that we would have to suffer
from our own ego and at the same time from the ego of the other,
and would thus voluntarily encumber ourselves with a double load
of irrationality instead of making the burden of our own as light as
possible.

138

Growing tenderer. — If we love, honour, admire someone, and then
afterwards discover that he is suffering — a discovery that always fills us
with the greatest astonishment, for we cannot think otherwise than
that the happiness that flows across to us from him must proceed
from a superabundant well of happiness of his own — our feeling of
love, reverence and admiration changes in an essential respect: it grows
tenderer; that is to say, the gulf between us and him secems to be
bridged, an approximation to identity seems to occur. Only now do
we conceive it possible that we might give back to him, while he
previously dwelt in our imagination as being elevated above our
gratitude. This capacity to give back produces in us great jov and
exultation. We try to divine what it is will ease his pain, and we give it
to him; if he wants words of consolation, comforting looks,
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attentions, acts of service, presents—we give them; butaboveall, ifhe
wants us to suffer at his suffering we give ourselves out to be suffering;
in all this, however, we have the enjoyment of active gratitude — which, in
short, is benevolent revenge. 1f he wants and takes nothing whatever
from us, we go away chilled and saddened, almost offended: it is as
though our gratitude had been repulsed — and on this point of
honour even the most benevolent man is ticklish. — From all this it
follows that, even in the most favourable case, there is something
degrading in suffering and something elevating and productive of
superiority in pitying — which separates these two sensations from
one another to all eternity.

139

Said to be higher! — You say that the morality of pity is a higher morality
than that of stoicism? Prove it! but note that ‘higher’ and ‘lower’ in
morality is not to be measured by a moral yardstick: for there is no
absolute morality. So take your vardstick from elsewhere and —
watch out!

140

Praise and blame. — 1f a war proves unsuccessful one asks who was to
‘blame’ for the war; if it ends in victory one praises its instigator. Guilt
is always sought wherever there is failure; for failure brings with it a
depression of spirits against which the sole remedy is instinctively
applied: a new excitation of the feeling of power — and this is to be
discovered in the condemnation of the ‘guilty’. This guilty person is not
to be thought of as a scapegoat for the guilt of others: he is a sacrifice
to the weak, humiliated and depressed, who want to demonstrate on
something that they still have some strength left. To condemn
oneself can also be a means of restoring the feeling of strength after a
defeat. — On the other hand, the glorification of the instigator is often
the equally blind result of another drive which wants its sacrifice -
and this time the sacrifice smells sweet and inviting to the sacrificial
beast itself —: for when the feeling of power in a people or a society is
surfeited by a great and glittering success and a weariness with victory
sets in, one relinquishes some of one’s pride; the feeling of devotion
rises up and seeks an object. - Whether we are praised or blamed, what
we usually constitute is opportunities, and arbitrarily seized oppor-
tunities, for our neighbours to discharge the drive to praise or blame
which has become distended in them: in both cases we do them a
favour for which we deserve no credit and they display no gratitude.
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141

More beautiful but less valuable. — Picturesque morality: this is the
morality of steeply ascending emotions, of abrupt transitions, of
pathetic, importunate, fearsome, solemn sounds and gestures. It is
the semi-savage stage of morality: one must not let its aesthetic charm
lure one into according it a higher rank.

142

Empathy. — To understand another person, that is, to imitate his feelings
in ourselves, we do indeed often go back to the reason for his feeling
thus or thus and ask for example: why is he troubled? — so as then for
the same reason to become troubled ourselves; but it is much more
usual to omit to do this and instead to produce the feeling in
ourselves after the effects it exerts and displays on the other person by
imitating with our own body the expression of his eyes, his voice, his
walk, his bearing (or even their reflection in word, picture, music).
Then a similar feeling arises in us in consequence of an ancient
association between movement and sensation, which has been
trained to move backwards or forwards in either direction. We have
brought our skill in understanding the feelings of others to a high
state of perfection and in the presence of another person we are
always almost involuntarily practising this skill: one should observe
especially the play on the faces of women and how they quiver and
glitter in continual imitation and reflection of what is felt to be going
on around them. But itis music which reveals to us most clearly what
masters we are in the rapid and subtle divination of feelings and in
empathising: for, though music is an imitation of an imitation of
feelings, it nonetheless and in spite of this degree of distance and
indefiniteness often enough makes us participants in these feelings,
so that, like perfect fools, we grow sad without there being the
slightest occasion for sorrow merely because we hear sounds and
rhythms which somehow remind us of the tone-of-voice and
movements of mourners, or even of no more than their customary
usages. It is told of a Danish king that he was wrought up to such a
degree of warlike fury by the music of his minstrel that he leaped
from his seat and killed five people of his assembled court: there was
no war, no enemy, rather the reverse, but the drive which from the
Sfeeling infers the cause was sufficiently strong to overpower observation
and reason. But thatis almost always the effect of music (supposing it
capable of producing an effect at all —), and one does not require
such paradoxical cases to see this: the state of feeling into which
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music transports us almost always contradicts the real situation we
are apparently in and the reasoning powers which recognise this real
situation and its causes. — If we ask how we became so fluent in the
imitation of the feelings of others the answer admits of no doubt:
man, as the most timid of all creatures on account of his subtle and
fragile nature, has in his timidity the instructor in that empathy, that
quick understanding of the feelings of another (and of animals).
Through long millennia he saw in everything strange and lively a
danger: at the sight of it he at once imitated the expression of the
features and the bearing and drew his conclusion as to the kind of
evil intention behind these features and this bearing. Man has even
applied this interpretation of all movements and lineaments as
deriving from intention to inanimate nature — in the delusion that there
is nothing inanimate: I believe that all we call feeling for nature at the
sight of sky, meadow, rocks, forest, storms, stars, sea, landscape,
spring, has its origin here — without the primeval habit, born of fear,
of seeing behind all this a second, hidden meaning, we would not
now take pleasure in nature, just as we would take no pleasure in
man and animal without this sameinstructor in understanding, fear.
For pleasure and pleased astonishment, finally the sense of the
ridiculous, are the later-born children of empathy and the much
younger siblings of fear. — The capacity for understanding — which,
as we have seen, rests on the capacity for rapid dissimulation — declines
in proud, arrogant men and peoples, because they have less fear: on
the other hand, every kind of understanding and self-dissembling is
at home among timid peoples; here is also the rightful home of the
imitative arts and of the higher intelligence. — If, from the standpoint
of such a theory of empathy as I have here suggested, I think of the
theory, just at this time much loved and sanctified, of a mystical
process by virtue of which pity makes two beings into one and in this
way makes possible the immediate understanding of the one by the
other: when I recall that so clear a head as Schopenhauer’s took
pleasure in such frivolous and worthless rubbish and passed this
pleasure on to other clear and not-so-clear heads: then there is no
end to my amazement and compassion! How great must be our joy
in incomprehensible nonsense! How close to the madman does the
sane man stand when he pays heed to his secret intellectual desires! —
(For what did Schopenhauer really feel so grateful and so deeply
indebted to Kant? The answer was once revealed quite unambigu-
ously: someone had spoken of how Kant’s categorical imperative
could be deprived of its qualitas occulta and be made comprehensible.
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Thereupon Schopenhauer burst out: ‘The categorical imperative
comprehensible! What a fundamentally perverse idea! What Egvptian
darkness! Heaven forbid that it should ever become comprehensible!
For that there is something incomprehensible, that this misery of the
understanding and its concepts is limited, conditional, finite, deceptive:
the certainty of this is Kant’s greatest gift to us.” — Let us ask ourselves
whether anyone who feels happy in believing in the incomprehensibility
of moral things can be sincerely interested in acquiring a knowledge
of them! One who still honestly believes in inspirations from on
high, in magic and spiritual apparitions, and in the metaphysical
ugliness of the toad!)

143

Alas, if this drive should rage! — Supposing the drive to attachment and
care for others (the ‘sympathetic affection’) were twice as strong as it
is, life on earth would be insupportable. Only consider what follies
people commit, hourly and daily, out of attachment and care for
themselves, and how intolerably awful they look as a result: how would
it be if we became for others the object of the follies and importunities
with which they had previously tormented only themselves! Would
one not flee blindly away as soon as our ‘neighbour’ drew near? And
bestow upon the sympathetic affection the kind of evil names we
now bestow upon egoism?

144

Closing one’s ears to lamentation. — If we let ourselves be made gloomy by
the lamentation and suffering of other mortals and cover our own
sky with clouds, who is it who will have to bear the consequences of
this gloom? These other mortals, of course, and in addition to the
burdens they bear already! We can offer them neitheraid nor comfort
if we want to be the echo of their lamentation, or even if we are
merely always giving ear to it— unless, that is, we had acquired the art
of the Olympians and henceforthedified ourselves by the misfortunes
of mankind instead of being made unhappy by them. But that is
somewhat too Olympian for us: even though we have, with our
enjoyment of tragedy, already taken a step in the direction of this
ideal divine cannibalism.

145

‘Unegoistic”” — This one is hollow and wants to be full, that one is
overfull and wants to be emptied — both go in search of an individual
who will serve their purpose. And this process, understood in its
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highest sense, isin both cases called by the same word: love—what? is
love supposed to be something unegoistic?

146

Out beyond our neighbour too. — What? Is the nature of the truly moral to
lie in our keeping in view the most immediate and most direct
consequences to others of our actions and deciding in accordance
with these consequences? But this, though it may be a morality, is a
narrow and petty bourgeois one: a higher and freer viewpoint, it
seems to me, is to look beyond these immediate consequences to others
and under certain circumstances to pursue more distant goals even at
the cost of the suffering of others — for example, to pursue knowledge even
though one realises that our free-spiritedness will at first and as an
immediate consequence plunge others into doubt, grief and even
worse things. May we not at least treat our neighbour as we treat
ourselves? And if with regard to ourselves we take no such narrow
and petty bourgeois thought for the immediate consequences and
the suffering they may cause, why do we have to take such thought in
regard to our neighbour? Supposing we acted in the sense of self-
sacrifice, what would forbid us to sacrifice our neighbour as well? -
just as the state and as princes have done hitherto, when they
sacrificed one citizen to another ‘for the sake of the general interest’,
as they put it. We too, however, have general, and perhaps more
general interests: why may a few individuals of the present generation
not be sacrificed to coming generations? their grief, their distress,
their despair, their blunders and fears not be deemed necessary,
because a new ploughshare is to break up the ground and make it
fruitful for all? — Finally: we at the same time communicate to our
neighbour the point of view from which he can feel himself to be a
sacrifice, we persuade him to the task for which we employ him. Are
we then without pity? But if we also want to transcend our own pity and
thus achieve victory over ourselves, is this not a higher and freer
viewpoint and posture than that in which one feels secure when one
has discovered whether an action benefits or harms our neighbour?
We, on the other hand, would, through sacrifice— in which we and our
neighbour are both included - strengthen and raise higher the general
feeling of human power, even though we might not attain to more.
But even this would be a positive enhancement of happiness. — Finally,
if even this — — but now not a word more! A glance is enough; you
have understood me.
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147

Cause of ‘altruism’. — Men have on the whole spoken of love with such
emphasis and so idolised it because they have had little of it and have
never been allowed to eat their fill of this food: thus it became for
them ‘food of the gods’. Let a poet depict a utopia in which there
obtains universal love, he will certainly have to describe a painful and
ludicrous state of affairs the like of which the earth has never yet seen
— everyone worshipped, encumbered and desired, not by one lover,
as happens now, but by thousands, indeed by everyone else, as the
result of an uncontrollable drive which would then be as greatly
execrated and cursed as selfishness had been in former times; and
the poets in that state of things — provided they were left alone long
enough to write — would dream of nothing but the happy, loveless
past, of divine selfishness, of how it was once possible to be alone,
undisturbed, unloved, hated, despised on earth, and whatever else
may characterise the utter baseness of the dear animal world in
which we live.

148

Distant prospect. — If only those actions are moral which are performed
for the sake of another and only for his sake, as one definition has it,
then there are no moral actions! If only those actions are moral
which are performed out of freedom of will, as another definition
says, then there arelikewise no moral actions! — Whatis it then which
is so named and which in any event exists and wants explaining? It is
the effects of certain intellectual mistakes. — And supposing one
freed oneself from these errors, what would become of ‘moral
actions’? — By virtue of these errors we have hitherto accorded
certain actions a higher value than they possess: we have segregated
them from the ‘egoistic’ and ‘unfree’ actions. If we now realign them
with the latter, as we shall have to do, we shall certainly reduce their
value (the value we feel they possess), and indeed shall do so to an
unfair degree, because the ‘egoistic’ and ‘unfree’ actions were
hitherto evaluated too low on account of their supposed profound
and intrinsic difference. — Will they from then on be performed less
often because they are now valued less highly? — Inevitably! At least
for a good length of time, as long as the balance of value-feelings
continues to be affected by the reaction of former errors! But our
counter-reckoning is that we shall restore to men their goodwill
towards the actions decried as egoistic and restore to these actions
their value — we shall deprive them of their bad conscience! And since they
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have hitherto been by far the most frequent actions, and will
continue to be so for all future time, we thus remove from the entire
aspect of action and life its evil appearance! This is a very significant
result! When man no longer regards himself as evil he ceases to be so!
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The need for little deviant acts. — Sometimes to act against one’s better
judgment when it comes to questions of custom; to give way in
practice while keeping one’s reservations to oneself; to do as
everyone does and thus to show them consideration as it were in
compensation for our deviant opinions: — many tolerably free-
minded people regard this, not merely as unobjectionable, but as
‘honest’, ‘humane’, ‘tolerant’, ‘not being pedantic’, and whatever
else those pretty words may be with which the intellectual conscience
is lulled to sleep: and thus this person takes his child for Christian
baptism though he is an atheist; and that person serves in thearmy as
all the world does, however much he may execrate hatred between
nations; and a third marries his wife in church because her relatives
are pious and is not ashamed to repeat vows before a priest. ‘It
doesn’t really matter if people like us also do what everyone does and
always has done’ — this is the thoughtless prejudice! The thoughtless
error! For nothing matters more than that an already mighty, anciently
established and irrationally recognised custom should be once more
confirmed by a person recognised as rational: it thereby acquires in
the eyes of all who come to hear of it the sanction of rationality itself!
All respect to your opinions! But little deviant acts are worth more!

150

Chance in marriage. — If 1 were a god, and a benevolent god, the
marriages of mankind would make me more impatient than anything
else. The individual can go far, far in his seventy years, indeed in his
thirty years if that is all he has— it is amazing, even to gods! But when
one then sees how he takes the legacy and inheritance of this struggle
and victory, the laurel-wreath of his humanity, and hangs it up at the
first decent place where a little woman can get at it and pluck it to
pieces: when one sees how well he knows how to gain but how ill to
preserve, that he gives no thought to the fact, indeed, that through
procreation he could prepare the way for an even more victorious
life: then, as aforesaid, one grows impatient and says to oneself:
‘nothing can come of mankind in the long run, its individuals are
squandered, chance in marriage makes a grand rational progress of
mankind impossible — let us cease to be eager spectators and fools of
this spectacle without a goal?” — It was in this mood that the gods of
Epicurus once withdrew into their divine happiness and silence:
they were tired of mankind and its love affairs.
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151

Here we must invent new ideals. — We ought not to be permitted to come
to a decision affecting our life while we are in the condition of being
in love, nor to determine once and for all the character of the
company we keep on the basis of a violent whim: the oaths of lovers
ought to be publicly declared invalid and marriage denied them: —
the reason being that one ought to take marriage enormously more
seriously! so that in precisely those cases in which marriages have
hitherto taken place they would henceforth usually not take place!
Are most marriages not of a kind that one would prefer not to be
witnessed by a third party? But this third party is almost always
present — the child — and he is more than a witness, he is a scapegoat!

152

Formofoath. —If T am now lying I am no longer a decent human being
and anyone may tell me so to my face.” — I recommend this form of
oath in place of the judicial oath with its customary invocation of
God: it is stronger. Even the pious person has no reason to oppose it:
for as soon as the sanction of the oath hitherto in use begins to be
applied vainly, the pious person must give ear to his catechism, which
prescribes ‘thou shalt not take the name of the Lord thy God in vain?

153

A malcontent. — This is one of those old-style fighting men: he has no
love of civilisation, because he thinks the object of civilisation is to
make all the good things oflife— honours, plunder, beautiful women
— accessible also to cowards.

154

Consolation of the imperilled. — The Greeks, in a way oflife in which great
perils and upheavals were always present, sought in knowledge and
reflection a kind of security and ultimate refugium. We, in an
incomparably more secure condition, have transferred this perilous-
ness into knowledge and reflection, and we recover from it, and calm
ourselves down, with our way of life.

155

A scepticism become extinct. — Bold and daring undertakings are rarer in
the modern age than they were in ancient times or in the Middle
Ages — probably because the modern age no longer believes in
omens, oracles, soothsayers or the stars. That is to say: we have
become incapable of believing in a future determined for us, as did the
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ancients: who — in this quite different from us — were far less sceptical
in regard to what was coming than they were in regard to what .

156

Evil through high spirits. —1f only we don’t feel too happy!” — that was the
anxiety the Greeks of the best period felt secretly in their hearts. That
was why they preached to themselves moderation. And we!

157

Cult of ‘natural sounds’. — What does it indicate that our culture is not
merely tolerant of expressions of pain, of tears, complaints, reproaches,
gestures of rage or of humiliation, but approves of them and counts
them among the nobler inescapables? — while the spirit of the
philosophy of antiquity looked upon them with contempt and
absolutely declined to regard them as necessary. Recall, for instance,
how Plato — not one of the most inhuman philosophers, that is to say
— speaks of the Philoctetes of the tragic stage. Is our modern culture
perhaps lacking in ‘philosophy’? Would those philosophers of
antiquity perhaps regard us one and all as belonging to the ‘rabble’?

158

Climate of the flatterer. — One must no longer seek the fawning flatterer
in the proximity of princes — they have all acquired a taste for
soldiering and the flatterer is repugnant to it. But this flower still
blooms in the proximity of bankers and artists.

159

Resurrectors of the dead. — Vain people value a piece of the past more
highly from the moment they find they can reproduce it in
themselves (especially when this is difficult to do); indeed, where
possible they desire to resurrect it again from the dead. And since
there are always innumerable vain people, the danger that lies in the
study of history as soon as it gets the upper hand of an entire age is
indeed not small: too much energy is thrown away on all possible
resurrections from the dead. Perhaps the whole movement of
romanticism can best be understood from this point of view.

160

Vain, greedy and with very little wisdom. — Your desires are greater than
your reason, and your vanity is even greater than your desires — for
such people as you are a great deal of Christian practice plus a little
Schopenhauerian theory would be a very good thing.
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161

Beauty appropriate to the age. — 1f our sculptors, painters and composers
want to hit off the spirit of the age they must depict beauty as bloated,
gigantic and nervous: just as the Greeks, under the spell of their
morality of moderation, saw and depicted beauty as the Apollo
Belvedere. We ought really to call him ugly! But our stupid
‘classicists’ have robbed us of all honesty!

162

Contemporary irony. — At the present moment it is the way of
Europeans to treat all great interests with irony, because one is so
busy in their service one has no time to take them seriously.

163

Contra Rousseau. — If it is true that our civilisation has something
pitiable about it, you have the choice of concluding with Rousseau
that ‘this pitiable civilisation is to blame for our bad morality’, or
against Rousseau that ‘our good morality is to blame for this
pitiableness of our civilisation. Our weak, unmanly, social concepts
of good and evil and their tremendous ascendancy over body and
soul have finally weakened all bodies and souls and snapped the self-
reliant, independent, unprejudiced men, the pillars of a strong
civilisation: where one still encounters bad morality one beholds the
last ruins of these pillars.” Thus paradox stands against paradox! The
truth cannot possibly be on both sides: and is it on either of them?
Test them and see.

164

Perhaps premature. — At the present time it seems that, under all kinds
of false, misleading names and mostly amid great uncertainty, those
who do not regard themselves as being bound by existing laws and
customs are making the first attempts to organise themselves and
therewith to create for themselves a right: while hitherto they had
lived, corrupt and corrupting, denounced as criminals, free-thinkers,
immoral persons, and villains, and under the ban of outlawry and
bad conscience. One ought to find this on the whole fair and right,
even though it may make the coming century a dangerous one and
put everybody under the necessity of carrying a gun: by this fact
alone it constitutes a counter-force which is a constant reminder that
there is no such thing as a morality with an exclusive monopoly of
the moral, and that every morality that affirms itself alone destroys
too much valuable strength and is bought too dear. Men who deviate
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from the usual path and are so often the inventive and productive
men shall no longer be sacrificed; it shall not even be considered
disgraceful to deviate frormn morality, either in deed or thought
numerous novel experiments shall be made in ways of life and
modes of society; a tremendous burden of bad conscience shall be
expelled from the world — these most universal goals ought to be
recognised and furthered by all men who are honest and seek the
truth!

165

When morality is not boring. — The chief moral commandments which a
people is willing to be taught and have preached at it again and again
are related to its chief failings, and thus it is never bored by them.
The Greeks, who all too frequently failed to evidence moderation,
cold courage, fairmindedness or rationality in general, were glad to
give ear to the four Socratic virtues — for they had such need of them
and yet so little talent for them!

166

At the crossroads. — Disgusting! You want to be part of a system in which
one must either be a wheel and nothing else, or get run over by the
other wheels! In which it goes without saying thateveryoneis what he
has been made by decree from above! In which the hunt for
‘connections’ is among the natural duties! In which no one feels
insulted if a man is drawn to his attention with the words ‘he could be
of use to you some day’! In which one is not ashamed to visit
somebody in order to obtain his recommendation! In which one has
not the faintest idea how with this easy conformity to such customs
one has designated oneself a common piece of nature’s pottery
which others may use and smash without feeling very much
compunction about it; as if one said: ‘there will never be a shortage of
things like me: take me! Don’t stand on ceremony!’

167

Unconditional homage. — When 1 think of the most read German
philosopher, of the most heard German composer and of the most
respected German statesman, I have to admit to myself that the
Germans, that nation of unconditional feelings, are much imposed
upon nowadays, and by their own great men. Each of these three
cases represents a glorious spectacle: each is a stream in its own, self-
fashioned bed, and so mightily agitated it can often seem as though it
wanted to flow uphill. And yet, however much respect one may have
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for them, who would not on the whole prefer to be of a different
opinion from Schopenhauer! — And who could be of one opinion
with Richard Wagner, on the whole or in detail? however true it may
be that, as somebody once said, wherever he takes offence or gives
offence a problem lies buried — suffice it to say that he himself does not
bring it to light. — And finally, how many would want to be
wholeheartedly of one opinion with Bismarck, even if he showed any
sign of being of one opinion with himself! To be sure: no principles but
strong drives — a volatile mind in the service of strong drives and for
that reason without principles — ought not to be anything strikingly
uncommon in a statesman, but on the contrary something right and
natural; only hitherto this has not been German! just as little as has a
loud to-do about music or discord and annoyance about a composer,
just as little as has the novel and extraordinary posture chosen by
Schopenhauer: not above things or on his knees before things — both
could have been called German — butagainst things! Incredible! And
unpleasant! To range oneself alongside things and yet to do so as
their enemy, in the last resort as the enemy of oneself! — what is the
unconditional admirer to do with such amodel' And whatis he to do
at all with three such models, who cannot even keep the peace
among themselves! Schopenhauer is an enemy of Wagner’s music,
and Wagner an enemy of Bismarck’s politics, and Bismarck an
enemy of everything Wagnerian and Schopenhauerian! What is to be
done! Where shall we satisfy our thirst for wholesale homage! Might
one not select from the composer’s music several hundred bars of
good music which appeal to the heart because they possess heart:
might one not go aside with this little theft and forget all the rest! And
do the same in regard to the philosopher and the statesman — select,
lay to one’s heart, and in particular forget the rest! Yes, if only forgetting
were not so difficult! There was once a very proud man who would
accept nothing, good or bad, but what came from himself: but when
he needed forgetfulness he found he could not give it to himself and
had to summon the spirits three times; they came, they listened to
his demand, and atlength they said: ‘this alone stands not within our
power!” Can the Germans not profit from the experience of Manfred?
Why summon the spirits at all! There is no point in doing so; one
may want to forget, but one cannot. And what an enormous amount
‘the rest’ is that one would have to forget if one wanted togo on being
a wholesale admirer of these three great men of our age! It would
thus be more advisable to take the opportunity here offered of
attempting something novel: namely, to grow more honest towards
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oneself and to make of a nation of credulous emulation and blind and
bitter animosity a nation of conditional consent and benevolent
opposition; firstly, however, to learn that unconditional homage to
people is something ludicrous, that to learn differently in this matter
is not discreditable even for Germans, and that there is a profound
maxim worth laying to heart: ‘Ce quiimporte, cene sont point les personnes:
mais les choses’. This maxim is, like him who spoke it, great, honest,
simple and taciturn — like Carnot, the soldier and republican. — But
may one now speak to Germans of a Frenchman in this way, and of a
Frenchman who is a republican? Perhaps not; perhaps, indeed, one
may not even recall what Niebuhr ventured in his time to tell the
Germans: that no one had given him so strong an impression of trye
greatness as Carnot.

168

A model. —What is it I love in Thucydides, why do I honour him more
highly than Plato? He takes the most comprehensive and impartial
delight in all that is typical in men and events and believes that to
each type there pertains a quantum of good sense: this he seeks to
discover. He displays greater practical justice than Plato; he does not
revile or belittle those he does not like or who have harmed him in
life. On the contrary: through seeing nothing but types he introduces
something great into all the things and persons he treats of; for what
interest would posterity, to whom he dedicates his work, have in that
which was not typical! Thus in him, the portrayer of man, that culture
of the most impartial knowledge of the world finds its last glorious flower:
that culture which had in Sophocles its poet, in Pericles its statesman,
in Hippocrates its physician, in Democritus its natural philosopher;
which deserves to be baptised with the name of its teachers, the
Sophists, and which from this moment of baptism unfortunately
begins suddenly to become pale and ungraspable to us — for now we
suspect that it must have been a very immoral culture, since a Plato
and all the Socratic schools fought againstit! Truth is here so tangled
and twisted one does not like the idea of trying to sort it out: let the
ancient error (error veritate simplicior) continue to run its ancient
course! —

169
The Hellenic very foreign to us. — Oriental or modern, Asiatic or
European: in contrast to the Hellenic, all these have in common the

employment of massiveness and pleasure in great quantity as the
language of the sublime; while in Paestum, Pompeii and Athens, and
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with the whole of Greek architecture, one stands astonished at the
smallness of the masses by means of which the Greeks know how to
express and love to express the sublime. — Likewise: how simple the
people of Greece appeared in their own conception of themselves! How
greatly we surpass them in our knowledge of man! But how
labyrinthine do our souls appear to us in comparison with theirs! If
we desired and dared an architecture corresponding to the nature of
our soul (wearetoo cowardly for it!) — our modelwould have to be the
labyrinth! The fact is betrayed by our music, the art which is really
our own and in which we really find expression! (For in music men
let themselves go, in the belief that when they are concealed in music
ng one is capable of seeing them.)

170

Different perspectives of feeling. — What does our chatter about the Greeks
amount to! What do we understand of their art, the soul of which is—
passion for naked male beauty! It was only from that viewpoint that
they were sensible of female beauty. Thus their perspective on
female beauty was quite different from ours. And similarly with their
love of women: they reverenced differently, they despised differently.

171

The nourishment of modern man. — Modern man understands how to
digest many things, indeed almost everything — it is his kind of
ambition: but he would be of a higher order if he did not understand
it; homo pamphagus is not the finest of species. We live between a past
which had a more perverse and stubborn taste than we and a future
which will perhaps have a more discriminating one — we live too
much in the middle.

172

Tragedy and music. — Men whose disposition is fundamentally warlike,
as for example the Greeks of the age of Aeschylus, are hard to move,
and when pity does for once overbear their severity it seizes them like
a frenzy and as though a‘demonic force’ — they then feel themselves
under constraint and are excited by a shudder of religious awe.
Afterwards they have their doubts about this condition; but for as
long as they are in it they enjoy the delight of the miraculous and of
being outside themselves, mixed with the bitterest wormwood of
suffering: it is a draught appropriate to warriors, something rare,
dangerous and bitter-sweet that does not easily fall to one’s lot. — It is
to souls which experience pity like this that tragedy appeals, to hard
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and warlike souls which are difficult to conquer, whether with fear or
with pity, but which find it useful to grow soft from time to time: but
of what use is tragedy to those who are as open to the ‘sympathetic
affections’ as sails to the winds! When the Athenians had grown
softer and more sensitive, in the age of Plato — ah, but how far they
still were from the emotionality of our urban dwellers! — the
philosophers were already complaining of the harmfulness of
tragedy. An age full of danger such as is even now commencing, in
which bravery and manliness become more valuable, will perhaps
again gradually make souls so hard they will have need of tragic
poets: in the meantime, these would be a little superfluous — to putitas
mildly as possible. — For music, too, there may perhaps again come a
better time (it will certainly be a more evil one!) when artists have to
make it appeal to men strong in themselves, severe, dominated by
the dark seriousness of their own passion: but of what use is music to
the little souls of this vanishing age, souls too easily moved,
undeveloped, half-selves, inquisitive, lusting after everything!

173

Those who commend work. — In the glorification of ‘work’, in the
unwearied talk of the ‘blessing of work’, I see the same covert idea as
in the praise of useful impersonal actions: that of fear of everything
individual. Fundamentally, one now feels at the sight of work — one
always means by work that hard industriousness from early till late -
that such work is the best policeman, that it keeps everyone in
bounds and can mightily hinder the development of reason,
covetousness, desire forindependence. Forituses up an extraordinary
amount of nervous energy, which is thus denied to reflection,
brooding, dreaming, worrying, loving, hating; it sets a small goal
always in sight and guarantees easy and regular satisfactions. Thus a
society in which there is continual hard work will have more security:
and security is now worshipped as the supreme divinity. — And now!
Horror! Precisely the ‘worker’ has become dangerous! The place is
swarming with ‘dangerous individuals" And behind them the
danger of dangers — the individual!

174

Moral fashion of a commercial society. — Behind the basic principle of the
current moral fashion: ‘moral actions are actions performed out of
sympathy for others’, I see the social effect of timidity hiding behind
an intellectual mask: it desires, first and foremost, thatall the dangers
which life once held should be removed from it, and that everyone
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should assist in this with all his might: hence only those actions
which tend towards the common security and society’s sense of
security are to be accorded the predicate ‘good’. — How little pleasure
men must nowadays take in themselves when such a tyranny of
timidity prescribes to them their supreme moral law, when they so
uncontradictingly allow themselves to be ordered to look away from
themselves but to have lynx-eyes forall the distress and suffering that
exists elsewhere! Are we not, with this tremendous objective of
obliterating all the sharp edges of life, well on the way to turning
mankind into sand? Sand! Small, soft, round, unending sand! Is that
your ideal, you heralds of the sympathetic affections? — In the
meantime, the question itself remains unanswered whether one is of
more use to another by immediately leaping to his side and helping him
— which help can in any case be only superficial where it does not
become a tyrannical seizing and transforming — or by creating
something out of oneself that the other can behold with pleasure: a
beautiful, restful, self-enclosed garden perhaps, with high walls
against storms and the dust of the roadway butalso a hospitable gate.

175

Fundamental idea of a commercial culture. — Today one can see coming
into existence the culture of a society of which commerce is as much
the soul as personal contestwas with the ancient Greeks and as war,
victory and justice were for the Romans. The man engaged in
commerce understands how to appraise everything without having
made it, and to appraise it according to the needs of the consumer, not
according to his own needs; ‘who and how many will consume this?’
is his question of questions. This type of appraisal he then applies
instinctively and all the time: he applies it to everything, and thus
also to the productions of the arts and sciences, of thinkers, scholars,
artists, statesmen, peoples and parties, of the entire age: in regard to
everything that is made he inquires after supply and demand in order
to determine the value of a thing in his own eyes. This becomes the character
of an entire culture, thought through in the minutest and subtlest
detail and imprinted in every will and every faculty: it is this of which
you men of the coming century will be proud: if the prophets of the
commercial class are right to give it into your possession! But I have
little faith in these prophets. Credat Judaeus Apella — in the words of
Horace.

176
Criticism of our fathers. — Why does one nowadays endure the truth
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about even the most recent past? Because there is always a
generation which feels itself to be in opposition to this past and in
criticising it enjoys the first fruits of the feeling of power. Formerlv
the new generation wanted, on the contrary, to found itself on the
older, and it began tofeel secure in itself when itdid not merely adopt
the views of its fathers but where possible took them more strictly.
Criticism of the fathers was then considered wicked: nowadays our
vounger idealists begin with it.

177

Learning solitude. — O you poor devils in the great cities of world
politics, you gifted young men tormented by ambition who consider
ityour duty to pass some comment on everything that happens—and
there is always something happening! Who when they raise the dust
in this way think they are the chariot of history! Who, because they
are always on the alert, always on the lookout for the moment when
they can put their word in, lose all genuine productivity! However
much they may desire to do great work, the profound speechlessness
of pregnancy never comes to them! The event of the day drives them
before it like chaff, while they think they are driving the event— poor
devils! - If one wants to represent a hero on the stage one must not
think of making one of the chorus, indeed one must not even know
how to make one of the chorus.

178

Worn out daily. — These young men lack neither character nor talent
nor industry: but they have never been allowed time to choose a
course for themselves; on the contrary, they have been accustomed
from childhood onwards to being given a course by someone else.
When they were mature enough to be ‘sent off into the desert’,
something else was done — they were employed, they were purloined
from themselves, they were trained to beingworn out daily and taught
to regard this as a matter of duty — and now they cannot do without it
and would not have it otherwise. Only these poor beasts of burden
must not be denied their ‘holidays’ — as they call this idleness-ideal of
an overworked century in which one is for once allowed to laze
about, and be idiotic and childish to one’s heart’s content.

179

As little state as possible. — Political and economic affairs are not worthy
of being the enforced concern of society’s most gifted spirits: such a
wasteful use of the spirit is at bottom worse than having none at all.
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They are and remain domains for lesser heads, and others than
lesser heads ought not to be in the service of these workshops: better
for the machinery to fall to pieces again! But as things now stand,
with everybody believing he is obliged to know what is taking place
here every day and neglecting his own work in order to be
continually participating in it, the whole arrangement has become a
great and ludicrous piece of insanity. The price being paid for
‘universal security’ is much too high: and the maddest thing is that
what is being effected is the very opposite of universal security, a fact
our lovely century is undertaking to demonstrate: as if demonstration
were needed! To make society safe against thieves and fireproof and
endlessly amenable to every kind of trade and traffic, and to
transform the state into a kind of providence in both the good and
the bad sense — these are lower, mediocre and in no wayindispensable
goals which ought not to be pursued by means of the highest
instruments which in any way exist — instruments which ought to be
saved up for the highest and rarest objectives! Our age may talk about
economy but it is in fact a squanderer: it squanders the most
precious thing there is, the spirit.

180
Wars. — The great wars of the present age are the effects of the study of
history.

181
Ruling. — Some rule out of a desire to rule; others so as not to be ruled:
— to the latter ruling is only the less of two evils.

182

Rough consistency. — It is considered a mark of great distinction when
people say ‘he is a character” — which means no more than that he
exhibits a rough consistency, a consistency apparent even to the
dullest eye! But when a subtler and profounder spirit reigns and is
consistent in its more elevated manner, the spectators deny the
existence of character. That is why statesmen with cunning usually
act out their comedy beneath a cloak of rough consistency.

183

The old and the young. — ‘There is something immoral about parliaments’
— many continue to think — ‘for there one is also allowed to hold views
contrary to those of the government” — ‘One must always hold the
view of a thing commanded by our sovereign lord’ — this is the
Eleventh Commandment in many an honest old head, especially in
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northern Germany. One laughs atitas at an out-of-date fashion: but
formerly it was morality! Perhaps there will one day be laughter at
that which nowadays counts as moral among the younger generation
brought up under parliamentary institutions: namely, to set the
policy of the party above one’s own wisdom and to answer every
question of public wellbeing in the way that will produce a
favourable wind for the party’s sails. ‘One must hold the view of a
thing demanded by the situation of the party’ — this would be the
canon of conduct. In the service of this morality men are now
prepared for every kind of sacrifice, self-overcoming and martyrdom.

184

The state as a product of the anarchists. — In the lands where man is
restrained and subdued there are still plenty of backsliding and
unsubdued men: at the present moment they collect in the socialist
camps more than anywhere else. If it should happen that they
should one day lay down laws, then you can be sure they will put
themselves in iron chains and practise a fearful discipline: they know
themselves! And they will endure these laws in the consciousness of
having imposed them on themselves — the feeling of power, and of
this power, is too new and delightful for them not to suffer anything
for its sake.

185
Beggars. — Beggars ought to be abolished: for one is vexed at giving to
them and vexed at not giving to them.

186

Business people. — Your business — is your greatest prejudice: it ties you
to your locality, to the company you keep, to the inclinations you
feel. Diligent in business — but indolent in spirit, content with your
inadequacy, and with the cloak of duty hung over this contentment:
that is how you live, that is how you want your children to live!

187

From a possible future. — 1s a state of affairs unthinkable in which the
malefactor calls himself to account and publicly dictates his own
punishment, in the proud feeling that he is thus honouring the law
which he himself has made, that by punishing himself he is
exercising his power, the power of the lawgiver; he may have
committed an offence, but by voluntarily accepting punishment he
raises himself above his offence, he does not only obliterate his
offence through freeheartedness, greatness and imperturbability, he
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performs a public service as well. — Such would be the criminal of a
possible future, who, to be sure, also presupposes a future lawgiving
— one founded on the idea ‘I submit only to the law which I myself
have given, in great things and in small.’ There are so many
experiments still to make! There are so many futures still to dawn!

188

Food and intoxication. — The peoples are so greatly deceived because
they are always seeking a deceiver: that is to say, a wine to stimulate
their senses. If only they can have that, they are quite content with
bad bread. Intoxication means more to them than nourishment -
this is the bait they will always take! What to them are men chosen
from among themselves — though theybe the most expert practitioners
— compared with glittering conquerors or the grand old princely
houses! The man of the people at least has to hold out to them the
prospect of conquests and grandeur: perhaps they will then come to
believe in him. They always obey, and do more than obey, provided
they can at the same time become intoxicated! One cannoteven offer
them peace and plenty unless it includes the laurel-wreath and its
mad-making power. But this mob taste, which prefers intoxication to
food, by no means originated in the depths of the mob: it was rather
transported and transplanted thither, and is only growing up there
most persistently and luxuriantly, while it takes its origin in the
highest intellects and has flourished in them for millennia. The
people is the last virgin soil in which this glittering weed can still
thrive. — What? And is it to them that politics are to be entrusted? So
that they can make of them their daily intoxication?

189

On grand politic. — However much utility and vanity, those of
individuals as of peoples, may play a part in grand politics: the
strongest tide which carries them forward is the need for the feeling of
power, which from time to time streams up out of inexhaustible wells
not only in the souls of princes and the powerful but notleast in the
lower orders of the people. There comes again and again the hour
when the masses are ready to stake their life, their goods, their
conscience, their virtue so as to acquire that higher enjoyment and as
avictorious, capriciously tyrannical nation to rule over other nations
(or to think it rules). Then the impulses to squander, sacrifice, hope,
tr