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ABSTRACT

This doctoral dissertation 1s a study of Nietzsche’s views on morality i order to assess his
contribution to moral philosophy. Towards this end, it examines Nietzsche’s wnderstanding of
morality as well as the scope of his attack. [ then offer a reading of Nietzsche’s crinque of morality,
arguing that he rejects morality insofar as it tunctions within society to preserve the ‘herd’ at the
expense of ‘higher types’ whose flounishing resides elsewhere. In short, I clum that Nietzsche
rejects morality msofar as it proves inimical o the tlounshing of these “higher types’. [ also daim
that Nietzsche 15 more than a mere cntc of morahity, and thar his tundamental ‘ethical’
preaccupanion with exemplary mdividuals 1s what mouves his cnitique, and forms the basis ot his
affirmanve ethic of human flounshing. Moreover, I contend that Nietzsche defends his posinve
morality by presenting the character of Zarathustea (Thus Spoke Zarathustrd), and later umself (Ewe
Homo) as exemplars of human excellence who must rely on their ability to convince others
performatirely, rather than by means of discourse, or argumentanon. Ulnmately, [ conclude thar
Nietzsche's ethics does not fit comfortably within the moral tradinon as he 1s an opponent ot
deontological ethics, unlitaramsm, and virtue ethics despite certain atfimnes wath the latter. This
fact does not detract from the rich contribution that Nietzsche makes to moral philosophy as both
canc and champion of an athrmanve ethic.
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Key to Abbreviations

Primary sources are cited, whenever possible, parenthetically in the text by an abbreviaton ot the
English edition (and the section number), immediately followed by an abbreviation of the German
edition (the volume number, and page number) in the Giorgio Colli and Mazzino Montinan cntcal
edition of Nietzsche’s wrtings: Friedrich Nietzsche, Simtliche Werke. Knitische Studienansgabe (Berin: de
Gruyter, 1988) in 15 volumes. One excepuon is Nietzsche’s Philasaphy in the Tragic Age of the Greeks
where 1 page number (and not the section number) follows the English abbreviation. For Nietzsche's
published wniungs, [ have relied primarily on the English translacions of Walter Kaufmann and RJ.
Hollingdale. While prvileging the published works, I have on occasion cited from Nietzsche's
notebooks (KSA 7-13).

Nietzsche’s Writings
KSA  Fredrich Nietgyche. Samtliche Werke: Kntische Studienansgabe (15 volumes), eds. G. Collt and M.
Monnnan, Berin: de Gruyter, 1988,

KSB  Fredrch Nietssche. Simtliche Briefe: Knitische Studienansgabe (8 volumes), eds. G. Colh and M.
Montinan, Berdin: de Gruvter, 19806.

BT The Birth of Trugedy (1872), tr. Walter Kautmann, New York: Rundom House, 1967.

PTG  Philosophy in the Tragtc Age of the Greeks (1873), tr. Mamnne Cowan, Washington, D.C.:
Regnery Publishing, 1962.

UCADH The Uses and Disadrantages of Fistory for Life (1874) wnn Untzmety Medutations, tr. R]. Hollingdale,
Cambndge: Cambndge University Press, 1983.

SE Schopenhauer as Educator n Hollingdale 1983.

HH  Human. Al Too Human (vol. 1) (1878), tr. R.J. Hollingdale, Cambndge: Cambrdge University
Press, 19806.

AOM  Assorted Opinions and Maams (1879) (volume 2, first part of Human, AU Too Human), n
Hollingdale, 1986.

WS The Wanderer and his Shadow (1880) (volume 2, second part of Human. Al Too Human), in
Hollingdale 1986.

D Daybreak. Thoughts on the Prejudices of Moraliy (1881), . RJ. Hollingdale, Cambndge:
Cambndge University Press, 1982.

GS The Gay Sitence (1882; second edition with book v and an appendix of songs, 1887), tr. Walter
Kaufmann, New York: Random House, 1974.
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zZ Thus Spoke Zarathustra. A Book for Everyone and No One (1883-5), tr. Walter Kaufmann, in The
Portable Nietssche, ed. W. Kaufmann, New York: Viking, 1954.

BGE  Beyord Good and Euil (1886), tr. Walter Kaufmann, New York: Random House, 1966.

GM  On the Genealogy of Morals. A Polenuc (1887), tr. Walter Kautmann, New York: Random House,
1967.

TI Tuthght of the Idols (written 1888, first editon 1889), tr. Walter Kautmann, The Portuble
Nietzsche, 1954.

A The Antichrist (written 1888, first edition 1895), tr. Walter Kautmann, The Portable Nietzsche,
1954,

EH Ewe Homo. Flow One Becomes What One Is (wntten 1888, first ediion 1908), tr. Walter
Kaufmann, New York: Random House, 1967.

WP The W7ll to Power (Notes from Nietzsche's Nachluff—posthumously published wnungs—of
the period 1883-88, collected under the ttde Der Wil ger Macht by Nietzsche's sister, Elisubeth
Forster-Nietzsche: first edinon published 1901, second edition publlshed 1906 contwning 1 067
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Introduction

How is it, one may ask, that philosophers today do not even try to refute
Nietzsche, and seem to feel morality as firm as ever under their feet? Why do we
not argue with him as we argue with other philosophers of the past? Part of the
answer secems to be that a confrontation with Nietzsche is a difficult thing to

arrange.

[t 1s the rask of this dissertation to arrange such a confrontation, that is, to examune Nietzsche's views
on morality in order to assess his contribution to moral philosophy. In this study, [ argue that
Nietzsche presents a positire morality based on human flounshing, and that his aztack on the
prevailing, Christian morality can only be understood within the context of his tundamental “ethical’
preoccupation with exemplary individuals Consistent with his view thar values retlect the needs and
interests served for particular classes or ‘types’ of human beings, Nietzsche rejects ‘morality” insofar
as it functions within society to preserve the ‘herd’ at the expense of those potenual ‘higher types’
whose flounshing resides elsewhere. At the same ume, Nietzsche realizes that since the ‘herd’ ace
quite content with their morality, 1t 15 unlikely that they will be concemed with or recepuve to hus
promotion of human excellence. Hence, Nietzsche sets out to persuade a select readership, only
‘those who have ears to hear’, through a reliance on performaure jusufication. In other words, his
power of persuasion depends not on a discursive crinque but on the capacity of Zarathustra and
himself (based on his Aemzc selt-characterization in Exz Homo) to serve as models of human greamess
to be emulated by those physiological successes which have vet to bloom. My dissertanon wms to fill
in the details of this general outline.

There are five major themes discussed in this dissertaton that [ considered crucial tor a

comprehensive examnination of Nietzsche as a ‘moral philosopher’. These include the following:



vii

1) Nietzsche’s understanding of ‘morality’, including his genealogical approuch to the subject.
2 Nietzsche’s aritigne of morality—the ‘Feldsug gegen die Moral .

3) Nietzsche’s positive morality.

4 Nietzsche’s moral influences /educators.

3) Nietzsche’s relanon to the moral tradinon.

While it 1s certainly the case that within the voluminous secondary literature on Nietzsche, one can
tind accounts of all these themes taken individually, there has been no study unul now which has
incorporated all of these aspects together. Thomas Brobier's Nietsshe’s Ethics of Character: A1 Study of
Ntetgiche's Ethics and its Place in the History of Moral Thinking: has broached most of these topics, but as [
argue throughout the text of this dissertation, Brobjer ignores two of Nietzsche’s main moral
intluences, Arthur Schopenhauer and Paul Rée, and mustakenly situates Nietzsche’s ethics within the
tradition of virtue ethics. Even stll, the ment of this dissertation does not lie excluswely or pnimanly
i 1ts ability to pool together the numerous literature on Nietzsche'’s work on rebus moralibus. In many
instances, the interpretations defended here are a response to popular readings ot Nietzsche which
have appeared to me misguided and inaccurate.

Before engaging Nietzsche’s attack on morality, it is necessary to clanify his wnderstanding of
‘morality’. This is the task of my first chapter which begins with an account ot Nietzsche's natural
history of morals and its evolution into a raluaare history expressed by means of a genealogy of
morals. Nietzsche’s genealogical method revealed that there are essenually two types ot morality:
master/noble and slave. [n addition to their historical importance, Nietzsche attempts to understand
moral values in general as surface values, mere svmptoms or signs underving a parucular
phvsiological condition—in short, moralities are either representatve of ascending life (as in master
or noble morality) or declining life (as in slave morality). Yet, Nietzsche 1s never to be viewed as a

disinterested histornian of morality. In labeling himself an ‘immoralist’, Nietzsche reveals the scope of

* Philippa Foot, “Nietzsche: The Revaluation of Values” in Robert C. Solomon (ed.), Nietgsche: A Collection of
Critical Essays, New York: Anchor Press, 1973, pp.156-7.
@ Uppsala: Uppsala University Press, 1995.
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his attack on morality, declaring war on Christian morality and ts secular surrogates (1.e. moralines
which deny God but which remain under the spell of Chastianuty’s morality of pity). My fundamental
concern in the first chapter was to articulate the importance of physiology for an understanding of
Nietzsche’s conception of morality since it relates directly to his repudiation of morality, and to his
toremost ethical concern—the production of exemplary individuals (both of which compnse the
content of later chapters). [ intentonally avoided discussion of my own preconcerved nonon of
‘morahity’ in order to let Nietzsche explan to his readership what 4e understands by the term *Vora/
(in addinon to the other German expressions he employs). This approach was mouvated by my
trustration at discovering various commentators smuggling in their own conception ot morality, and
then evaluanng Nietzsche’s applicaton of the term accordingly.

The second chapter 1s devoted to an examination of Nietzsche’s crinque of morality. Having
denufied Chnsnan morality as the rarget of Nietzsche's virulent attack, [ proceed ro discuss the
components of this morality which he finds so objecnonable. The point of this chapter 15 to show
that these varous strands of morality dovetul into one major objection, an objectuon based on
Nietzsche’s anti-egalitanan belief i an order of rank among human beings: Morality, nsofar as 1t
represents the interests and needs of the herd, hinders the development ot human flounshing in the
rare few, with different interests and needs. Nietzsche’s campaugn agunst mocality, then, 1s directed
against Chastian morality as it stifles the ‘higher tvpe’s’ potennal tor greatness.

In Chapter Three, [ argue that Nietzsche’s campaigning spint extends from morality to
moral philosophy (i.e. Erhik, Moral-Philosophie), where he offers a cntical evaluaton of moral
philosophers, many of whom he derisively dubs ‘the preachers of morals’ (Moradprediger). As part of
my task to arrange a confrontation with Nietzsche, and realizing that [ could not possibly discuss
Nietzsche's relation to every moral philosopher with whom he engages, [ decided to focus on five
moral philosophers—utwo who nspired Nietzsche’s interest n (and reaction to) ethics (Schopenhauer
and Rée), and three others, (J.S. Mill, Immanuel Kant, and Anstote), each representing one of the

major moral traditions. In this way, [ was able to trace Nietzsche’s early influences and assess his



contribution to moral philosophy.» While it 1s obvious that Nietzsche s a critic of uulitarianism and
Kantian ethics, there have been recent efforts to situate his moral thinking within the virtue ethics
tradition. After reviewing Nietzsche’s evaluatons of the prominent figures represenung all three
traditions, [ argue that he stands before each one as a anti. Yer, | emphancally resist the suggesuon
that we must therefore conclude that Nietzsche has no posiive morality. The mnabiliey to place
Nietzsche within the moral tradition does not indicate that his moral legacy 1s restricted to being a
‘crinc’ of morality. The remaining two chapters are ntended to support this contention.

Nietzsche’s absence from the moral tradinon has not prevented commentators from
recognizing his ethical concern with exemplary human beings. In Chapter Four, [ examne the
‘perfectionst’ readings ot Nietzsche which have been inspired by Stanley Cavell’s correction ot John
Rawls’ account of Nietzschean pertectionism. Relving on Daniel Conway’s disincnion berween
Nietzsche's moral and political pertectiomsm (1.e. attending 1o the pertection of oneselt versus a1 socul
policy based on the insnunonally designed production of human excellence), [ discuss the relanon
between Nietzsche’s pertectionism and his demand for a ‘revaluation of all values’. [ argue that
Nietzsche’s moral perfeciomsm corresponds temporally to the erg stages of the ‘revaluation’
indicanng that Nietzsche’s ethical 1deal of human flounshing s attmnable within (decadent) late
modermity.

Flaving established that Nietzsche’s ethic of human tlounshing 1s applicable to modermuy, [
wm, in Chapter Five, to an examination ot the specitic affirmative ideals (1.e. ‘amor faw’, ‘eternal
returmn’, ‘give style 1o one’s character’, and ‘become what one 15”) which Nietzsche advances on behalf
of his ‘hugher type’. While there i1s nothing new or astomushing about clamung that Nietzsche
advances an ethic of human tlounshing, what will no doubt surprise readers s the anti-roluntanistic
model of human flounishing defended here. Specifically, [ argue that Nietzsche 1s a fatulst insofar as

he believes that what a person becomes is determuned by natural facts about that person. Whether or

= Although [ feel justified with my selecton of these five philosophers, [ hope to one day pursue Nietzsche's
other moral influences, most notably, the French Moralists, Emerson, |.M. Guyau, W.H. Rolph, Spencer, as



not one can become a ‘higher type’ is decided at birth, according to one’s natural endowments. The
common reading of Nietzsche, which [ challenge throughout the text, 1s that human excellence s a
matter of self-creation or self-fashioning which can be accomplished by dint of an act of free will. 1
contend that although human excellence s not the product of choice, but based on one’s natural
physical constitution, this does not deprive Nietzsche of advancing his ideal of human tlounishing or
promoting a ‘revaluation of all values’. There are external factors (e.g. educanon, values) which mught
mnfluence a person’s life, even though these external factors must vield to the limits circumscnbed by
the natural facts. Finally, I argue that Nietzsche mms to promote his ethical ideal by means of a
performatire justification where he presents the character ot Zarathustra (Thus Spoke Zarathustra) as well
as humself (Ece Flomo) as concrete exemplars of human excellence whose task it 15 1o inspure those
capable of being inspired, by convincing them thar his life 1s a better altemanve to the life that person
15 now living,

In conclusion, it seems to me that the success of this dissertation 1s not to be measured by 1ts
ability to convince readers that my Nietzsche 1s b Nietzsche. Rather, it 1s my hope that in oftering a
comprehensive examination of Nietzsche's work on morality, | have succeeded in laying the
groundwork for a confrontation with Nietzsche as 4 moral philosopher. In addition to its breadth, [
also hope that my study has justified the unconventional view that Nietzsche’s positive morality rests
on his acceptance of fatalism, and that it will remove the longstanding prejudice that Nietzsche 1s a

philosopher of self-creauon.

well as some of the historans of morals whom Nietzsche had read, e.g. W.E.H. Lecky, H.L. Martensen, and ]J.J.
Baumann.



The ‘Moralities’ of an Immoralist:
A Prelude to Nietzsche’s Critique of Morality

Wandering through the many subder and coarser moralities which have so far been prevalent on
earth, or stll are prevalent, | found that certain features recurred regularly together and were

closely associated—until [ finally discovered two basic types and one basic difference. There are
master morality and slave moradity. ..

—BGE, 260, KSA 5:208.

Reinigung von der Rache ist meine Moral.
—KSA 10:363.

Problem: aus ist uber die MoraP
—KSA 12:571.

Few philosophers have written so extensively and passionately on the subject of morality as
Nietzsche. In fact, he wrote that there seems to be nothing more worth taking serously than the
problems of morality (GM, P:7, KSA 5:254). However, assessing Nietzsche's contributon to moral
philosophy is no easy task. For instance, his Nachlaff query, “IWas ist aber die Moraf?,”" is answered with
this rather cryptic ‘definition’ of morality: “morals (Mora)—being understood as the doctrine of the
relations of supremnacy (Herrschafts-1 “erhaltnissen) under which the phenomenon of ‘life’ comes to be”
(BGE, 19, KSA 5:34). Far from clanifying his understanding of morality, Nietzsche’s ‘definition’
obfuscates matters since this definition itself requires exegesis.

His status as a moral philosopher, in the constructive sense, is further comprormused by
several noteworthy admussions. To begin with, Nietzsche refused the utle of ‘moralist’ in favour of
‘tmmoralist, which he wore “as a badge of honour” (EH, ‘Desuny’, 6, KSA 6:370). Indeed, his

scathing critique of morality, sardonic remarks on the ‘preachers of morals’ (Morajprediger), reference

! But, what is morality?
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to Zarathustra as the ‘annihilator of morality’ (EH, ‘Books’, I, KSA 6:300), a self-professed
immoralism (EH, Desuny’, KSA 6:365ff.), and his claim that he does not wish to promote any
morality (GS, 292, KSA 3:532), seem to support the view that Nietzsche’s moral legacy 1s restricted
to being a itic of morality. Alexander Nehamas, for instance, claims that Nietzsche’s principal aim 1s
to undermine the moral tradition and that his “posiuve morhity” remains “appallingly
disappointing.” This senument 1s shared by Alasdar MacIntyre who wrtes that Nietzsche’s
greatmess does not lie in such “favolous solutions.”

Nietzsche’s relaton to morality, however, is much more complex than the label ‘tmmoralist’
seems to warrant. For instance, he realized that before one can offer a mitigue of morality, one must
first call into question the ralee of these values themselves, and this preparatory task requires an
examination of the conditions which gave birth to values, as well as an account of their evolution. It
is imperative, then, that we ascertain the reasons for the differences in moral climates. “Why 15 1t”,
Nietzsche asks, “that the sun of one fundamental moral judgment and main standard of value shines
here and another there” (GS, 7, KSA 3:379)7 In other words, we need to be in 1 posinon to compare
many moralities (Le. those moralities which have ‘actually existed, actually been lived) and the
approach best suited for such a project would be genealogical in order to arnive at an understanding
of the ongin (Urprang) of our moral prejudices.

The problem, however, is that Nietzsche’s genealogical insights led to a relentess attack on
Churistian or slave morality, and consequenty overshadow his affirmauve views, especially his serious
(ethical) concern for exemplary individuals—the purveyors of human flounishing. A comprehensive
examination of Nietzsche’s views on morality, then, must account for his non-pejoratve, and even,
positive references to morality, in addition to the more familiar critique. In this chapter, my goal 1s to
establish the full range of Nietzsche’s understanding of ‘morality’ by way of an analysis of his histonical
reflections on the subject. His natural history of morals, which considers how standards of moral

valuation have varied throughout different historical periods, provides a useful framework for further

2 Alexander Nehamas, Niergsche: Life as Literature. Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1985, p.221.



discussion on moral matters. In particular, it contributes to an understanding of Nietzsche’s
‘definition’ of morality from Beyond Good and Euvil (Jenseits von Gut wnd Bise, 1886). Moreover, these
historical insights serve as a point of reference for a related discussion of how he can consistentdy
clum to be an immoralist while at the same time announce his own morality (‘meine Moral), and
prase other moralities as ‘noble,” ‘healthy,’ and ‘higher.” Exoneratung Nietzsche from this apparent
nconsistency will require an examination of the nature of his ‘immoralism’ and his understanding of

morality—only then can one be in a position to assess his celebrated ‘campaign against morality.’

A Natural History of Morals

In section 32 of Beyond Good and Euil (Jenseits ron Gut und Base, 1886), Nietzsche charts the moral
evolution of humankind by delineating three stages in human history: the pre-moral (vormoralische),
moral (moralische), and extra-moral (aussermoralische). Each stage offers its own manner of evaluaung
human conduct. In the pre-moral period, which occupied ‘the longest part of human history’, the
value of an action was determined by its consequences—the acton itself was considered irrelevant.
“It was rather the way a distinction or disgrace still reaches back today from a child to s parents, in
China.” Here, the concem lies in the success or fallure of an act.

Life during this tme was dominated by custom, and for that reason was designated by
Nietzsche as a ‘morality of mores’ (Sithchkert der Sutte), (GM, 11,2, KSA 5:293).¢ The concept of the
‘morality of mores’ was introduced in Nietzsche’s earlier reflections on the ‘history of the moral
sensations’ from Human, Al-Too-Human (96): “To be moral, to act in accordance with custom, to be
ethical means to practise obedience towards a law or tradition established from of old.” Initially, the
custom functioned to maintain a community, a people: the custom has “nothing to do with good and
evil or with any kind of immanent categorical imperative; it is above all directed at the preservation of

a community, a people; every superstitious usage which has arisen on the basis of some chance event

3 Alasdair MacIntyre, ~lffer Iirtue. Notre Dame: Notre Dame University Press, 1981, p.114.



mustakenly interpreted enforces a tradition which it is in accordance with custom to follow; for to
sever oneself from it 1s dangerous, and even more injunious to the wmmumity than to the individual
(because the gods punish the community for misdeeds and for every violation of their privileges and
only to that extent punish the individual)” (HH, 96, KSA 2:93). Nietzsche explains our continued
adherence to custom in terms of its capacity to inspire reverence: “every traditon now contnually
grows more venerable the farther away its ongin lies and the more this ongin 1s forgotten; the respect
paid to it increases from generation to generauon, the tradition at last becomes holy and evokes awe
and reverence” (96). Under the morality of mores, the mndividual views himself as 1 member of a
community, rarely acung as an ndiridual, but now “he 1s called ‘good’” who does what 1s customary as
if by nature, as a result of a long inheritance, that is to say easily and gladly, and this s so whatever
what is customary may be...” (96). This marks a transition in the consequences of obeying custom,
from the preservation of the community f its becoming merely habitual, where the habitual has
proven tself both ‘pleasant’ and ‘useful’

Nietzsche emphasizes the power of tradition by descnibing “change as the very essence of
immorality (Unszetliche)” (GM, 111, 9, KSA 5:359). In fact, the tree individual 1s considered ‘immoral’
(unsittlich) insofar as he depends upon himself rather than a wadinon. Realizing that he has yet to
comment on specific customs, and their subsequent effect on the development of humanity,

Nietzsche offers a more detailed account of the impact that the morality of mores had on human

*What is lost in the English translation is Nietzsche’s playfulness with the terms Sizze (mores) and Sittbchkat
(morality). In German, the words indicate that the one is denved from the other. See also KSA 12:332: “Dre
Sitte als eigendiche ‘Sittlichkeit’.” (“Custom as the onginal ‘morality””, my translation).

5 This understanding of the morality of mores from Human, Al-Too-Human (96, 97) and Daybreak (9) does not
conflict with the description of the pre-moral period from Beyond Good and Evil (32) where the value of an act s
judged according to its ‘consequences’. Prima fude, it may appear that there’s a disinction between evaluatung an
act according to its consequences or whether it was performed out of obedience to tradition. But, in this case,
the two readings are consistent insofar as actions are evaluated according to their consequences for maintaning
customs, and for continued obedience to custom. For instance, under the morality of mores, actions are
evaluated according to their consequences for insinuating oneself with supematural spirits, maintaining atuals,
and removing perceived guilt or punishments from the community (Le. ‘imaginary causalities’, D, 10, KSA
3:24). Note, that this ‘consequentialist’ view is nothing like the narrow, utilitarian conception, since moral worth
does not lie in numbers, but rather in obedience to tradition. It is the community, and not the individual which
is the basic unit of value.



beings. In On the Genealogy of Morals: A Polemic (Zur Genealogie der Moral. Eine Streitschnift, 1887), he
explains what human beings endured i the pre-moral period.

The tremendous labour of that which I have called ‘morality of custom’...the labour
performed by man upon himself during the greater part of the existence ot the
human race, his entire prehistoric labour, finds in this its meaning, its great
justification, notwithstanding the severity, tyranny, and idiocy mvolved in it: with the
aid of the morality of custom and the socil straitjacket man was acrually zade

calculable. (GM, 11, 2, KSA 5:293)

The severity of this e plaved a significant role in making human beings ‘calculable’. In order to
accomplish this task, 1t was thought necessary to first create 2 memory for the human being by means
of ‘mnemotechnis —the oldest psvchology on earth which embraced the panciple: “If something 15 to
stay 1n the memory it must be bumed in: only that which never ceases to Aurt stays in the memory”
(GM, 11, 3, KSA 5:295). This tactic was based on the view that pan is the most effecnve means to
mnemonics. During this ume, such things as ‘suftenng’, ‘cruelty’, ‘dissembling’, ‘revenge’, and
‘slander of reason’ were considered virtues, while ‘well-being’, ‘thirst for knowledge’, ‘peace’, and
‘pity’ ranked among the dangers (GM, III, 9, KSA 5:359). Nietzsche’s mun pomnt is that the pre-
moral period was crucial for shaping the development of humamity. For instance, he clums thar the
morality of mores preceded ‘world history’, and marked “the truly decisive history that determuned
the character of mankind” (111, 9). The morality of mores, then, 1s the naugural step on the path of
humanity’s moral development and 1s a defining feature of the pre-moral penod. With these
fundamental nsights into the origin of morality, Nietzsche wanted to bring this much ‘older’ and
‘primitive species’ of morality to the attention of his readers since it ditfers %o caelo from the present-
day reigning moral ideal—the altrutsuc mode of evaluation.®

It is the next period, the moral (morabische), which leaves the greatest inpression on

Nietzsche. The moral period, spanning ‘the last ten thousand vears’, marks the gradual transion

6 KSA 12:153: “Es fehlt das Wissen und Bewusstsein davon, welche Umdrehungen bereits das moralische
Urtheil denn durchgemacht hat, und wie wirklich mehrere Male schon im griindlichsten Sinne ‘Bése” auf ‘Gut’
umgetauft worden ist. Auf eine dieser Verschiebungen habe ich mit dem Gegensatze “Sirtlichkeit der Sitte’ und
- --.” See also BGE, 260.



from 2 morality of custom to an intention-oriented mode for evaluatng acuons, and represents a
‘reversal of perspective’. [t is the ‘ongin’ of an act which now decides its value, and ths period s
charactenized as “the unconscious aftereffect of the rule of anstocratc vilues and the tath n
‘descent’ (‘Herkunff)” (BGE, 32, KSA 5:50). In parucular, this stage marks our first attempr art selt-
knowledge mnsofar as human beings begin to reflect on the moral mouves of their actions. The
‘individual’ acts i accord with a tree will, and hence becomes subject to moral judgment. It 1s ths
second period of human history, understood as ‘moral in the narrower sense,” in which Nietzsche
will reserve his crincism. He writes: “The intention (Abschd) as the whole ongin and prehistory ot an
acnon—almost to the present day this prejudice has dominated moral prisse, blame, judgment, and
philosophy on earth” (BGE, 32, KSA 5:51). Nietzsche mantains that the conscious antecedents ot
an act are unknowable (GS, 335, KSA 3:363). In other words, we lack epistemological access to the
real motives of our acts. Instead, he msists that they are merely signs or svymptoms whose value 1s
rooted 1n an unconsctous source. His rejection of tus tundamental aspect ot the moral peniod led to
the anticipation of a new period, the ‘extra-moral’ (wnssermoralische).

Nietzz-he hegins by asking “Don’t we stand ar the threshold of a4 period which should be
designated negatvely, to begin with, as extru-moraf” It has agun become necessary, he says, to
embatk on a “reversal and fundamental shift in values, owing to another self-examnation of mun”.
[n direct opposition to the moral period, Nietzsche and his fellow immoralists locate the value ot an
actuon in what is ‘umintentional in 1t’ since “everything about 1t that 1s intentonal, everything about 1t
that can be seen, known, ‘conscious,’ stll belongs to its surtace and skin.” The consequence of this
view that the intention s merely a sign or symptom requinng nterpretauon, 15 that ‘morality n the
tradinonal sense’, the ‘morality of intentions,’ is considered merely a prejudice—"something on the
order ot astrology and alchemy—but in any case something that must be overcome” (BGE, 32, KSA
5:51). What the ntenton ‘betrays’ and ‘conceals’ 1s #ho one i, 1e. the indiwidual’s character, the

thoughts and dnives which operate on the level of the mnconscious. For Nietzsche, there 1s a strong



relation between physiology and valuation.” He attempts to understand moral values as a sign
language of the underlying physiological condition of an individual or people. As eady as Daybreak
(Morgenriithe, 1881), he writes, “...our moral judgments and valuations are only images and fantasies
concerning physiological processes unknown to us, a kind of habitual language to describe certain
nervous irmtations” (D, 119, KSA 3:113). And, in Tuilght of the Idols (Gitsen-Dimmernng, 1888), the
work which summanzes his philosophy, Nietzsche states, “Morality is merely sign-language, mere
symptomatology...” (T1, ‘Improvers’, 1, KSA 6:98). On this view, the value of morality can only be
gauged semiotically. As we shall later see, Nietzsche will evaluate moralines precisely according to
this standard—uwhether their values represent physiological failure (i.e. decadence) or well-being.

Nietzsche’s extra-moral standpoint aims at nothing less than an overcoming of morality,
even, he says, “the self-overcoming ot morality” (die Selbstiiberuzndung der Moral). It most certainly does
not or cannot involve a complete detachment from the moral period. Rather, the extra-moral must
grow out of the soil of the preceding period. Consequendy, Nietzsche’s extra-moral companions, ‘the
finest and most honest’, will assirmilate the past of the moral period n an effort to sculpt it into some
new creation. The moral period, then, will not only serve as the object of his attack, but as a
preparatory period for a higher humanuty whose (future) existence is dependent on the moral epoch.
As Wolfgang Miiller-Lauter writes: “The moral epoch of mankind thus falls into a double meaning:
on the one hand, it seems to be a time of decline; on the other, a ime of preparauon for a ncher
humanity, which would be impossible without 1.

Nietzsche’s natural history of morals, then, 1s not merely a prelude to his cniuque of morality,
but is also instrumental in utilizing past experience to construct the future. A self-overcoming of
morality would entail the recognition that our understanding of morality has evolved. Of course, the

dominance of the values belonging to the moral period would be usurped with the introduction of an

7 For an excellent discussion of the relationship between physiology and valuation in Nietzsche’s thought, see
Richard Brown’s “Nihilism: Thus Speaks Physiology” in T. Darby, B. Egyed, B. Jones (eds.), Niet3sche and the
Rbetoric of Nibthsm, Ottawa: Careton University Press, 1989, pp.133-1-44.

8 Wolfgang Miiller-Lauter, Nietzsche: His Philosophy of Contradictions and the Contradictions of His Philosophy, trans.
David J. Parent, Chicago: University of [llinois Press, 1997, p.40.



extra-moral period (much to Nietzsche’s delight). But, it should come as no surpnse that this ‘natural
history of morals’ was not intended as a strictly ‘impersonal’, descriptive account of the evolution of
morality. That Nietzsche’s preoccupation with rebus moralibus was not restnicted to a mere ‘history’ 1s

evident in his major work on morals, On the Genealogy of Morals: A Polemie, to which [ now tum my

attention.

The Task of the Genealogy

Nietzsche’s Preface to On the Genealogy of Morals: A Polemic, provides an nsighttul account of his
intentions with respect to the study of morality. He explains that his interest in morabty, “with all that
has hitherto been celebrated on earth as morality” (GM, P:3, KSA 5:249), was heightened by a
curiosity and a suspicion regarding the origir of ‘good’ and ‘evil’. Nevertheless, Nietzsche 1s adamant
that such ‘hypothesis mongering’ on the ongin of morality was not his ‘real concemn’ (GM, P:5, KSA
5:251). Instead, his historical philosophizing was merely a means to his fundamental concem—
questioning the rualve of our moral values (P:5). This remark has prompted Michel Foucault and
others to emphasize the negative dimension of Nietzsche’s genealogical approach. There s certainly
support for such a reading as Nietzsche articulates the following ‘new demand’: “we need a aigue of
moral values, the value of these values must first be called into question—and for that there 15 needed a
knowledge of the conditions and circumstances in which they grew, under which they evolved and
changed” (GM, P:6, KSA 5:253). Suill, there is a symbtotic relation between the destruction of values
and the creation of new ones. In fact, the annthilation of values is a requirement for those who desire
to create values,? since “we can destroy only as creators” (GS, 58, KSA 3:422). It is crucial, then, to
situate Nietzsche’s genealogical method within his critical task which entails: “...the solution of the
problem of value, the determination of the order of rank (Rangordnung) among values” (GM, I:17n, KSA
5:289). And, he goes on to describe the Genealogy as a preliminary study for a revaluation of all values

(EH, ‘GM’, KSA 6:353). Despite its tide, the Genealsgy can be read as having more to do with

% See EH, ‘Destny’, 2, KSA 6:366.



supplying the impetus for an overcoming of Christian morality, than simply documenting the origin
of moral valuanon.

The motivation for publishing his views on the ongin of morality came from the ‘perverse’
moral genealogy put forth by Paul Rée,'® who under the influence of the Englsh type of genealogical
hypotheses, traced the onigin of morality to an ‘altruistc mode of evaluauon’. For Nietzsche, Rée’s
effort was a meager attempt “to exploce the Aistory of the origins (Entstehungsgeschichte) of these [moral]
feelings,” and differed significantly from either a “uritigue of moral valuatons or a “history of ethical
systems” (GS, 345, KSA 3:578). With the exceptuons of Herbert Spencer, Thomas Buckle, and
Thomas Huxley, !! the targets of Nietzsche’s anglophobia are not specified. However, idenufying the
specific moralists 1s not necessary in order to glean the English ‘stvle’ of genealogy. These ‘Engjish’
histonans ot morality treated values as given, as not subject to questioning, and consequendy did not
regard morality as a problem. Instead, they merely reatfirmed the morality of their environment which
was a (Chnstian) morality of selflessness. Nietzsche, on the other hand, not only recognized morality
as a problem but narrowed the problem to that of the ralre of pity and of the morality of pity (GM,
P:6, KSA 5:252). He wntes:

What was at stake was the vale of morality... What was especially at stake was the
value of the ‘unegoistc,’ the instuncts of pity, self-abnegation, self-sacrifice...But 1t
was agamnst preciselv zhese nsuncts that there spoke from me an ever more
fundamental mustrust, an ever more corrosive skepticism...[ understood the ever
spreading morality of pity that had seized on philosophers and made them ill, as the
most sinister symptom of a European culture that had itself become sinister... (GM,
P:5, KSA 5:251-2)

Nietzsche’s genealogical method becomes a critcal tool for calling into queston the value of our
current morality (of pity), which he perceived as ‘the great danger to mankind’ (GM, P:5, KSA 5:252).

The Genealogy is certainly not a ‘disinterested’ or ‘impersonal’ history of morals. Rather, it demands an

10 Nietzsche is refernng to Rée’s The Ongin of the Moral Sensations (1877) which was inspired by Darwin,
Schopenhauer, the French moralists (especially LaRochefoucauld), and Comte. It contains a mixture of
naturalism, evolutionism and utlitananism.
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overcomung of the morality of pity since it thwarts the development of what man can aspire to—his
‘highest power and splendor (GM, P:6, KSA 5:253). It is worth notung that although Nietzsche is
undermining selfless morality, he is certainly not abandoning an (ethical) interest in human
flounshing. Of significant importance is the note which he attaches to the end of the First Essay of
the Genealogy. Here, Nietzsche expresses the hope that Philosophy Departments might award prizes
for contnbutions to Aistorical studies of morality, and then ponts out that the decisive question
concerning the ralee of morality 1s—the ‘value for zhat? One morality may prove valuable in
preserving the greatest number, while another owes its effectveness to producing a stronger type.
Each possess value but represent opposing moral stndpoints. To treat the former 4 priorr as
representative of a higher value s, for Nietzsche, a prejudice which he would like to see remedied by
the philosophers of the future whose task 15 to determuine the order of rank among values. The re-
establishment of a rank-ordenng of values would represent an acknowledgement ot the value of the
rare, exemplary beings whose flounshing would no longer be thwarted by a decadent majonity.
Nietzsche continually campaigned agunst the notion that ‘numbers’ determine value. For now, [
would like to focus my attention on the First Essay of the Genealogy where Nietzsche presents his

account of the ongin of moral valuaton.

The Optics of Value: Master/Noble versus Slave Morality

The First Essay, ““Good and Ewvil,; ‘Good and Bad™ begins with Nietzsche expressing his
dissatsfaction with previous historians of morality (most notably the aforementioned English
psychologists) for tracing the origin of ‘good’ to unegoistic actions, where the recipients of such acts
deemed them good on account of their usefulness. In contrast to his predecessors, whom he thought
had ‘bungled’ moral genealogy due to their lack of an Aistorical spent, Nietzsche wnites,

Now it 1s plain to me, first of all, that in this theory the source of the concept

“good” has been sought and established in the wrong place: the judgment “good”

I Nietzsche was quite possibly thinking of Thomas Hobbes, Dand Hume, John Stuart Mill, and W.E.H.
Lecky, to name a few.
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did not onginate with those to whom “goodness” was shown! Rather it was “the

good” themselves, that it to say, the noble, powerful, high-stationed and high-

munded, who felt and established themselves and their actions as good, that s, of

the first rank, in contradistinction to all the low, low-minded, common and plebeian.

(GM, I, 2, KSA 5:259)
The origin of the anuthesis ‘good’ and ‘bad’ can be attributed to the noble’s pathos of distance—a total
feeling of distance on the part of the ruling order in relation to a lower order. The noble type of
individual experiences itself as determining values. He seizes the night to create and label these values.
This value-legislation is fundamental to these persons’ very existence, indeed it speaks out of who they
are. As a result, the ornigin of the term ‘good’, on Nietzsche’s view, had nothing at all to do with
‘unegoisuc’ actions. In fact, the ‘egoistic’/‘unegoisuc’ dichotomy was completely foreign to the noble
mode of valuation. The origin of morality 1s traced not o questions of selflessness, but of power.
The rulers (1.e. the powerful) determined values according to the quanta of power they possessed.

Further evidence to support his account of the ongin of the anuthesis ‘good’ and ‘bad’ was

culled from his philological training. Nietzsche examined the etymologycal significance of the concept
‘good’ in various languages and revealed that in each case the term ‘good’ could be traced to ‘noble’
or ‘aristocratic’ in the social sense. This explanaton not only shows that the concept ‘good’
developed out of nobility, but that its negative corollary, the term ‘bad’, corresponded to those who
were ‘common,’ ‘plebetan,’ and ‘Tow’. Nietzsche appealed to numerous languages for etymological
confirmation, including his mother tongue. He noted that in German the word schlecht [bad] was
derived from schlcht [plain, simple], and then concluded that the bad man was ongmnaily the common
man.!2 With this ‘fundamental insight’ into moral genealogy, Nietzsche hoped to dismuss the spurious
accounts offered by nval genealogists. And, he adds this corrective, “It is obvious that moral
designations were everywhere first applied to Auwman beings and only later, derivatively, to actons”
(BGE, 260, KSA 5:209). With the eventual decline of anstocratic values, the ‘egoistuc’/’unegoistc’

dichotomy began to assert itself, and ultimately dominated moral evaluation.

12 See section 5 of the First Essay of the Genealggy.
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Nietzsche’s reflections on the origin of moral judgement received their first detailed expression
in section 260 of Beyond Good and Euil (Jenseits von Gute und Base, 1886).13 The introduction of a
typology of master and slave moralities anticipated the account offered in the First Essay of the
Genealogy. The difference berween the two moralities lies precisely in their ongins. Master morality
onginated among a ruling group whereas slave morality emerged from those who were ruled. The
first type of morality relies on a ‘good’ and ‘bad’ distinction which 1s synonymous with ‘noble’ and
‘contemptible’. The noble type of individual exhibits a feeling of fullness, of overflowing power, and
delights in being severe and hard with himself (BGE, 260, KSA 5:210). For Nietzsche, the eventual
downfall of aristocratic values can be attributed to what he refers to as ‘the slave revolt in morality’
(Sklavenaufitand in der Moral). [t is evident that this event is locared within the moral era since this
period is characterized as the “unconscious aftereffect of the rule of anstocratc values” (BGE, 32,
KSA 35:50). The slaves, unable to live up to the standards of the noble type, sought revenge by
demanding a revaluation of their enemies’ values. [t was the Jews, he claims, who were responsible
for the inversion of anstocratic values (good = noble = powertul = beauuful = happy = beloved of
God).!* This initial revaluaton of values resulted in the view that “the wretched alone are the good;
the poor, impotent, lowly alone are the good; the sutfering, deprived, sick, ugly alone ace pious, alone
are blessed by God...and vou, the powerful and noble, are on the contrary the evil, the cruel, the
lustful, the insatiable, the godless to all etermity; and you shall be in all eremity the unblessed,
accursed, and damned” (GM, [, 7, KSA 5:267)! He explains:

The slave revolt in morality begins when ressentiment itself becomes creative and
gives birth to values: the ressentiment of natures that are denied the true reaction, that
of deeds, and compensate themnselves with an imaginary revenge. While every noble

morality (vornehme Moral) develops from a trumphane atfirmaton of itself, slave

13 See HH, 45, KSA 2:67 for Nietzsche's first application of the terms ‘noble’ and ‘base’, ‘master’ and ‘slave’ to
moralities derived from the ruling group, and the ruled group.

4 Although Nietzsche claims that the Jews marked the slave revolt in morality, it is evident that he is also
refering to Chastianity since he adds in that same section: “...One knows who inherited this Jewish
revaluation” (GM, I, 7, KSA 3:267). Further, Nietzsche’s attack on morality is directed specifically against
Chrisuanity (and its secular denvatves).



morality from the outset says No to what is ‘outside,” what is ‘different,” what is ‘not

iself’; and zhés No 1s 1ts creatve deed. (GM, I, 10, KSA 5:270)
Whereas the noble type conceives the concept ‘good’ out of himself unreflectively from the outset,
and only seeks its opposite so as to :;.fﬁrrn itself more gratefully and triumphandy, the slave first
requires a hostile external world, an external samuli prompung a macuon (GM, I, 10, KSA 5:271).
The slaves direct their view outward instead of back to themselves. In proclaiming ‘No’ to what 1s
different, they are reacung against the qualies possessed by the nobles, but which are lacking in
themselves. Ressentiment 1s the key mouvating factor responstble for the supplanting of noble values
(EH, ‘GM’, KSA 5:352). It condemns that which represents ascending life, well-being, power, beauty
and self-affirmation (A, 24, KSA 6:192). In this sense, ressentzment can be viewed as the mother of
slave morality.

The revaluation of ansrocrauc values is accompanied by a change in moral vocabulary. Replacing
the nobles’ ‘good’ and ‘bad’ (suhlechs) mode of valuanon is the ‘good’ and ‘evil’ (bise) anuthesis ot slave
morality. The ‘good’ of noble ongin (i.e. the powerful indinidual) 1s now branded ‘evil’, and the ‘bad’
(.. the lowly, and contemptble) are recognized as the ‘good’ according to the man of ressentiment.
The svmbol of this struggle between the two opposing values ‘good and bad’ and ‘good and evil’ 1s
‘Rome against Judea, Judea against Rome’. Nietzsche not only draws the batde lines, but concedes
victory to the morality of ressentiment. He wntes, “Which of them has won for the present, Rome or
Judea? But there can be no doubt: consider to whom one bows down in Rome itself today, as 1f they
were the epitome of all the highest values...” (GM, [, 16, KSA 5:286-87).

Despite Rome’s defeat, Nietzsche recogmzed in the Renaissance,'s and in the French
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, an awakening of the noble mode of evaluation. Moreover, he
expressed an optimism that this struggle was far from over, and did not desire at all to mask his
paruiality. “...It has long since been abundandy clear what my am s, what the aim of that dangerous

slogan is that is inscribed at the head of my last book Beyord Good and Eul—At least this does not
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mean ‘Beyond Good and Bad™ (GM, I, 17, KSA 5:288). Nietzsche’s acceptance of the ‘good/bad’

distinction is in keeping with his view that values are necessary conditions for life, and reflect who we

are as ‘types’.

On the Physiology of Morals: Nietzsche’s Immoralism

Nietzsche’s preoccupation with morality extends beyond his reconstruction of our moral past. A
major component of his work on morality is critique which necessitates a standpoint outside of
morality. Nietzsche approaches the problem ot morality from the perspecuve of an ‘immoralist' —
one who speaks unmorally, extra-morally, ‘bevond good and evil’. His fondness for the expression
‘tmmoralist’ 1s evident from a letter dating from 1888, whereby he proposed that he be charactenized
“as an lmmorabs?’, claiming that this term signufies “the highest form, ull now, of ‘intellecrual
rectitude’ (intellektuellen Rechtschaffenbeif).”™ ¢ Nietzsche's immoralism demands an overcomung of
morality in the ‘narrower sense,’ thereby restrictng his attack to the moral period. At the same ume,
he associates his immoralist perspective with the extra-moral (anssermoralische) insofar as he attnbutes
the value of an act to what is umntentional in it, what lies below the surtace (BGE, 32, KSA 5:51).
Traditional morality is a prejudice since the intention is merely a sign or symptom in need of
interpretation.

Nietzsche attempts to understand moral values as simply surface values, mere symptoms or signs
which reflect some underlving physiological condinon. “In short, moralities are also merely a sgr
language of the affects” (BGE, 187, KSA 5:107). The following passage is crucial for an understanding of
his immoral standpoint:

My demand upon the philosopher is known, that he take his stand beyond good and
evil and leave the illusion of moral judgment benearh himself. This demand follows
from an insight which [ was the first to formulate: that there are no moral

facts. . .Morality is merely an interpretation of certain phenomena—more precisely, a

15 For Nietzsche, the Renaissance, as the “last great age” (T1, ‘Skirmishes’, 37, KSA 6:138), served as a model of
what man can attain to, and he specifically praises its sense of urti.



musinterpretation... Moral judgments are therefore never to be taken literally: so
understood, they always contain mere absurdity. Semeiotically, however, they remain
invaluable: they reveal, at least for those who know, the most valuable realities of
cultures and inwardness which did not know enough to ‘understand’ themselves.

Morality, is mere sign language, mere symptomatology: one must know what it s all

about to be able to profit from it. (TT, ‘Improvers’, 1, KSA 6:98)

This passage documents the intimate relation between moral values and physiology. Moral
judgements are dismissed since they cannot possess any vendical worth. Judgments relaung to the
value of life can “never be true” (T1, ‘Morality’, 5, KSA 6:86). Yet, Nietzsche seems to suggest that
philosophers, or ‘at least those who &70s’ can obtain a prvileged access to what lies below these
illusory moral judgments. We are certainly justified, then, in asking what credenuals would belong to
the expert semeiologist—the master interpreter of moralities. After all, the project ot a revaluanon of
values depends precisely on Nietzsche's proposed solution to the problem of value. In order to
salvage the normatve aspect of his cntical project, Nietzsche would require a standard for evaluating
morality which his own theory seems to eschew. This criucism would be fatal to his cnucal task
provided that he appeals to truth (i.e. an objective standpoint) to validate his position.

Nietzsche's standard for the evaluaton of moralities reflects the relanon between morality
and physiology. Ulumately, he relies on a conception of ‘life’ based on the will to power to serve as
his moral standard, and determuner of an order of rank. The prnciple of ‘will to power informs
Nietzsche’s extra-moral task of overcoming morality. He raises the following decisive question:
“What, seen in the perspective of 4f, is the significance of morality” (BT, SC: 4, KSA 1:17)7 In this
sense, the value of morality depends on whether it is symptomatc of life-enhancement or the
impoverishment of life (life-negation).!” “Valuations,” he writes, “are physiological demands for the

preservation of a certain type of life” (BGE, 3, KSA 5:17). The First Essay of the Genealgy, in

16 Letter to Fuchs, 29 July 1888 in Chnstopher Middleton (ed./trans.), Selected Letters of Friedrich Nietzche,
Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1969, p.305.

17 Nietzsche does not offer specific chtenia for life-enhancement’ though it appears that one must be n
possession of an ascending will to power.
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oudining two distinct moralities, provided an excellent contrast between a morality which s life-
negating and one representng life-enhancement.

An appreciation of Nietzsche’s cnucal project, then, requires an understanding of his
conception of ‘life’ which I will now outine. In his post-Zarathustran writings, the notion of ‘life’
occupies a central role. It is often discussed in relation to Nietzsche’s conception of power, and is
assigned both a descriptive and normative function. Although he remarks that “life iself 1s will o
power” (BGE, 13, KSA 5:27), Nietzsche’s interpreuve emphasis 1s on %ite’, the specific organic
ramification and development of will to power. ‘Life’ is defined as a “mulaplicity of forces,
connected by a common mode of nutmton” (WP 641, KSA 10:650). And, to this, he adds that ‘life’
is “an enduring form of processes of the establishment of force, in which the different contenders
grow unequally” (WP 642, KSA 11:560). This noton of a struggle between unequal torces 1s
described in terms of ‘command’ and ‘obedience’. Living organisms are systems of forces organized
along the lines of commanding and obeying. Simply put, some torces command and others obey.
From there, Nietzsche applies his understanding of flife’ specifically to the human orgamism. This
move to the human level marks a transition from the descripuve to the normanve function of Tife’.
For instance, he refers to *“‘our entire insunctual life” as a development of the will to power (BGE,
36, KSA 5:35), and goes on to define the ‘good’ as “Everything that heightens the feeling of power in
man, the will to power, power itself” (\, 2, KSA 6:170). The concept of ‘life’ now takes on a
decisively normative role. Nietzsche writes:

I reduce a principle to a formula. Every naturalism in morality, that 1s, every heakhy
morality, is dominated by an insunct of life—some commandment of life 1s fulfilled
by a determinate canon of “shalt’ and ‘shalt not’; some nhibition and hostile element
on the path of life is thus removed. An&-natural morality, that is, almost every
morality which has so far been taught, revered, and preached, tums, conversely,
against the mnstincts of life: it is ondemmnation of these insuncts...When it says, ‘God
looks at the heart,’ it says No to both the lowest and highest desires of life and
posits God as the enemy of bfe. The saint in whom God delights 1s the tdeal eunuch.



17

Life comes to an end where the ‘kingdom of God’ begins. (TT, ‘Morality’, 4, KSA

6:85)
In this passage, Nietzsche emphasizes the affilianon between morality and hife. A natural or healthy
morality i1s contrasted with an anti-natural one according to whether they represent an insunct of life
or a condemnation of these wnstncts. ‘Life’, according to Nietzsche, 1s “essentially approprnation,
injury, overpowering of what is alien and weaker; suppresston, hardness, imposition of one’s forms,
ncorporation and...explotaton” (BGE, 259, KSA 5:207). Thus, he 1s able ro reject anu-natural
morality due to 1ts refusal to recognize these necessary elements within the general economy of life.

Nietzsche’s appeal to ‘life’ as a caterion for evaluating moralities appears quite problemaric.

The normanve tuncton assigned to the concept of ‘lite’ which Nietzsche’s criunque of morality seems
to demand, leads to a mertaphysics of the kind that he typically rejects. What follows from this
treatment of morality as symptomatology is a denial of the possibdity of any valuanon of life from
some external standpoint (GS, 346, KSA 3:580; TI, “Morality’, 5, KSA 6:80). For insrance, Nietzsche
explicidy denies that value judgments conceming life can have ‘truth’ value (TT, ‘Socrates’, 2, KSA
6:68). And, secondly, one’s (or a community’s) values seem necessary given one’s partcular
physiological consutunon. For this reason, Nietzsche wntes: “Our values...grow out of us with the
necessity with which a tree bears fruir...” (GM, P:2, KSA 5:248). And, similarly, one’s “morality
bears decided and decisive witness to who se i—that 1s, in what order of rank the innermost drives of
his nature stand in relaton to each other” (BGE, 6, KSA 5:20).

Armed with a criterion of fife’ through which moralines can be evaluated, Nietzsche’s
immoralism begins to take shape. By definiton, an ‘tmmoralist’ is one who acts contrary to moral
and social standards.!® But, Nietzsche is not inciting others to act immorally. His immoralism 1s of a
more complex vanety. As well, he realized the potenually misleading nature of the term ‘tmmoralist’.
In order to avoid being mistaken for a ‘moralistic monster,” (Moral-Ungebener) Nietzsche was careful

to articulate the meaning of his ‘immoralism’. He wnites:

18 Peter Angeles, Dictionary of Philosophy. New York: Harper & Row, 1989, p.128.
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Fundamentally, my term immoralist nvolves two negations. For one, I negate a type
of man that has so far been considered supreme: the good, the benevolent, the
beneficent. And then [ negate a type of morality that has become prevalent and
predominant as morality itself—the morality of decadence or, more concretely,

Christian morality. (EH, ‘Desuny’, 4, KSA 6:367-68)
Placed under the tribunal of life,’ neither the ‘good’ man nor Christuan morality tares well. Both are
signs of physiological degeneration. Lacking the natural insuncts to grow and enhance one’s power
means that the individual posits values which are hostle to hife, and a morality which promotes these
same decadent values thwarts human flounishing. In the same chapter of Ecx Homo, Nietzsche goes
on to define morality: “Definstion of morality: Morality—the 1diosyncrasy of decadents with the ulterior
motive of revenging oneself against life—successtully. [ artach value to dus defimuon™ (EH,
‘Destiny’, 7, KSA 6:373). This definirion s entirely consistent with that found in section 19 ot Beyond
Good and Ent/ insofar as both express a link between moral valuation and physiology.

The passage cited above also helps define the scope of Nietzsche's attack on morality. He s
not rejecting morality st conrt, but only Chnstian morality and its secular surrogates (e.g.
Schopenhauer, J.S. Mill, and Auguste Comte, to name a few)!” which continued to dominate
nineteenth century Europe.®® The negation ot a specific morality which has ‘become predominant as
morality itself’ indicates that there have been other moralities preceding what he calls ‘the morality of
decadence’ or ‘Christian morality’. The monopolizing effect of Chrisnan morality causes us to lose
sight that this morality 15 merely one of others that have existed on earth. Hence, the need for a
‘typology’ of morals. At times, Nietzsche, himself, will succumb to the powerful influence of
Christian morality, and will write as though he is rejecting morality itself. For instance, while

commenting on The Dunn (ot Daybreak) in Ece Homo, he advocates a liberation from a4 moral values

19 Nietzsche often emphasizes that moral philosophers have a tendency to teject Chastuanmty, but sull cling
tenaciously to its morality, that is, its “cult of philanthropy” (D 132, KSA 3:123). The same idea is expressed in
Friedrich Lange’s History of Mterialism, trans. Emest C. Thomas, New York: Kegan Paul, 1925, vol. 3, p-271-72,
including explicit references to Mill and Comte. Having read Lange with great enthusiasm, Nietzsche was
certainly influenced by the Neo-Kantian on this point. Nietzsche is crtical of both Chdstian morality and those
moml philosophies which idenufy ‘pity’, “selflessness’, or ‘altruism’ as the basis of morality.

® As Tracy Strong comments, “A person is immoral only in relation to some system recognized as moral.”
Friedrich Nietzsche und the Politics of Transfiguration, Betkeley: University of Califorma Press, 1975, p.110.
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(EH, ‘D’, 1, KSA 6:330). Taken out of context, it would appear that Nietzsche s aiming to transcend
the entire domain of morality. That this is not the case is evident from the remainder of the passage
where he again identifies the morality of decadence as ‘morality itself. And, he concludes this section
by expluning:

The loss of the center of gravity, resistance to the natural instncts—in one word,

“selflessness”—that is what was hitherto called morality—With the Daan [ first took

up the fight against the morality that would unself man. (EH, ‘D', 2, KSA 6:332)
Nietzsche qualifies his brand of immoralism by announcing his opposition to altruistic moralities,
meaning Christianity and its secular derivatives.*! [t is important then always to idenufy the context in
which he discusses his views. Although there are places in which he appears to be repudunng
morality simphiter® he is adamant that Chrisuan morality 15 “merely one type of human moraliry,
before which und after which many other types, above all Aigher moralines, are or ought o be
possible” (BGE, 202, KSA 5:124).

In Nietzsche’s philosophical autobiography, Ece Homo: How One Becomes What One Is (Ece Homo:

IE%e man wird, was man ist, written 1888), most of the chapter ennded “Why [ am a Desuny’ 1s devoted
to clanfving the nature of his immoralism. In addition to the aforementoned definition, he adds: “I
am the first immoralist: that makes me the annihilator par excelene” (EH, ‘Desuny’, 2, KSA 6:360). [t
would be a mistake, however, to construe this remark as simply a call tor the repudiation of values.
In echoing his formula from Thus Spoke Zarathustra, Nietzsche insists that being creanve first
demands that one annthilate (‘Destiny’, 2). [t would appear, then, that he views his project as both
negative and affirmative despite the potentially misleading label ‘immoralist’. Sull, Nietzsche
endeavors to avoid being musinterpreted where this term 1s concerned. He explatns:

There is vet another sense, however, in which [ have chosen the word immorulist as a

svmbol and badge of honor for myself; [ am proud of having this word which

2] am in agreement with Thomas Brobjer, Nietzche's Ethics of Character, Uppsala: Uppsala Univ. Press, 1995,
p-194 who points out that Chsstianity represents the most important ethical tradition for Nietzsche.

2See for instance, GM, P:6, KSA 5:253 where Nietzsche speaks of one’s belief in *“u morality” faltenng. And,
EH, 'D’, 1, KSA 6:330 where he descrbes his revaluation of all values in terms of “a liberation from 2# moral

values”.
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distunguishes me from the whole of humanity. Nobody yet has felt Chrstzan morality
to be beneath him...Chnstian morality has been the Circe of all tinkers so far—they
stood in her service. (EH, ‘Destny’, 6, KSA 6:370-71)

The following passages leave litde room for doubt that Nietzsche’s immoralism involves an attack on
one type of morality—Chnsnan morality. For now, [ am not interested in his arguments aganst
Chnstian morality, but rather the conception of morality which s operative in his writings. My intent
in describing Nietzsche’s opposition to a specific morality was to indicate that according to his
crtenion of ‘life’, certan morahities could be rejected as decadent while others could be esteemed as

life-enhancing, Surpusingly, however, not all commentators accept this qualified version of

Nietzsche's immoralism.

The Case of Clark: “Nietzsche’s Immoralism, and the Concept of Morality”

Maudemanie Clark has offered an alternative reading of Nietzsche's immoralism in an ctfort to
deterrmune his conception of morality. Clark aligns herself with Philippa Foot, Alexander Nehamas
and Frithjof Bergmann in arguing that Nietzsche is rejecting &/ morality. She begins by questoning
whether immoralism 1s even a plausible view.

An immoralist does not simply ignore morality, or deny 1ts night to our compliance,
but claims that morality 1s a bad thing that should be rejected. Immoralism theretore
seems to be defensible only from the viewpoint of a morality, which makes it appear
to be as self-refunng as another notorious Nietzschean clum, that truths are

dlusions.=
This paradoxical daim, Clark points out, has been circumvented by numerous interpreters (myself
included) who argue that Nietzsche qualifies his brand of immoralism by restricung it to one type of
morality. Her essay examines how Nietzsche could find it plausible to reject all morality. Clack begins
by considenng Nietzsche’s prediction that those who follow him in raising questions about the

morality of pity will share a similar expenence. Quoung from the Genealogy, she wntes: “A
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tremendous new prospect opens up...belief in morality, in all morality, falters—finally a new demand
becomes audible...we need a aitigue of moral values, the vabue of these values must itself for once be called into
question® Clark interprets this to mean that not only would one’s belief in the morality of pity be
undermined, but in ‘all morality’. So, she takes Nietzsche to be drawing a distinction berween ‘all
morality’ and the specific morality which he was referring to in that section (Schopenhauer’s morality
of pity). It is not clear, however, what significance such a disuncuon would have for him. Moreover,
Clark fails to show that Nietzsche rejects certain features of morality which are not subsumed under
Christian morality. Yet, if his immoralism extended beyond an artack on Chnstian morality, then one
could expect to find his cntique of morality addressing such features.

On my reading of the passage cited by Clark, Nietzsche 1s merely emphasizing that if one’s
belief in the morality of pity falters, by extension so too will one’s belief in all morality since he s
equating here the morality of pity with all morality.s He makes this equation because the morality ot
pity holds a monopoly on our current understanding of the term. And, it 15 for this reason that he
writes: ““The Christian has so far been e ‘moral being” (EH, ‘Desuny’, 7, KSA 6:371). Nietzsche wall
sometimes carelessly speak of ‘morality’ instead of taking the ume to make the explicit reference to a
‘morality of pity’. Since he 1s not always careful to separate the two, readers must always be senstuve
to the context. It is also important to consider the work from where this quote was lifted. And, this 1s
precisely what Nietzsche, himself, does in reflecting on the Genealggy in a later work. He wntes: “The
opposition between ‘noble morality’ (rornehme Moral) and *Chrisuan morality’ (christliche Moral) was first
explained in my Genealogy of Morals: perhaps there is no more decisive tuming point i the history of
our understanding of religion and morality” (CW, ‘E’, KSA 6:52 second emphasis mune). This pomnt
is entirely consistent with the emphasis placed on the slave revolt in morality from that same work.

In both cases, Nietzsche focuses on the antthesis—master versus slave (i.e. noble versus Chnsnan).

2 Maudemare Clark, “Nietzsche’s Immoralism and the Concept of Morality,” in R. Schacht (ed.), Nietzsche,

Genealogy, Morabty: Essays on Nietzsche's Genealogy of Morals, Bedkeley: University of California Press, 1994,
pp-15-34.

2 Ibid, p.15, quoting from GM, P: 6, KSA 5:253.
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There seems to be ample textual support to show that Clark had erred in reading Nietzsche as an
opponent of all morality. In faimess, however, we need to consider her additional evidence.

Clark tums to section 32 of BGE, the same passage which I have been making considerable
use of throughout this chapter, to support her interpretation. She states correctly that Nietzsche's
‘overcoming of morality’ entails the overcoming of morality in the ‘narrouer sense’, and then wonders
why Nietzsche would insist on calling himself an immoralist if he 15 only rejecting morality in this
narrower sense. Clark adds: “My question 1s how Nietzsche made it comprehensible and plausible to
himself that he was rejecung precisely what we have embraced as ‘morality’.” From there, she
concludes that Nietzsche’s occasional reference to ‘higher moralittes’ means that he 1s using ‘morahity’
in a non-traditional, wider-sense, equivalent to ‘codes for evaluanng human beings and their
conduct’. I do not deny that Nietzsche makes this disunction between two senses of morality: our
traditional morality, and non-traditional ‘higher moralities’. However, Clark states that her task 1s to
understand how Nietzsche could have labeled himself an immoralist, and to do this, she wants to
ascertain “what he thinks moral values are, and why he did not take s own values to be moral
values.”¥ But, an understanding of Nietzsche’s reasons for referning to himself as an immoralist
simply requires a reading of Ewe Homo. [ attribute Clark’s musreading to her complete neglect of this
text. This is an astonishing oversight since Nietzsche defines his immoralism with remarkable clanty,
emphasizing his declaranon of war on Chnistian morality.

In asking what Nietzsche thinks moral values are, and why he thought his own values were
not moral values, Clark considers his analysis of the concept of morality from the Genealsgy. She
claims that the First Essay does nor involve a comparison of two moralines (one onginaung from a

ruling class and the other onginating from the oppressed), but rather two different ways of

3 My reading is supported by a passage from the Nuchlyf where Nietzsche wates: “That the history of all
phenomena of morality could be simplified in the way Schopenhauer believed—namely, so that pity is to be
discovered as the root of «/ moral impulse hitherto...” (WP 366, KSA 12:160, my emphasis).

* Clark, p.17.

¥ Ibd, p.17.



determining who s good and who isn’t.?® Clark alludes to the reading of Arthur Danto, and claims
that although he does not follow her in arguing that ‘good/bad’ is not a moeral distinction, she thinks
he provides the basis for such a reading when he wntes:

From the masters’ perspective, those unlike themselves are merely bad humans; that
is to say, humans that do not come up to the mark. This is similar to the way bad
eggs are low in the scale of egghood. There 1s nothing morally bad in being a bad egg,
or, in this usage, a bad human. [t is just the way one is. Too bad, then, for the bad.

They hardly can be blamed for being what they are; but they are bad.”
Despite making a value judgment about commoners when one refers to them as ‘bad’, Clark adds
that this 1s not a mora/ judgment. In other words, they are not being judged ‘‘mmoral’ or ‘morally
bad’. And, if ts is the case, then it follows that the nobles are not extolling their moral value or
worth when they refer to themselves as ‘good’. This passage appears relanvely straightforward, but to
claim that, “There is nothing morally bad in being a bad egg, or in dus usage, a bad human”, 15 to
presuppose a certain conception of what it means to be ‘morally’ bad. In this sense, Clark 1s putting
the cart before the horse. Of course, trom our traditional moral perspective, which includes the
notions of praise and blame, we could say that the masters lack a morality. But, it 1s not important
how ze define morality, since Clark’s task is to question Nietzsche’s understanding of morality, and she
has not shown that he, himself, regarded the noble mode of valuanon as a non-moral disunction.

Conversely, Clark argues that Nietzsche viewed the ‘good/evil’ anuthesis as a moral
distinction pointing out that what is decisive 1s that the evil are blamed for being bad, or thought to
be deserving of punishment. The difficulty is that even though Nietzsche isolates two distinct modes
of valuation, he offers no general and universal criteria of morality within which we could clussify
one mode of valuation as moral or non-moral. Instead, he merely unravels the transition from one
mode of valuation to the other. ‘Blaming people’ may be idiosyncratc to slave morality, but there 1s
no evidence to suggest that it is a necessary ingredient of moral valuation. ‘Blameworthiness’ 1s

simply a feature belonging to a particular morality while lacking in another. [t 1s not a defining

8 [bid, p.25.
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characteristic of ‘morality’ itself. Nietzsche certainly emphasizes this component of traditional
morality throughout his wrtings, but in order to single out one aspect of morality, is to make the
same error as Fnthjof Bergmann who emphasized ‘freedom’ as the crucial ingredient of morality.3
Further, the difficulty with Clark’s view 1s in accounting for Nietzsche’s specific use of the term
‘morality’ (Moral) to describe noble values. Nietzsche repeatedly uses the terms ‘noble moralty
(rornehme Moral) and ‘master morality (Herren-Moral), but it would be curious as to why he would do
this, 1f he did not consider them a ‘morality’.

[ agree with Clark that many commentators are guilty of smuggling in their own conception
of morality, and then evaluaung Nietzsche’s views on the subject accordingly. As well, | am
sympathetic to her ‘new approach’ that recommends consideration of Nietzsche’s own analysis of the
concept ot morality, but [ disagree with her attempt to contine Nietzsche’s understanding of mocaliry
to one text—the Genealogy. Clark refused to heed the waming of Arthur Danto who wrote, “to treat
the Genealngy as though it were precocious analytic philosophy is to have swallowed the bat without
having vet telt the hook.”! Readers interested in Nietzsche’s conception of morality would be well-
advised to survey other texts, in parucular, his ‘defimtion’ of moraliry from section 19 of Beyond Good
and Eril. In oudining the object of his artack, E«z Homo provides a lucid descripuon of Nietzsche's
self-professed immoralism without having to squabble over terminological distunctions. It s
preoccupied with a discussion of Christian morality rather than delineaung different morahiies. As for
the Genealogy, far from giving us an exegesis of the concept ‘morality’ as Clark had argued, instead

leaves us with two moralities with differing ongins, neither of which are ‘defined’.

On the Use and Abuse of ‘Morality’ in Niezsche

= [bid, p.24 quoting from Arthur Danto’s Niefwobe a5 Philosapher, New York: MacMillian, 1965, p.159.

30 Frithjof Bergmann, “Nietzsche’s Crtique of Morality” in R.C. Solomon and K. Higgins (eds.), Reuding
Nietzsche, New York: Oxford University Press, 1988, pp.29-45.

3 Arthur Danto, “Some Remarks on The Genealogy of Morals” in R.C. Solomon and K Higgins (eds.), Reading
Nietzsche, New York: Oxford University Press, 1988, p.13.
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In light of Nietzsche’s seemingly inconsistent use of the term ‘morality’ (which includes his pejoratve
and non-pejorative references), some commentators have defended him aganst the charge of
equivocation by distinguishing between two senses of morality imphicit in his wnitings. Lester Hunt
draws a disunction berween a monotheistc sense of “Morahty’ which does not admut of a plural, s
never preceded by an article, and is only found n the singular. On this view, ‘Morality’ would be
analogous to the way a monotheist would speak of ‘God’ (always capitalized), rather than gods. Here,
‘Morality’ shares the same ‘impenalisuc ambitons’—to be the ory morality. Fowever, there 15
second use of morahty that admuts of a plural, but requires an arucle when 1t appears in the
singular—‘a morality of selflessness’, ‘the morality of mores’. In this latter nstance, morality 1s “a
code by which one lives; one which, moreover, enables one to disunguish between good and bad or
night and wrong in human conduct and ways ot life.”* Similarly, Robert C. Solomon and Kathleen
Higgins, distnguish between “various moralitzes, that s, different ‘rank orders of value™ and a torm
of ‘Morality’ (also capitalized) which “is, bv contrast, quite specific and parucular, even 1f 1t s
sometimes described in terms of very general, even ‘umiversal’ rules or prnciples.” The Divine
Command Theorv of morality and Immanuel Kant’s ethics are two examples of such a formal
Morality, one whose demands are unconditional and universal. These commentators agree that
“Morality’ refers to spezfic principles or guidelines tor conduct, whereas ‘moralities’ are equivalent to
practical guidelines, “a collection of inherited, invented, or even instncrual practices (what Hegel
famously called “Sitthchkeir).”3* In this sense, every society has its own set of rules, its moral do’s and
don’ts without going so far as to demand their universality. It would be impossible to live without
having a morality, regardless of whether one lives in a community, or in solitude (e.g. alone in the

mountains). “Man 1s before evervthing else an evaluatng animal” (KSA 12:182).5

32 Lester Hunt, Néetzsche und the Ongn of U intue, New York: Roudedge, 1991, p.9.

33 Robert C. Solomon and Kathleen Higgins, Whar Nietzsche Really Sud, New York: Schocken Books, 2000,
pp-103-4.

3% Ibid, p.104.

35 “Der Mensch ist vor Allem ein urtheilendes Thier.”
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Regarding the scope cf Nietzsche’s attack on morality, [ think that their disanction has
merit. [n parucular, it isolates a specific conception of Morality (e.g. Chnstan/Kantian) which he
opposes, while at the same time, expanding the moral sphere to include an alteranve conception of
morality. In doing so, Nietzsche has acquired some conceptual space for the artculanon of an
affirmative ethics. Unlike Kant’s ethics, Nietzsche’s is not interested in providing universal and
general principles. In fact, it specifically rules these out in acknowledging differences between types
of human beings. According to Nietzsche, the value of an individual 1s determined by the order of
rank of his drives (BGE, 228, KSA 5:163). And, the nich diversity in human types indicates thar there
15 no “Morality’, only ‘moralities’. Still, Nietzsche’s voice is neither the first nor the last when 1t comes
to identitving the concept of morality, and it 1s certanly not the loudest. His emphasis on human
nequality conflicts with one of the most widely agreed upon tenets in moral phdosophy—the dea of
impartality. Few moral theonies would reject the view that, ceterns puntbus, each individual’s interests
are to be weighted equally, and that evervone’s life possesses the same value. Kane, for instance,
claimed that a ranonal agent must not only be an agent, but retlect on humself as an agent, and this
requires that he regard himself as one agent among others. As a result, he would exclude trom
consideration his own interests and desires, and formulate rules coinciding with the interests of all
rational agents. Here, reason is the arbiter of right and wrong on the basis of whether we could will
that evervone act according to a particular maxim. The criterion of imparnality can thus be used to
argue for certain ethical considerations. The issue then becomes a matter of evaluaung nival versions
of morality, Nietzsche’s ‘moralities’ versus Kant’s ‘Morality’. In addressing ‘morality’ in the plural,
Nietzsche departs from Kant’s conception of ‘morality’ which refers to a single, specific
phenomenon. One might question a certain rule of morality, say its universality, but its form 1s
presumed given—that morality is a single phenomenon consisting of a set of basic moral principles.
Nietzsche’s use of the plural ‘moralites’ would represent a sort of philosophical heresy, an abuse of

the sacred institution of “Morality’. [t remains to be seen whether Nietzsche 1s successful in depniving

36 [ owe this point to Robert C. Solomon, “A More Severe Morality: Nietzsche’s Affirmative Ethics” in Y.
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the Categorical Imperative of its special authority. I shall provide a critical assessment of their moral
views in Chapter Three. For now, it is important to develop Nietzsche’s position in order to set the
stage for a confrontation between these two moral heavyweights.

Instead of following Hunt, and Solomon and Higgins, in distunguishing between ‘Morality’
and ‘moralines’, [ have focused on Nietzsche’s ‘generic’ definiion of morality (BGE, 19, KSA 5:34)
which is able to accommodate both his pejorative and non-pejorauve retlecuons on the subject, and
15 equally effective ar ascertaining the scope of his attack on morality. However, [ do not deny that
their approach 1s valuable in sivanng Nietzsche’s Feldgug gegen die Moral within a histoncal
juxtaposition between two very disunct ethical onentations (1.e. principle/rule-based versus an ethics
of practice). Their approach 1s preoccupied with 2 “way to understand Nietzsche’s rejection of
morality.”3” The question becomes how successful 1s their account of ‘moralities’ in terms of 1t
capturing the fud/ range of Nietzsche’s non-pejorative, positve references to ‘morality’. In other
words, how informatve 1s it to claim that ‘moralines’ represent different rank orders of value? In
what follows, [ argue that the exegests demanded of ‘morahities’ exceeds Solomon and Higgins’
Hegelian idenufication of the term.

Nietzsche's understanding of morality owes a great deal to his typology of morals. The most
tundamental typology that we have encountered 1s his classificanon of vanous moralites as either
master or slave (BGE, 260, KSA 5:208). At umes, however, Nietzsche will take particular moralines
such as Kant’s or Schopenhauer’s and reduce them to Chastian morality, 1.e. slave morality. These
sub-groupings sull reflect his most basic typology of master and slave moralines. However, this does
not prevent Nietzsche from expenmentng with other ciosely related major typologies.3® In
discussing Nietzsche’s anu-essentialism, Ravmond Geuss remarks astutely that for Nietzsche, “There

isn’t any ‘essence of morality,” that 15 any set of important properties that all instances of what can

Yovel (ed.), Nietzsche as Afftrmative Thinker, Boston: Martinus Nijhoff Publishers, 1986, p.78.

37 Solomon and Higgins, Whar Nietszche Really Said, 2000, p.106.

38 For example, Nietzsche will also rely on the following antithesis: ‘ant-nawral’/ ‘natural’, life-affimming’/ life-
negating’, ‘descending’/ ‘ascending’, ‘nihilistic’/ ‘non-nihilisnc’.



correctly be called ‘morality’ must exhibit”® Instead of specifying or dictating the necessary
condinons to be met in order to qualify as a ‘morality,” Nietzsche 1s more interested in examining

morality as a cultural phenomenon. He writes mocking]y:

What s the criterion of a moral action? (1) its disinterestedness, (2) its umversal
validity, etc. But this 1s armchair moralizing. One must study peoples to see what the

criterion 1s in every case, and what is expressed by it. (WP 261, KSA 12:260)
In contrast to the ‘armchair moralizing’ of philosophers, Nietzsche points out that moral standards
are in flux, and the most salutary approach would be to examine specific peoples. Morlity, being
histoncally-conditioned, renders funle any attempt to supulate general or umiversal catera. The
significance ot appealing to historical examples is that it reveals that different societies have their own
cnterion, a criterion which reflects their specific needs. Nietzsche explains “Wherever we encounter a
morality, we also encounter valuations and an order of rank of human impulses and acuons. These
valuatons and orders of rank are always expressions of the needs of 1 community and herd... The
conditions for the preservation of different communities were very different; hence there were
different moralines” (GS, 116, KSA 3:474-75). The needs of a people or age reflect their capacity for
strength or vitality. As a symptomatologist, Nietzsche can evaluate cultures, including their respective
exemplars, according to their measure of vitality. The verdict placed on modermuty 1s that 1t
represents a “‘general decrease in rztadity. ..hence each helps the other; hence everyone 1s to a certun
extent sick” (TT, ‘Skirmishes’, 37, KSA 6:138). On the other hand, the Renaissance ‘as the last great
age’, possesses a high measure of ‘positive strength’ indicative of ascending life. Consequently, the
order of rank of human impulses will vary within these conflicting ages. The valuations of an age are
closely tied to physiological conditions. It is precisely for this reason that Nietzsche writes: “What 1s
certain is that we may not place ourselves in Renaissance conditions, not even by an act of thought:
our nerves would not endure that reality, not to speak of our muscles” (TT, ‘Skirmushes’, 37, KSA

6:136-37).

¥ Raymond Geuss, “Nietzsche and Morality”, Exrgpean Journal of Philosophy 5:1, 1997, p.1.
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When Nietzsche speaks of ‘morality’ it is often accompanied by the related expressions;
‘condition(s) of life’ (Lebens-bedingung) or ‘conditions of existence’ (Exdsteng-Bedingimg). In 1 note from
the late 1880’s, he offers this account of morality: “I understand by ‘morality’ a system of evaluations
that parually coincides with the conditions of a creature’s life” (WP 256).*¢ A clanficanon of this
expression would be important for explaining Nietzsche’s understanding of morality. In section 7 of
The Gay Scence (Die fribliche Wissenschaft, 1882) the phrase ‘conditions of existence’ appears in
connection with Nietzsche’s advice for those interested in pursuing moral studies. As a way of
stressing the importance of understanding the various moral chimates, Nietzsche questons whether
philosophers have researched exhausuvely the diverse ‘conditions of existence’. He clums that this
‘immense tield of work’ would include the following;

All kinds of individual passions have to be thought through and pursued throughout
different ages, peoples, and great and small individuals; all their reason and all their
evaluations and perspectives on things have to be brought into the light. So tar, all
that has given color to existence still lacks a history. Where could you find a history
of love, of avarice, of envy, of conscience, of pious respect for tradition, or of
cruelty? Even a comparatve history of law or at least punushment 1s so far lacking
completely. Has anyone made a study of different ways of dividing up the day or ot
the consequences of a regular schedule of work, fesuvals, and rest? What 1s known
of the moral effects of different foods? Is there any philosophy of nutniion?...Has
anyone collected men’s experiences of living together—in monastenes, for example?
Has the dialectic of marriage and friendship ever been explicated? Have the manners
of scholars, of businessmen, artists, or artisans been studied and thought through?
(GS, 7, KSA 3:378-9)

This Herculean rask would require centuries of experimentanon. In the meantme, morality must be
considered a ‘work in progress’. According to this account, Nietzsche’s own Genealsgy would
represent a partial contribution to the vast realm of moral studies. This 1s not to say that we are

ignorant of all our ‘conditions of existence’ since we are certainly capable of idenufying enough of

0 This note from The W7 1o Power is marked “lost” by the editors of KSA, and for that reasoa is not included
in the standard German editon of Nietzsche's collected watings. [ have chosen to cite this passage since it
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them to pass judgment. Nietzsche is encouraging moral philosophers to widen the scope of their
study. He especially wants to convey that there are unknown factors (many of which are
physiological) which are responsible for who we are. Far from lamenung the incompleteness of such
derailed studies, Nietzsche simply points out that we cannot speak of morality independent of our
‘conditions of existence’. However, he has a specific agenda. The more information that we obtain
about these conditons, the closer we get to realizing the conditons necessary for the production of
exemplary human beings.*! In tact, Nietzsche specifically contrasts his project to that of the moral
philosopher: “Nor to make men ‘better’, ot to preach morality to them in any form, as 1f ‘morality in
itself’, or any ideal kind of man, were given; but to aeate conditions that require stronger men who tor their
part need, and consequenty will are, 2 morality (more clearly: a physiological-spinitual discipline) that
matkes them strong” (WP 981, KSA 12:495)! In each case, it s a matter of what conditions result in the
preservanon of a particular people. He writes: “Analysis ot individual tables of value revealed that
their erection (Aufstellung) was the erection of the conditions—often erroneous—of existence of i
limited group—tfor its preservation” (WP 260, KSA 13:653) It 1s noteworthy that Nietzsche’s
approach 1s not amed at refutanon: “Morality is the concern of those who wnnot go beyond it: 1t 1s
part of their ‘hiving conditions’. We cannot retute living condinons—we can only hare others” (VP,
[1:168-9, secuon 343).2 Instead, he wants to recognize the possibility that there can be other
Exdstencbedingungen. Nietzsche’s understanding of morality 1s conunually linked to physiology, and hus
foremost ethical task is the creation of the conditions which would spawn exemplary human beings.
Insofar as he identifies morality as a ‘physiological-spintual discipline’, we can say that Nietzsche's
affirmative morality relates to the body, specifically its health. And, the exemplary individual 1s the

embodiment of human flounshing,

reflects closely what can be found in the published wrtings (e.g. BGE, 19) as well as the Nuchlyf matenal from
KSA.

WP 8§98, KSA 12:424£.

2 L volonté de putssance, (VP), tr. G. Bianquis, 32 edition, 2 vols. Pars: Gallimard, 1947, quoted in Enc
Blondel’s Nietrsche: The Body and Culture, Stanford: Stanford Univ. Press, 1991, p.316. [ have been unable to
locate either the German or English reference.
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Instead of focussing on the inumate relation between morality and physiology, some
commentators*? rely on a different approach for understanding Nietzsche’s conception of morality.
They consider his dissection of morality, and proceed to catalogue the various components that are
emphasized. The goal of such an approach is to reveal the conception of morality which was most
influential and operauve in his wntings. Indeed, there are numerous features of traditional moraiity
that Nietzsche will often highlight. On many occastons, he will describe today’s morality as a morality
of pity or altruism (an offshoot of Chnsuan morality). For instance, he writes: “That men today feel
the sympathetic, disinterested, generally useful social actions to be the mora/ acnons—thus 1s perhaps
the most general effect and conversion which Chrstnanity has produced in Europe” (D, 132, KSA
3:123). The idenuficanon ot morality with the nonon of pity, selflessness, sere ponr autrie, or the
unegoistic drives 1s a recurring theme throughout Nietzsche'’s wriangs.** At other times, he will focus
on the innmate connection between free wil and morality. In Daybreak, Nietzsche notes thae
according to one definition of morality, those acuons are moral which are pertormed out of freedom
of will #5 And, in Tuikght of the Idols, he explicitly states that the noton of free will ts a presupposition
of morality (TT, ‘Errors’, 7, KSA 6:95). In addinon, however, it seems to me that Nietzsche’s greatest
emphasis 1s on the ‘umiversal’ and ‘unconditional’ demand of morality. He makes reference to the fact
that our unegoisuc morality takes itself for unconditional and addresses itselt to all¢ An
unconditional morality asserts that values are binding on all individuals, independent of the interests,
desires, and circumstances which disunguish them. There 15 also the prescriptive or normauve
component of morality which Nietzsche discusses. In Human, Al-Too-FHluman (Menschliches,
Allzumenschliches, 1878) he idenufies the ‘ought’ as a fundamental component ot morality (HH, 34,
KSA 2:54). Not only does morality speak to everyone, but dictates through the application of general

rules and prnciples, conduct which ‘ought’ to be performed or prohubited. If successful, the result

# See Huant, p.10.

+ Some references include: HH,37,96,133, KSA 2:60, 93, 127; D, 148, 174, KSA 3:139, 154; GS, 33, KSA
3:418; BGE, 201, KSA 5:122; GM, P:5, KSA 5:252; TI, ‘Skirmushes’, 35, KSA 6:133; EH, ‘Books’, 3, KSA
6:305.

15 See D, 148, KSA 3:139; cf. CW, 7, KSA 6:27.
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will be that morality has ‘improved mankind’ (EH, P:2, KSA 6:258). After all, what else 1s a moralist
but one who preaches “vou ought to be such and such” (TT, ‘Morality’, 6, KSA 6:86)¢ | have certanly
not exhausted the features of morality discussed by Nietzsche, but the ones listed above consutute
those aspects which repeatedly surface throughout his works.

In addinon to the emphasis placed on ‘freedom’, the ‘unconditional’ and ‘universal’ aspects
of morality highlighted by Nietzsche have a disunctively Kantan flavor.*” Moreover, in emphasizing
that morality 1s not concerned with consequences, but with intentons (e.g. ‘principle of volinon’), 1t
would appear that Kant could serve as the philosophical spokesman for the moral period. In an
unpublished note dated the end of 1880, Nietzsche writes: “Kant: the human being 1s a moral being;
hence he 15 1) free 2) immortal 3) there exists a rewarding and punishing jusnce: God...” (KSA
9:321).#8 Although it appears that Nietzsche’s conception of morality owes a great deal to Kant, 1t
would be mustaken to regard his immoralism as a specific attack on Kant’s ethics. Kant delighted in
thinking that his moral philosophy provided the basis for Chasnan morality.*” And, Nietzsche
repeatedly assoctates Kant with Christianity®® and identfies the belief in absolute and unconditional
rights and duties with Chastanity (WP 765, KSA 13:422-26; WS, 4, KSA 2:573). As well, he will
often resort o ad hominem attacks aganst Kant (and others) when he reters to Kant as “a aunning
Christian” (TT, ‘Reason’, 6, KSA 6:79).

The most important ethical tradition, for Nietzsche, ts Chrisuanity.S! Regardless of their

exact relation, both Kantian ethics and Christan morality are relegated to the class ot decadent

% See BGE, 221, KSA 5:156; D, 108, KSA 3:96; BGE, 198, 199, 228, KSA 53:118, 119, 165.

* One noteworthy exception is the notion of ‘pity’ since Nietzsche viewed Kant as a philosophical ally in
claiming that pity {Mitleid] did not factor into the moral worth of our actions. (see GM, P:5)

8 The original German reads: “Nant: der Mensch ist ein moralisches Wesen: folgich ist er 1) frei 2) unsterblich
3) giebt es eine belohnende und strafende Gerechtgkeit: Gott...” (KSA 9:321).

0 [. Kant, Critique of Practical Reason in The Cumbridge Edition of the Works of Immanuel Kunt: Practical Philosophy, New
York: Cambndge University Press, 1999, p.243.

50 See HH, 25, KSA 2:46; GS 335, KSA 3:562; T1, ‘Reason’, 6, KSA 6:79; A 10, 55, KSA 6:177, 238.

5t Similady, Brobjer writes: “The whole deontological tradition, with its many individual movements and
schools, seems by Nietzsche to be subsumed under Christianity.” (p.224). This ts not to deny, however, the
point made by Robert C. Solomon that, “It is Kant who sets up the philosophical conditions for the
Nietzschean reaction, not only by so clearly codifying the central theses to be attacked but also by conceptually
undermining the traditional supports of morality. The attack on authonty (heteronomy’) and the emphasis on
‘autonemy’ by Kant is a necessary precondition for Nietzsche’s moral moves, however much the latter preseats
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moralities since they are symptoms of the decline of life. The attempt to ascertain Nietzsche’s
understanding of ‘morality’ by focusing on the recurring features of morality in his writings, merely
tesults in a description of one particular morality (whether in its Christian or Kantian guise)—a
morality of decadence 52 [t is no coincidence that these ‘defining’ features of the current morality are
also the subject of his harsh criticism. But, more importantly, the limitation of this approach 1s that it
cannot accommodate Nietzsche’s positive references to ‘morality’. Instead, it merely highlights the
features of one type of morality.

Similarly, if we attempt to derive an understanding of Nietzsche’s view of ‘morality’ n the
generic sense through conceptual analysis (i.e. the German terms that he uses for ‘morality’), 1t will
prove unsuccessful. For instance, the list of expressions include the following: Ethik. Suthchket.
Moral, and Moraktit. Of the four terms, the first 1s used the least frequendy, and 15 not confined to
any specific period.5 ‘Ethik’ seems to refer to the formal, philosophical discipline. For instance,
Nietzsche writes: “Who could possibly demand from such a philosophy an ethic (Ezbik) with s
necessary imperatives...” (PTG, p.62-3, KSA 1:831). And, in his English translaton of The Guy
Sczence, Walter Kaufmann will even translate ‘Erhiken’ as ‘ethical systems’ (GS, 1, KSA 3:371). The
term ‘Sithehker is used most otten in the earlier period, especially in Daybreak when Nietzsche wants
to emphasize the link between ‘Sizee’ (mores) and “Suzkchkeif (morality). [t 1s used to refer to ethical
life, morality as a set of customs (mores) or traditions as opposed to an abstract, theoretical concept.
In the early period, Nietzsche will use the more familiar expression, *Sitthichkert der Sitte* ot ‘morality

of mores,’ to account for the origin of morality (HH, 96, KSA 2:92; D, 9, KSA 3:21). This term 1s

himself as providing a conception of morality which precedes, rather than, presupposes the Kantian move” (“A
More Severe Morality: Nietzsche’s Affirmative Ethics” in Y. Yovel (ed.), Nietgsche us Affirmative Thinker, Boston:
Martinus Nijhoff, 1986, p.77-8). [ examine the relation between Nietzsche and Kant in Chapter Three.

52 Nietzsche can view both Kantian ethics and Christian morality as ‘one particular morality’ due to his
tendency to classify some moralities into subgroups, for example, Kant’s ethics as essentially Christian morality,
i.e. slave morality. [ owe this point to Thomas Brobjer.

3 See PTG, 7, p.63, KSA 1:831; HH, 37, KSA 2:60; GS, t, KSA 3:371.

54 The earliest reference that [ was able to locate where Nietzsche emphasized the connection between mores
(Sinte) and morality (Sittlichkerf) comes from the Nachlaf (Summer 1872 — Eady 1873), KSA 7:431. And, Dawnd
S. Thatcher has suggested that Nietzsche may have borrowed the expression “Sitéchkat der Sitte from Walter
Bagehot's Physics and Pokitics (1872). See Thatcher, “Zur Genealogte der Morat Some Textual Annotations”,
Nietzsche-Studsen, 1989, vol. 18, pp.587-99.
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important for Nietzsche since it represents one of the earliest forms of morality, and thereafter can
be contrasted with later developments (hence, the shift to ‘Moral). For this reason, Nietzsche is
consistent in his use of Sizlichkert, Sitten, and attlich o represent a social morality. For the most part,
the term ‘Sitzlichker? drops out in the later writings since it is “Mora/, the moralized form of ethical life
analyzed in the Genealogy, which 1s the subject of his criuque. The most common expression that
Nietzsche employs for ‘morality’ or ‘morals’ 1s ‘Moral’ and is widely used throughout his corpus. The
terms ‘Moral and ‘Moralitif can both be translated into English as ‘morality’, although the latter term
15 used less often.5s Ar umes, Schopenhauer (Nietzsche’s main philosophical influence) will make a
distinction between ‘morality’ (die Moralitif), which concems practice, and ‘morals’ (die Mora)), which
relates to theory.5¢ However, there 1s no evidence to suggest that Nietzsche consistenty tollowed his
former ‘educator’s’ disunction.s” Interestingly, of the numerous references to ‘morality’ in Nietzsche's
Genealngy, the only appearance of the word ‘Moraltif comes in the Third Essay where Nietzsche
quotes from his own Guay Szence (section 357). For the most part, the term ‘Mora/ 1s used throughout
the text.58

The German expression ‘Mora/ seems to be used to represent any number of things
including “the enurety of moral norms, prnciples, values, or the quality of being moral, moral
behavior.”s? It s usually discussed in a pejorative sense except when it is preceded by such adjectves
as ‘noble’, ‘master’, ‘higher’, ‘healthy’, ‘anstocratic’, and as we will see later, ‘my’. For wnstance, in the

Antchrist(tan), (Der Antichrist, watten 1888), Nietzsche wntes: “Morality (Die Mora)—no longer the

55 The contemporary French philosopher, Vincent Descombes defines ‘Morafitar as ‘personal morality’ in his
essay, “Nietzsche’s French Moment” in Luc Ferry and Alain Renaut (eds.), Why We Are Nor Nietzscheans,
Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1997, p.88. However, this definition is not consistent throughout
Nietzsche's watings (e.g. HH, 99, KSA 2:96).

% Schopenhauer’s disincton can be found in his essay devoted to the subject of ethics, Pretsschnft jiber die
Grundlage der Moral (On the Basts of Morality), OBM, 38.

57 Nietzsche was not only aware of Schopenhauer’s distinction between Mora/ and Morafitir, but he even utlized
this distinction at ames (e.g. KSA 11:128, “ Die thatsichbche Moralitat des Menschen in dem Leben...”"). However, it is
obvious that Nietzsche did not consistently adhere to this distinction (e.g. GM, P:7, KSA 5:254, where he uses
the term ‘Mora/ to descobe the morality which has actually existed, actually been lived). In keeping with
Schopenhauer’s usage, Nietzsche should have used ‘Moraditat to represent the practice of morality.

3% One notable exception is GM, I, 2, KSA 5:293 where Nietzsche uses the term “Abersittliche’ (supra-moral) to
descnbe the “sovereign individual’ as one who is liberated from the morality of custom (Sittlichkeit der Sitte).
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expression of the conditions for the life and growth of a people, no longer its most basic nsunct of
life, but become abstract, become the antthesis of lite—morality (Mora) as the systemanc
degradaton of the imagmnation, as the ‘evil eve’ for all things” (A, 25, KSA 6:194). This citation
indicates that the meaning of the term ‘Mora/ 1s not necessarily pejorative. ‘Morality’ (die Moral), as
the conditions for the life and growth of a people, can either be life-affirmung or life-negating.
Similarly, in Tuilght of the Idols, Nietzsche explans: “Every naturalism in morality (Moruj—that 1s,
every healthy morality (Moru)—s domnated by an insuncr of hte...” (TT, *Morahty’, 4, KSA 6:85).
Overall, I am inclined to say that possibly with the exception of ‘Suzé-hkert, there does not appear to
be much consistency in this old philologist’s moral vocabulary. At best, one can distnguish “Mora/
trom “Sitthchkerr, insofar as the tormer generally connotes “pase-customary’ morality. Richard Schache
15 not enurely correct i his clam that “while Nietzsche avails himself of a considerable number ot
German expressions and coinages in the course of his discussions ot these matters—e.g., die Morul,
Moralitit, Moralismus, morabisch, morabstisch, and also Siukehkeit and sinkich—he neither disunguishes
systematcally between them nor uses them in specified ways to mark the many distinctions he wishes
to draw.” Although Schacht fails to acknowledge the consistent application of the term “Sitthchke?”,
he 1s correct in claming that a strict reliance on conceptual analysis does nort shed much insight into
Nietzsche’s notion of ‘morality’ as a whole. Conversely, it seems to cloud the issue by providing an
account, not of morality, but of moralities.

Surpnsingly, few philosophers consider Nietzsche's ‘definiion’ of morahity (BGE, 19, KSA
5:34) when attempting to ascertain his own understanding of the term. One notable excepuon 1s
Martun Heidegger who wrttes:

There is more than one kind of “morality,” in Nietzsche’s view, and these kinds
vary, even in their metaphysical significance. On the one hand, morality i 1ts
broadest formal sense means every system of evaluations and relationships of

dominance; morality here is conceived so broadly that even the new valuatons

3 See M. Clark’s English translation (and notes) of Nietzsche's Ow the Genealogy of Morabyy, Indianapolis:
Hackett, 1998, p.119.

¢ Richard Schache, Nrerggehe, New York: Roudedge, 1983, p.418.
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might be called mora/ simply because they posit conditions of life. On the other
hand, and as a rule, Nietzsche means by morality the system of those evaluations
that are contained in the positing of the absolutely highest values in themselves—in

the sense of Platonism and Chnsuanity 6t

Heidegger points out correctly that Nietzsche does not use the term ‘morality’ in a univocal sense.
The value of Heidegger's reading is that it is able to accommodate both the pejorative and non-
pejorative applications of the term ‘morality’. In doing so, it captures, what I take to be Nietzsche’s
most frequent uses of the term. The first description coincides with his moral pluralism whereby he
recognizes the possibility of higher moralities (BGE, 202, KSA 5:124). Here, ‘morality’ 15 used mn 2
general and non-pejorauve sense and 1s consistent with Nietzsche’s ‘defimition’ trom Beyond CGood and
Euit “.. .morals (Moral), being understood as the doctrine of the relations of supremacy under which
the phenomenon of ‘life’ comes to be” (BGE, 19, KSA 3:34). Moreover, when Nietzsche wrates:
“Every naturalism in morality—that is, every healthy morality—is domunated by an instinct of life”
(TT, *Morality', 4, KSA 6:83), he 15 using ‘morality’ n this broad and tormal sense of the term. Of
course, this broad detimition can accommodate both the non-pejorauve and pejoranve references to
morality.

Readers, however, are most familiar with the second applicaton of ‘morality,” whereby the
term is used in an enurely derogatory sense to refer to those moralines which Nietzsche deems
decadent. [nterestingly, he offers another ‘definition’ of morality which 1s consistent with this latter
usage. [n Eae Homo, he writes: *“ Definition of morality. Morality—the 1diosyncrasy of decadents with the
ulterior motive of revenging oneself aganst life—successfully. [ atrach value to this disuncuon”™ (EH,
‘Destiny’, 7, KSA 6:373). Although I agree with Heidegger’s articulation of these two senses of
‘morality, the first is so broad and general that it demands careful consideration, since there ure
subtleties even within Nietzsche’s positive references to morality. For instance, when he refers to
healthy and higher moralities, he 1s usually speaking of morality as “the expression of the conditions

for the life and growth of a people...its most basic instinct of life” (A, 25, KSA 6:194). Yet, when he

o Martin Heidegger, Nieryehe. (Vol. [V), San Francisco: Harper and Row, 1982, p.78.
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uses the term “my morality,” (meine Moral) he is alluding to a “personalized regime”s? by posiung the
conditions (of existence) of his own life. Swmlarly, in Beyond Good and Ewul, he wutes: “In the
philosopher, there is nothing whatever that is impersonal; and above all, his morality bears decided
and decisive witness to who he is—that 1s, in what order of rank the innermost dnives of his nature
stand in relation to each other” (BGE, 6, KSA 5:20). [t ts this notion of ‘meine Mora/ which [ would

now like to address.

“Meine Moral”

In 1882, shortly after the publication of The Gay Suence, Nietzsche penned no less than three letterss3
encouraging his friends to read his latest work, in partcular Book IV, entitled “Sanctus Januanus.”
These letters are quite telling as to the reason behind Nietzsche’s enthusiasm. For instance, in a letter
to Paul Rée dated August 1882, he writes: “Do read *Sanctus Januanus’ [Book I'V] in context! There
my private morality (mene Privat-Mora)) will be found together, as the sum of the conditions of my
existence which prescribe an ought only if | want myself’** Next, consider this tragment from the
period of The Gay Saence (the work where amor fat# 1s first introduced i section 276 of Book V).
Nietzsche writes: “First the necessary (das Nithige)—and you have to make it [the necessary] as
beautiful and perfect as vou canl...Love that which s necessary—amor fati, that would be my
morality (meine Moral).” (KSA 9:643).% A variant of this quotation appears in the opening section of
Book IV in the published work. However, amor fati is not described there as a morahty. This
omission, however, seems to me to be insignificant, since the term ‘my morality’ appears elsewhere 1n
Book IV of The Gay Saenc. In section 338, Nietzsche writes: “I do not want to remain silent about

my morality (meine Moral)...” (GS, 338, KSA 3:568). For now, the actual content of this morality 1s

62 Leslie P. Thiele, Friedrich Nietsche and the Pobitics of the Soul, Punceton: Princeton University Press, 1990, p.39.
&3 Frednch Nietzsche, Samitbche Briefe: Kritische Studiensausgabe, ed. Giorgio Colli and Mazzino Montinan, 8 vols.,
Bedin: De Gruyter, 1986. Hereafter KSB followed by volume and letter number. Letters to Jacob Burckhardt,
August, 1882 (KSB, V1, n0.277); Franz Overbeck, September 1882 (KSB, VI, no.301); Paul Rée, End of
August 1882 (KSB, V1, n0.292).

& KSB, VI, n0.292. See Fdedrch Nietzsche. The Gay Sdence, trans. Walter Kaufmann, New York: Vintage,
1974, p.20.

% Love of fate.
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not my concem. In fact, the complexity of his ‘moral philosophy’ 1s less attributed to its content,
than its form (i.e. the manner in which it 1s presented). I will develop Nietzsche’s positive morality in
Chapter Four. My intent now, rather, is to show that Nietzsche’s use of the expression ‘my morality’
indicates that he viewed himself as an affirmative thinker—certainly not just a crinc of morality.

The expression ‘my morality’ drops out after The Gay Saence, only to resurface five vears later in
Ecce Homo in the section enuded “Why I Am So Clever” (IFurum ich so klug bin). What Nietzsche calls
‘meine Moral 1s, however one wants to define it, a2 major departure from morality understood in the
raditional sense. [t appears that he 1s using the term ‘my morality’ simply to descnibe personal
preferences relanng to his own lifestyle. In particular, he reflects on his diet, nutnition, chmate, and
physiology, among other things. For mstance, Nietzsche gives us some ‘hints’ from his morahity
which include such ‘small things’ as:

“Abkohol is bad for me.”

“A heartier meal is easter to digest than one that is too small.”

“No meals betneen meals. no coffee... Tea is wholesome only in the morning. A lttle. but strong.”

“Stt as bittle as possible.”

“Every kind of reading belongs among my recreations.”

“Earby in the morning. ..to read a book at such u time is simply depraved!” (EH, ‘Clever’, 1-3, KSA 6:278-280)
Clearly, one can detect the irony in the expression, ‘meme Moral, especually given this list of
Nietzsche’s moral hints. To a large extent, he i1s being rather playful when he reveals hus ‘moral code.’
He is poking fun at the misguided attempts of moral philosophers who specify rules to govern our
interactions with others, those who offer a code of conduct to apply to everyone. But, would it not

be more appropriate for philosophers to scoff at Nietzsche’s ‘moral hints’»” [sn't it Nietzsche who 1s

% My translation.

6" Dan Conway dismisses Nietzsche’s equation of morality with diet rather hasuly since the remarks come from
Ecz Homo, “an exceedingly dubious source”, Nietzsche's Dungerous Game, Cambridge: Cambndge University
Press, 1997, p.247. Robert C. Solomon refers to Nietzsche’s moral hints (ie. diet, good health, etc.) as
“Cadifornische” in The Joy of Philosgphy, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999, p.35. Only Michel Haar, (Par-del e
nthilisme: Nowveawx essdis sur Nietzsche, Pas: Presses Universitaires de France, 1998, p.2) takes senously the
expression “mon éthique” or “ma morale” but he links it to a “religion nouvelle”. “Cette morale qui s’adosse a
affirmation ‘dionysiaque’ du monde a (ou aura) quelque chose de suare”
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bastardizing the moral tradition by suggesting that we rake senously our diet, climate, and recreations
Am I to be chastsed for writing this thesis (while drinking a coffeefl) i uninspinng and soporific,
London, Ontario instead of Paris “where men with espriz are living or have lived” (EH, ‘Clever, 2,
KSA 6:282)7 Is there any reason why we should include such ‘small things’ in our understanding of
morality?

Nietzsche's appeal to physiology is by no means a novel approach.¢® [n the 1850’s, under the
influence of German Matenalism, studies in physiology were growing rapidly due to new and
important discoveries about human beings. And, Nietzsche’s familianity with German Matenaltsm
has been well-documented. A brief survey of some of these ideas will provide a ghmpse of the
German cultural scene which intluenced Nietzsche. In Ludwig Buchner's Kraft und Stoff (1855), he
wrote: “The researches and discoveries of modem umes can no longer allow us to doubt that man,
with all he has and possesses, be it mental or corporeal, i1s a natural product like all organic beings.”?
Nietzsche expressed a stmular interest in ‘naturalizing” humankind, and often maligned values which
he regarded as ‘anti-natural’. In his ceading of Lange’s Geschichte des Materialismus (1866), Nietzsche
would have come across this materialist position: “The nature ot man 1s...only a special case in the
chain of the physiological processes of life.”™ The Materialists argued that human beings were
products of nature, bodily organisms whose characteristics, including ralies, could be explained by
reference to their physiological facts. Or, perhaps Nietzsche was familiar with the work ot Jakob
Moleschott, a physiologist from the 1850’s who wrote a detailed study on food and human digestion
which lead to a further study where he outlined various diets that different types of people would
require to flourish. In short, German Materalism had gained such an enormous populanty that one

writer had descrbed this world view as a ‘virus’, and added “every voung mind of the generation now

& [ owe the following description of Nietzsche's philosophical scene to Brian Letter’s insightful discussion of
the influence of German Matedalism in his [ntroduction to Nietzsche’s Daybreak.

® Ludwig Biichner, Fore and Mater, cited in editor’s introduction of Daybreak, Cambndge: Cambadge
University Press, 1997, p.xt.

® Friedrich Lange, History of Materialism, cited in editor’s introduction of Daybreak, Cambrdge: Cambndge
University Press, 1997, p.xi.
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living 1s affected by it”7! By descabing this aspect of Nietzsche’s cultural environment, we can
appreciate why he included such things as diet, climate, and recreation within the realm of morality. It
is interesting to note that Nietzsche still preserved the term ‘morality’ rather than discard it in favor
of a strictly physiological vocabulary. He did, however, at umes rely on certain non-moralistic terms
like ‘health’ versus ‘sick’.

Apart from the Matenalist background, there s also textual evidence to support the view
that Nietzsche’s use of ‘meine Mora! goes bevond mere 1rony. He explans:

One will ask me why on earth I've been relanng all these small things which are
generally considered matters of complete indifference... Answer: these small
things—nutnuon, place, climate, recreaton...are inconcesvably more important
than everything one has taken to be important so far. Precisely here one must begin

to relearn. (EH, ‘Clever’, 10, KSA 6:295)
Is this not an expression of Nietzsche’s ‘Privat-Moral? He 1s descnbing the conditions of his existence
in the same way that he confessed his private morality in a letter to Paul Rée.™ Further, where 1s the
irony in his letter to Rée dated December 1882 when refernng to Lou Salomé, he wntes?: ““She [Lou]
told me herself that she had no morality (Mora),—and [ thought she had, like myself, a more severe
morality (Moral) than anybody...””? These are not isolated, arbitrary remarks, but rather reflect the
close relationship that Nietzsche asserts between moral values and physiology. Specifically, ‘my
morality’ 1s the embodiment of a concrete way of life which ts symptomatc of human flounshing,
Here, it is the ‘body’ that teaches us how to live, informing us of what is conducwve to health.™
Indeed, Nietzsche flatters himself in thinking that he is the incamation of human excellence. His

formula for greamess, amor fat, “that one wants nothing to be different, not forward, not backward,

1 Gregory, Saentific Materiatism, cited in editor’s introduction of Duybreak, Cambrdge: Cambadge University
Press, 1997, p.x1

2 KSB, VI, n0.292.

"3 KSB, VI, n0.362; Letter to Reée, December 1882, translated in Kaufmann, Portable Nietzuche. New York:
Viking, 196+ (orig: 1954), p.102.

™ It is important not to confuse this notion of a ‘pavate morality’ with a morality of self-development (or
individualistic morality) since the latter suggests that one decides what values to live by through a free act of
will. I am reacting specifically against such voluntanstic readings of Nietzsche. In place of personal choice,
Nietzsche speaks of the mank ordering of drives which amounts to passive obedience to the dictates of one’s
physiology.
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not in all etemity...” (EH, ‘Clever’, 9, KSA 6:295) is not simply an tdeal, but indicanve of who he ts,
or perhaps who he thinks he 15,73

There is a crucial point to be made regarding Nietzsche’s positve references to ‘morality’ since
even these remarks are not straightforward. ‘Mene Moral expresses the condinons of Nietzsche’s
own existence, as the values belonging to a certun individual i late modermity. However, when he
speaks of ‘higher moralities’ which ‘ought to be possible’ (BGE, 202, KSA 5:124), he 15 alluding to
the conditions for the life and growth of a pegple (see A, 25, KSA 6:194). Both represent ascending
life and are philosophically significant, bur the tormer pertains to the present, the values by which
Nietzsche lived, whereas the latter is fiznre-onented, viewing ‘morality’ us the (anstocrauc) values
belonging to a community or soctety. Consequendy, | would like to propose that Nietzsche’s posinve
retlections on morality be approached from these two perspectives: 1) his future aspiranons—the
anticipation of the ‘return’ to a morality which expresses the life-atfirming conditions of a pegple. And,
2) the moral interim—the expression of the conditions of Nietzsche's ‘Mora/ as his private morality.
This disunction 1s in keeping with his chium that betore we can “‘construct anew the laws of life and
action” it is necessary that “we live an existence which 1s either a prelude ot 1 postinde and the best we
can do in this snuterregnum is to be as far as possible our own reges and tound lictle experrmental states” (D,
453, KSA 3:274). An expenmental morality of this sort s a prelude to a philosophy of the future.
This distunction, [ believe, has certain advantages over Heidegger’s account of Nietzsche’s morality.
While it is not incorrect to claim that for Nietzsche “morality 1n tts broadest formal sense means
every system of evaluatons and relauonships of domunance,™ this understanding does not make
explicit the bifurcanon which [ have noted. As well, there are interesting possibilities which emerge
due to this distinction. For instance, if Nietzsche s accusing modemity with 1its life-negaung,
Chrstian values, of wallowing in decadence, then what sorts of values, we mught ask, make life
bearable for this iconoclast living within the twilight of the idols? Should we not be ruthless with

Nietzsche and scrutinize the values which he embraces, mavbe even subject him to his own

"5 See also GS, 276, KSA 3:521.
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symptomatology? This may not be our immediate concem, but one certainly worth pursuing at a later
point.

For now, since I take Nietzsche’s primary ethical concern to be the production of exemplary
human beings, there 1s no contradiction between the two postuons outlined above. Both, the future-
onented (poliucal) task of the restoration of a healthy anstocracy, and the expenmentalism located
within late modernity iim towards the production of exemplary human beings. As early as Phibiophy
in the Tragic Age of the Greeks (Die Philosophte tm tragischen Zettalter der Gnechen, 1873), Nietzsche wrote:
“The rask 1s to bring to light what we must ever bore and honor and what no subsequent enlightenment
can take away: great individual human beings” (PTG, P, p.24, KSA 1:802). Nietzsche’s wrnungs
display a conunued tascinanon with the lives of exemplary human beings. For instance, in the
Untimely Meditations (Unseitgemdsse Betrachtungen, 1873-76) he proclaims: “No, the goa! of humanity cannot
lie in 1ts end but only i &5 highest exemplars” (UADH, 9, KSA 1:317). And, throughout his corpus, one
finds scattered references to great human beings such as Thucvdides, Goethe, Napoleon, and Bizet,
to name a few.

Despite his special affinity for the exceptional type, Nietzsche did not offer any clear 4 prion
cntena for being this paradigm of human flounshing. Whar differenuates the exceptional type 1s that
he has enough energy to create himself as a work of art. [t1s this ‘energy’, this ‘overfullness of ife’, which
makes it possible for them not simply to recreate themselves frequenty in new torms, but also to
create: to give birth to what is new and surpnsing. Nietzsche otfers a vision of the exemplary
individual which involves becoming an arust of one’s life, that 1s, a self-creator. This means
‘becoming what one 1s’, a human being who creates his own values, thereby gwving onesedf laws to live
by (see GS, 335, KSA 3:563). And, in that same passage, he contrasts this individual with ‘those who
sit in moral judgment’, regarding the latter as offensive to his ‘taste’.

Leaving aside the difficulues associated with ‘life’ as a caterion for evaluaung morahities, and

granting that morality 1s a sign-language of our dnves and affects, we could descnbe exemplary

6 M. Heidegger, Nietzsche, p.78.
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human beings as embodying a high degree of vitality. For instance, they would possess certain dnves
which would be classified as life-enhancing, and for that reason they would be examples of human
flourishing. In other words, their value would be determined by the order of rank of their dnives
(BGE, 228, KSA 5:165). But, this view leads Nietzsche into another serious problem. An individual’s
drives belong to him as a matter of natural fact, and his morality 1s simply an expression of this
endowment. [t would appear then that both types of human beings (exemplary and decadent) are
products of their own particular physical constitution. In other words, one’s status as a human being
is determined by fate. In fact, Nietzsche presents his own greamess in farahisuc terms. He writes:
“The good fortune of my existence lies...in its fatality” (EH, ‘Wise’, 1, KSA 6:264). And, “It 1s my
fate that I have to be the first decent human being” (EH, ‘Destny’, 1, KSA 6:365). This ant-volitional
model of human flourishing is expressed nicely in Tazlght of the Idok as Nietzsche clams: “a well-
turned-out human being, a ‘happy one,” must perform certain actions and shrinks insuncuvely from
other actions; he carries the order, which he represents physiologically...” (T1, ‘Errors’, 2, KSA 6:89).
The problem, however, lies in reconciling Nietzsche’s fatalism with his chetonic of self-creation. On
many occasions he will use a distincuvely voluntanstic vocabulary, often counseling others to ‘create
themselves,” or ‘give style to one’s character’ (GS, 335,290, KSA 3:563,530). If we are to take
Nietzsche seriously as an affirmative thinker, then it will be necessary to resolve this tenston.
Otherwise, it would appear that his moral legacy is restricted to mere classificanon, te. cataloguing
those types of individuals who exude greamess and those who do not. On this view, exemplary

human beings would perhaps be deserving of our admiration, but nothing more.

* » =

In this chapter [ have attempted to demonstrate the complexity of Nietzsche’s views on morality.
Although known primarily for his vitriolic attacks against morality, Nietzsche did not conclude that
morality as a project was bankrupt. Rather, he wanted us to become receptive to a very different

conception of morality, one that is internal—relating to the body/physiology, and not some external



standpoint imposed upon us. In accord with his vitalism, Nietzsche’s ethics is rooted in a notion of
human flourishing. His ethical concem with the production of exemplary human beings 1s a
persistent theme throughout his philosophical career. By oudining a ‘natural history of morals’
featuring three periods with different means of evaluanng human conduct, Nietzsche was able to
show that morality had evolved. In fact, his entire approach to morality was informed by an histonical
sense as he appealed to ‘typology’ or ‘genealogy’ to carve out an understanding of what has hitherto
been referred to as ‘morality’. Nietzsche’s genealogy revealed a decisive urning point in the history of
our understanding of morality: there are two basic types of morality—master (‘Roman, pagan,
classical, Renaissance’) and slave (‘Chnstian’), the former is the sign-language of ascending life,
whereas the latter is symptomatic of the negaton or decline of life. Nietzsche's Genealggy, then, 1s
complemented by his symptomatology—his historical analysis reveals the ditferent moralities which
are subsequendy evaluated according to his standard of ‘hife’. In this way, Nietzsche has given
direction to the task of questioning the rulve of our moral values.

In referring to himself as an ‘tmmoralist’, Nietzsche revealed his particular standpoint. With
a criterion for evaluation, the immoralist can wage war against those moraliies which are hostile to
life. In doing so, the goal would be to overcome Chrnsuan morality, and inspire a revaluation ot
values. As well, Nietzsche’s definition of his ‘immoralism’ idenufied the scope of his attack on
morality by limiting his opposition to decadent moralities, his tavorite target being Christian morality.
I tumed to Maudemarie Clark’s reading of Nietzsche’s immoralism in order to refute her claim that
he was rejecting o/ morality. [ felt this to be necessary in order to present Nietzsche as an affirmative
thinker with an ethics of human flourishing. By arguing that Nietzsche was only attacking a type ot
morality, [ could explain how his ‘tmmoralism’ is consistent with his posiuve references to morality.

In addition to acknowledging Nietzsche’s treatment of morality as symptomatology, [
wanted to show the inadequacy of searching for general and universal cntena (1.e. an external
criterion) for what he would label a ‘morality’. I pointed out the limitations of cataloguing the various

features of morality which recurred throughout his discussion on the subject. At best, this approach
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only informed us of the features of one type of morality, and they were usually mentioned for the
purpose of criticizing. Next, [ considered the different German terms that Nietzsche used for
‘morality’ discovenng that ‘Siztlichkeif was generally used to represent an early phase of morality (i.e. a
morality of customs) before ‘morals’ eventually became reduced to ‘Morality’ ("Mora/), the moralized
form of ethical life analyzed in the Genealogy. But, since Nietzsche applied the term ‘Mora/ in both a
derogatory and eulogystic sense, there seemed to be no good reason to treat this term as univocal.
From there, [ examined Heidegger’s discussion of Nietzsche’s understanding of morality.
Heidegger recognized that there was not just one use ot the term ‘morality’ in Nietzsche, and
provided two definitions reflecting Nietzsche’s broad and narrow use of the term. [ agreed with
Heidegger that morality in the broad sense would include “every svstem of evaluations and
relanonships of dominance,” and his narrow rendening of the term as “the system of evaluanons that
are contained in the positing of the absolutely highest values in themselves—in the sense of
Platorusm and Chasuaney.”™ But, even sull, [ felt that we must tread carefully since this broad
definition 1s mured in ambigwity. For instance, [ alluded to a disuncuon between Nietzsche’s posiuve
references to morality, a distinction that would be lost if we eagerly classitied them under this broad
definiion. Specifically, we would fail to appreciate the extent of his moral concems 1f we overlooked
the distincuon between ‘mene Moral and the ‘higher morality’ of the future, despite both being a
‘system’ of evaluanons and relanons of dominance. With these reflections on Nietzsche’s work on
morality, we may be denied access to general and universal cnitenia of morality, but we are not denied
an understanding of what he means by ‘morality’. Indeed, he claims to be an ‘immoralist’ but speaks
of different ‘moralities’. The lesson to be learned is that it is always crucial to consider the context of
his discussion of morality. Nietzsche’s extra-moral project has been well-documented, and we are

now 1n a position to examine his attack on traditional morality.

" M. Hexdegger, Nietzsche, p.78.
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2
The ‘Campaign Against Morality’

One man is as ten thousand for me, if he 1s best.
—Heraclitus (fragment 49)

The task is to bring to light what we must ever love und honor and what no subsequent enlightenment can take

away: great individual human beings.
— PTG, p.24, KSA 1:802.

Whoever reflects upon the way in which the type man can be raised to his greatest splendor and power will
grasp first of all that he must place himself outside morality; for morality has been essennally directed to the
opposite end: to obstruct or destroy that splendid evolution wherever it has been going on... A tendency hosnle
to life is therefore charactenisnc of morality, in so far as it wants to overpower the types of life.

—\P 897, KSA 12:225-26.

In his retrospective examination of Daybreak (1881), Nietzsche wrote: “With this book my campaign
against morality (Mora)) begins” (EH, D’, 1, KSA 6:329). In the preceding chapter, [ discussed the
scope of his Feldsug, arguing that Nietzsche’s unabashed assault on morality 15 restricted to ‘the
morality that would unself man’ in which he specifically targeted, as its greatest progenitor, Christian
morality. In the works following Daybreak, Nietzsche’s ‘campaigning’ efforts intenstfied, as he waged
war on all facets of Christian morality. It is the aim of this chapter to examune Nietzsche’s various
reasons for rejecting morality. [n doing so, [ proceed by outlining the major components of morality
to which his cntique is directed. [ argue that these vanous strands (e.g. moral subject, unconditional
and universal morality, altruism, anti-natural morality) function as tnbutaries merging into one main

objection. This objection can be stated as follows: Morality, in representng the needs or interests of
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the masses (the lowest common denominator) thwarts the development of human flourishing.™® In
other words, Nietzsche rejects Chnistian morality insofar as it is harmful to those rare, exemplary
individuals with different needs and interests. The onus 1s on Nietzsche then to explain w#ho these
higher types are, and in what way they are being harmed by the current morality.

One of the consequences of my reading 1s that Nietzsche’s ethics 1s regarded, in one very
important sense, as enuredy affirmative insofar as his crinque 1s mouvated by his concem for the
production of higher types. Hence, [ deny the positive/negative dichotomy so often associated with
his moral thinking since he does not regard ‘neganon’ and ‘affirmation’ as opposites. In tact, tor
Nietzsche, negation /s affirmation, and when applied specifically to his ‘cinque’ of morality, he
explains: “whoever wants to be a creator in good and ewil, must first be an annthilator and break
values” (EH, ‘Destuny’, 2, KSA 6:366). As we can see then, ‘annithilanng’ or ‘breaking’ values 1s a
necessary condition tor the creanon of new ones. Whart [ shall show throughout the course of this
chapter 1s that his criticisms proceed from his ethics of human flounshing. As a result, Nietzsche'’s
caustic indictment of morality cannot be divorced from his affirmanve ethics. Note, however, that
there is no contradiction in drawing a distnction, as [ have done, between ‘morality’ as the object of
his attack, and his affirmatve morality of human tlourishing. These are two very different forms of
morality despite the fact that the latter serves as the inspiration tor his cnnque. Likewise, 1t 15 no
objection to my view, then, to point out the obvious: that Nietzsche’s wnungs contain one of the
most notorious attacks on morality throughout the history of philosophy. In what follows, [ will

show that the fundamental components of morality are closely connected to his atfirmative nsights.

The Moral ‘Subject’

"8 This reading of Nietzsche’s fundamental objection to morality is one that I share with Bran Leiter (“Morality
in the Pejorative Sense: On the Logic of Nietzsche's Critique of Morality”, British Journal of the History of
Philosaphy, Vol.3/No.1, 1995, pp.113-145). However, Leiter and [ disagree on the scope of Nietzsche’s critique
of morality. As [ argued in Chapter One, Nietzsche’s attack on morality is directed specifically at Chnsoan
morality, and its secular derivatives. In other words, my view is that Nietzsche subsumes these other secular
moralities under ‘Chrstian morality’. However, Leiter’s position is that “it will not do to say that he [Nietzsche|
simply attacks Christian or Kantian or European or utilitadan morality—though he certainly at imes attacks all
of these” (p.114).
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The term ‘subject’ or “self’ is often applied to a person capable of thought and experience, and able to
engage i deliberative action. In other words, one possesses the capacity to choose between
altemnatives and 1s able to do what one chooses.™ According to this view, the ‘subject’ is regarded as a
causal power. This means thart the individual himself is the legslator of his acts. There are no externa/
causes (.e. physical or psychological ones) which prevent the person from choosing between two
opuons. The moral subject 15 endowed with a ‘will’ that s tree. The ‘will’ wself s construed as a
mental faculty responsible for acts of volinon (e.g. choosing, deciding, and imitiaung motion). There
15 a specific reason why we might ask whether someone acted voluntarily (i.e. whether he knew what
he was doing, and whether his act was intended). It 1s often maintained that since a person’s will 1s
under his control, his acts are subject to moral assessment. The dependency of moral responsibility
upon a tree will s 4 major theme 1n moral philosophy.* Our moral worth as persons 1s denved trom
this freedom. Indeed, moral behaviour 1s an expression of that freedom. By locanng the foundauons
ot moral philosophy in the nature of persons as free ‘subjects’, we are able to account for the basic
queston of ethics ‘what ought we to do?’.

[t 1s important, however, to recognize one notable excepuon to the aforemennoned account
of the ‘free’ moral subject. Kant offers a metaphysical conception of the moral agent, in his words,
the ‘noumenal’ self, which ts outside ime and causality, hence undermuning the famuliar notion of an
emprrically determined human being. Prior to Kant, most moral philosophers recogmized the
dependency of morality on freedom (ot some sort), but it was Kant who revolunonized the very
notion of ‘freedom’ by denying its experiential basis. For Kant, ‘treedom’ in the moral sense 1s a
transcendental Idea of reason insofar as it refers only to that which transcends our sensory expenence.
To be a2 moral agent, then, means that we judge how to act morally by adhenng to norms determined

exclusively by our own reasoning—norms that are immune from the persuasion of pracucal

™ Ted Honderich (ed.), The Oxford Companton to Philosophy, ‘Self, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1995, p.816.

% David Hume, however, rejected this view arguing that the doctrine of liberty cannot yield responsibility and
blameworthiness since ‘free’ actions proceed from random acts—i.e., nothing in a person which is constant and
durable. According to Hume, an action is blamable only if it proceeds from the principles of necessity, in
particular, if it proceeds from one’s character or disposition (see Hume’s Treatise, Bk.II, Part III, secuon II).
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considerations. [n other words, we act according to our own causal power, rather than to any causes
external to reason such as our desires and inclinations. In fact, Kant defines ‘freedom’, in the posinve
sense, as the power of absolute causal self-determination according to our own reasoning?!
Moreover, Kant retains the view of ordinary moral consciousness that we are responsible for our
immoral actions.?? [n this way, Kant can be understood as the supreme representative ot the morality
of freedom, autonomy, and self-legislanon despite the fact that such concepts as tree will,
responsibility, blame and guilt are common in various non-Kantan accounts of morality.

In addition to these two conflictng views of moral agency (i.e. the Kanuan, and let us call
the first, the ‘traditional’ interpretation), one could list other compeung philosophical theones of the
‘self’. As we shall see in Chapter Three, Nietzsche certainly has an axe to grind with Kantan ethics,
but when it comes to identifving the account of moral agency to which his cnitque 1s directed, his
attack 1s focused pnmanly on the tradinonal interpretanion. But, why does he mnsist on this one
partucular view to the exclusion of others? To begin with, Nietzsche 1s first and foremost a avdural
moral cnnc which means that, despite his objections to moral theories, his fundamental concern lies
in the morality that 1s actually lived. Since he idenufies the current morality as Chrsuan, including its
secular surrogates, his criique must extend to the conception of the self that it advances. One may,
however, wish to question whether Nietzsche is being faithtul to the Chnstian understanding of the
‘self’.

It may prove useful then to consider St. Thomas Aquinas’ account of the moral agent. In
Aquinas’ On the ['irtues, he describes the nature of human beings in terms of an embodied soul,

noting that this composite includes, among other things, a will which is the immediate source of

Nietzsche never questioned that freedom was a presupposition of morality, since the practical morality he was
scrutinizing relied explicidy on the notion of ‘free will’, regardless of philosophical theores which dispute it.

8t Kant, Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals, in Mary |. Gregor (ed.), The Cambridge Edition of the Works of
Irmmanuel Kant: Practtcal Philosgphy, Cambrdge: Cambridge University Press, 1996, p.94-5.

2 Kant writes: “The action is ascribed to the agent’s intelligible character; in the moment when he utters the lie,
the guilt is entirely his own. Reason...is completely free, and the lie is entirely due to its default” (Pw.R.
A555/B3583). And, “all moral evil springs from freedom; otherwise it would not be morally evil” (Lect. 295/67).
As well, the “subjective grounds of choice...must itself always be an expression of freedom (for otherwise the
use or abuse of man’s power of choice (Wilkir) in respect of the moral law could not be imputed to him nor
could the good or bad in him be called moral)” (Re/ 21/16-17). See also Pr.R. 98-100.



action. Actons which result from the power of the will are ‘tmmanent actions’, that 1s, actions which
onginate and end in man. For instance, the act of enjoying a sunset 1s immanent as s the act of
wantng a glass of water. When Aquinas confidendy asserts that “Without doubt it must be said that
man has free choice...since without free choice one could not merit or dement, or be justly rewarded
or punished,”™ he is referring to an immanent act which 1s free. Moreover, he 1s highlighting the
correlation between free choice and responsibility. According to Aquinas, a tree choice 1s an ‘elicited
act of the will’—meaning acts which flow directly and immediately from the will (e.g choosing,
desining). He claims that the will is a rational power (or ‘rational appetite’) whose acts are dependent
upon the knowledge generated by the intellect. Although Aquinas speaks of choice as involving the
combined efforts of the intellect and will, he argues that since choice pertains pnmanly to movement,
choice is primarily of the will. [t may be objected that Aquinas never refers to a ‘free will’, only “free
choices’, but since choice anises from the will, the application of either expression s warranted.® [n
The Principles of Nature, Aquinas again draws attention to the capacity for deliberation that one finds in
the voluntary agent.#

While not all philosophers subscribe to this notion of the ‘subject’ and 1ts correlation to
moral responsibility, Nietzsche thinks that he has idenufied the account which permeates the culrural
scene of his day. Before discussing Nietzsche’s criuque of moral agency, it 1s worth poinung out that
in relation to his overall campaign against morality, this particular desripure component 1s of lesser
significance than the normative content of morality examined in the remaining sections of this
chapter.8 Nevertheless, Nietzsche is quite adamant in voicing his opposition to the ‘moral world
order’ which presupposes the existence of free subjects accountable for their actions. He proceeds to

unmask the ‘free’ moral subject as a metaphysical fiction in an effort to undermine the very notion of

% Aquinas, ‘On Free Chotce in Selected Writings of Thomas Aquanas, trans. Robert P. Goodwin, New York:
MacMillan, 1965, p.121.

% Tbid, p.120.

% Ibid, p-15.

% For instance, even if a particular philosopher shared precisely the same view of the ‘self as Nietzsche, 1t
could also be expected that he would repudiate his or her normative ideals.



human subjectivity.8? Our tendency to posit the ‘subject’ or ‘substratum’ as the cause underlying all
attributes and actions betrays an ingrained prejudice. Specifically, we have acquired the grammancal
habit of assuming that there must be a subject behind the action, a doer behind the deed. Nietzsche
does not deny that this fiction may be indispensable, but this simply indicates that it is a condition of
life, rather than asserting its truth. This seducuon of language 1s described as follows:

For just as the popular mind separates the lighming from its flash and takes the
latter for an action, for the operation of a subject called lightning, so popular morality
aso separates strength from expressions of strength, as if there were a neutral
substratum behind the strong man, which was free to express strength or not to do
s0. But there is no such substratum; there 1s no ‘being’ behind doing, effecung,
becoming; ‘the doer’ 1s merely a fiction added to the deed—the deed 1s everything.
(GM, I, 13, KSA 5:279)

‘Im Anfang war die Tar® would be a fitting slogan for Nietzsche's view. In exposing the “subject’ as a
ficuon (i.c. a term which designates a non-exisung ity underdying the vast array of impulses and
drives), Nietzsche has at the same time rejected its component parts, in partcular, the ‘will’. On this
view, the subject is treated as a fable, and i1s consequently, stripped of its causal power.

The separation of doer from deed is characteristic of the Chrisuan, moral interpretation of
existence which isolates the ‘subject’ as a responsible and accountable agent. Nietzsche rejects this
‘metaphysics of the hangman’ (T1, ‘Errors’, 7, KSA 6:96) by oudining the host of errors involved in
this misdiagnoses of the ‘will’. To begin with, we naively accepted three ‘inward facts™ the belief that
we knew what a cause is, the belief that we ourselves are causal in the act of willing, and that the
causes of an act can be located in consciousness (as ‘motives’) (T1, ‘Errors’, 3, KSA 6:90). We may
feel that we are causal in the act of willing, but this experience is owed to a false psychology (i.e.

belief in an imaginary causality). Yet, the desire for ‘freedom of the will’ in the metaphysical sense can

87 Niietzsche is not alone in his attack on the freedom of the will. There is a line of similar caticism from Hume
to Gilbert Ryle; one found also in Sartre and others. However, if one considers the consequences of their
rejection of free will, then none of these philosophers come close to emulating Nietzsche’s ‘transvaluation of
values’. Moreover, Nietzsche’s rejection of morality was mor especially preoccupied with the ‘error of free will
since he claims that errors of this sort were not what ‘horrified’ him, but rather the normative content of
Chrstian morality (EH, ‘Destny’, 7). [ elaborate on this point later in the chapter.

88 [n the beginning was the deed. Goethe. Faus, L. Intro.
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be attributed to the desire to bear ulumate responsibility for one’s actions (BGE, 21, KSA 5:35). This
veaming to be the wawusa sui was inculcated by the theologian who possessed an instinct for judging
and punishing, and sought to make people responstble. Nietzsche calls this notion of wawsa su “a sort
of rape and perversion of logic” (BGE, 21, KSA 5:35) because our acuons, he thinks, cannot be
based on ‘choices’ issuing from the ‘will’ since these choices themselves are determuned by facts, that
15, by one’s physiological consutution. On his view, then, the make-up of our ‘will’ is owed to
physiological and cultural determinants which remove the possibility that the individual 15 the
architect of his will. In cluming that the ‘will’ cannot be regarded as autonomous, Nietzsche has
denied the accompanying notion of ‘responsibility’. His pomt is that we cannot be held accountable
for our choices and acnons since these are the result of facts belonging to one’s nature® Hence,
Nietzsche s not the philosopher of ‘self-creation’ as s often asserted, but rather the philosopher ot
fatalism.”

As [ have indicated, the ‘will’, for Nietzsche, 1s an example of a ‘phantom’ of the ‘inner
wortld’, a ‘ficnon’, invented for the purpose of impuung gult. His task is to cleanse psychology by
extricaung the concepts of gult and punishment from the wordd. And, putung an end to the
superstiion of tree will 1s lett to the ‘rew psychologist’ (BGE, 12, KSA 5:27) in order to make room
for new values which will not be rooted in this antiquated and spunious conception of the human
subject. However, despite Nietzsche’s cntique of the ‘subject’ or ‘soul’, he refuses to dispense with
the term itself. His specific objection is to the ‘atomisuc need’, especially the “sou/ atomism’ preached

by Chnstianity. This expression refers to “the belief which regards the soul as something

% Compatibilists would disagree with Nietzsche's causa sa argument, and insist that free will and responsibility
are consistent with the causality of the will. They maintain that determinism is true because every event has a
cause, but they make room for the idea of freedom by arguing that the disuncton between a free (e
voluntary) and compelled (i.e. involuntary) act is not based on the distinction between the uncaused and the
caused. All actions rather are caused but some are caused infermally (free actons) whereas others have extermal
causes (involuntary actions). Nietzsche would respond by claiming that these internal causes, too, are really the
product of facts about our nature.

% Examples of those commentators who read Nietzsche as a philosopher of ‘self-creaton’ include: Kad
Jaspers, Nietzsche: An Introduction to the Understanding of his Philosophical Aagity, trans. Charles F. Wallraff and
Frederick J. Schmitz, Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1997. Alexander Nehamas, Netgche: Life as
Literature, Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1985; Richard Rorty, Coutingeney, Iromy, and Solhdanty,
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indestructible, eternal, indivisible, as a monad, as an atmon” (12). Here, the subject is construed as a
unity underlying our various impulses and daves. Bur, Nietzsche’s position is that it 1s unnecessary to
assume that these diverse impulses are the effect of one substratum.

In place of the confused notion of the ‘soul atom’, Nietzsche tums to the body which he
thinks 15 a “rcher, clearer, more tangible phenomenon” (WP 489, KSA 12:205-06). In cluming that
the individual is first and foremost a physiological being, Nietzsche treats the body as his starting
point: “I am body entirely, and nothing beside; and soul is only a word for something in the body”
(Z, 1, 4, KSA +4:39).7! This shift to the body and its affectuve existence results in a reconceptualization
of human subjectvity, where the ‘subject’ is regarded, #of as a unity underdying its numerous daves,
but as muluplicity. Nietzsche explans:

Bur the way 15 open for new versions and refinements of the soul-hypothesis; and
such conceptions as ‘mortal soul,” and ‘soul as subjective mulaplicity,’ and ‘soul as
social structure of the drives (Trebe) and affects (ffekre), want henceforth to have

cinzens’ aghts in saience. (BGE, 12, KSA 5:27)
On this view, the human subject is constituted by a muluplicity of competng drives. Rather than
serving as a causal agent, the ‘subject’ is now the site of warring impulses and drives. “Every drive 1s a
kind of lust to rule; each one has its perspective that it would like to compel all the other dnves to
accept as a norm” (WP 481, KSA 12:315).92 [n other words, the subject consists of what Nietzsche
will alternatively refer to as ‘dnves’ (Triebe), ‘affects’ (Affekre), ‘impulses’ (Reige. [mpulse), ‘insuncts’
(Instunkte), ‘passions’ (Leidenschaften), ‘teelings’ (Gefiible), ‘desires’ (Begierde), ‘torces’ (Krifte), and the like.

Note, however, that this version of the ‘soul-hypothesis’ explains the form or function of the ‘soul’,

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1989; Peter Berkowitz, Nietsche: The Ethics of an Immorabist, Cambrdge,
MA: Harvard University Press, 1995.

9 [t is interesting to compare this statement to Feuerbach’s conception of the self in Grundsaten der Philosaphie
der Zuksnft (1849) cited in Friedrich Lange’s Histary of Materialism, 11, p.523) a work which gready influenced
Nietzsche: “Ich bin ein wirkliches, ein sinnliches Wesen: der Leib gehért zu meinem Wesen; ja, der Leib 1n
seiner Totalitit ist mein [ch, mein Wesen selber” (“I am a real, a sensible being; the body is part of my being;
aay, the body in its totality, is my ego, is itself my essence”).

2 [tis worthwhile to note, however, that there are a multitude of ‘ruling’ or ‘chief drves so that it is not always
the same drve executing the command in the individual. This view allows Nietzsche to explain different
experiences as belonging to the ‘same’ self, but it does not provide an adequate account of personal identity.
For instance, how can a multiplicity of drives produce a unitary self that conceives of those dnves as its own?
There is no effort on Nietzsche’s part to account for this possibility.



or affectve body. In oudining what the ‘soul’ does, Nietzsche i1s offering a funcuonalist account
rather than desétibing the content or ingredients of the ‘soul’. The picture of human agency that we
are left with, then, is that of a human, biological organism controlled by the constant play and
interaction of its drives and impulses. Far from being an acuve agent, or self-propelled wheel,
Nietzsche’s ‘subject’ is, us Conway nicely puts it, “a passive conduit of the undifferennated vital
forces that flow through it [the visible body].”?

How does conceiving the ‘subject’ as a ‘subjectve muluplicity’ or as a ‘socul structure of
drives’ help explain what actually takes place dunng this so-called ‘willing’? To avoid the popular
prejudice® of treating the will as if it were the best-known fact, Nietzsche proceeds cautiously with
the following ‘unphilosophical’ observatons: 1) “in all willing there 1s, first, a plurality of sensanons”,
2) “just as sensagons are to be recogmized as ingredients of the will, so, secondly, should thinking
also: in every act of will there 1s a ruling thought”; 3) “the wil is not only a complex of sensanon and
thinking, but it 1s above all an 4fferz, and specifically the affect of a command. That which 1s termed
‘treedom of the will’ 1s essenually the affect of superionty in relation to him who must obey” (BGE,
19, KSA 5:32). Here, Nietzsche models ‘willing’ after the relanons of domunance that one mught find
in ‘a well-constructed and happy commonwealth’. However, unlike the political model where a ruler’s
commands are obeyed by the ruled, the individual’s willing means that he simultaneously commands
and obeys ‘himself’. He notes that this aspect 1s what is ‘strangest’ about the will. Indeed, in willing
we seem to experience ourselves as the executor of the command who comes to expect a parucular
action (i.e. the effect of his command). The expectation of the action gives nise to a feeling of the
‘necessity of effect’. Nietzsche writes: “he who wills believes with a fur amount of certainty that will
and action are somehow one; he ascribes the success, the carrying out of the willing, to the will 1tself,
and thereby enjoys an increase of the sensation of power which accompanies all success” (BGE, 19,
KSA 5:33). Freedom of the will, then, is explained in terms of the individual who credits himself (i.e.

his will) as the executor of the order, and then delights in feeling that ‘L'effet cest moi’. Just as the

9 Daniel Conway, Nretgsche’s Dangerous Game, 1997, p.54.
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rulers idenufy themselves with the successes of the commonwealth, the individual expenences the
same delight as commander. Nietzsche reiterates: “In all willing it s absolutely a quesnon of
commanding and obeying, on the basis...of a social structure composed of many ‘souls” (BGE, 19,
KSA 5:33).

Although Nietzsche claims that the theory of free will is one of the most easily refuted, he does
not endorse its opposite, the ‘unfree will’. In fact, he insists that the notion of an ‘unfree will’
represents ‘a mususe of cause and etfect’ (BGE, 21, KSA 53:35). The concept of cause and effect s a
mere projection on our part, and hence 15 meaningless when 1t comes to explaining phenomenon.”
As convenuonal ficuons, their use should be restricted to designation and communicaton. In
addinon, Nietzsche observed that the problem of the ‘unfreedom of the will’ lead to two opposing
standpoints trom which he quickly dissociated himselt. On the one hand, he noted that some
individuals will not abandon the view that they have a personal nght to their menits at any pnice,
while conversely, another segment of the population feel that they cannot be blamed or held
responstble for anything. He associates the latter with “a sort of socialist pity” which occurs, for
instance, in their sympathy for cnminals (BGE, 21, KSA 5:36). Ulumately, thus spoke Nietzsche, the
‘unfree will’ belongs to myvthology, since there are only ‘strong and seak wills” (21).9 The strength or
weakness of the will depends, not on an individual’s free choice, but rather on the body’s measure of
vitality which includes its capacity to order and organize its varied assortment of competing dnves.

This descripton of subjectivity permeates Nietzsche’s wrungs (both published and
unpublished). In a note from 1884, he explains:

In contrast to the animals, man has culuvated an abundance of mrary dnives and
impulses within himself:...Moralives (Moraln) are the expression of locally limited

orders of rank in his multufanous world of dnives, so man should not perish through

2 Nietzsche makes a specific reference to Schopenhauer (see BGE, 19, KSA 5:31-2).

% This remark seems to suggest that Nietzsche rejects the notions of ‘cause and effect’ altogether, but when
viewed in its proper context, he is merely undermuning the clum that ‘cause and effect’ can relate to the
noumenal world (the world ‘in itself). He makes no claim whatsoever that causation does not occur in the
phenomenal wodd (the wodd of appearance). See BGE, 21.

% Nietzsche’s reference here to ‘wills’ should not be confused with the traditional conception of the ‘will’
which he has gone to great lengths to refute.



their contradictions. Thus a dnve as master, its opposite weakened, refined, as the
impuise that provides the stimulus for the acuvity of the chief dnve. The highest
man would have the greatest muluplicity of drives, in the greatest strength that can
be endured. Indeed, where the plant ‘man’ shows himself strongest one finds

nstuncts that conflict powerfully (e.g. Shakespeare), but are controlled. (WP 966,
KSA 11:289)

Amongst the competing drives, a ruling thought or ‘chief drive’ will emerge according to the relation
of command and obedience, and will determine the order of rank of impulses. It 1s precisely for ths
reason that Nietzsche wants to include ‘willing’ within the sphere of morals, since morals is
understood as the “relations of supremacy under which the phenomenon of ‘lite’ comes to be”
(BGE, 19, KSA 5:34). As mentioned previously, this ‘willing’ has nothing to do with atnbuting the
command to the deliberate willing of a causal agent. The belief thar ‘tus could have happened
ditterendy’, or ‘I do not have to do this’ is based on error (WS, 12, KSA 2:547). As Leiter expluns,
“A person is an arena in which the struggle of dnves is played out; how they play out determines
what he believes, what he values, what he becomes. But gua conscious self or ‘agent’, the person
takes no acuve part in the process.”™” The notion of ‘self-mastery’ often credited to Nietzsche simply
refers to the ‘control’ of a master drive, rather than to the volitional capacity of a moral agent.
Nietzsche sometimes speaks of “‘my wmeption of freedom” where ftreedom 1s measured
“according to the resistance which must be overcome, according to the exertion required in order to
remain on top” (TT, ‘Skirmushes’, 38, KSA 6:140). Similady, he descnbes ‘happiness’ as “the teeling
that power is growzng, that resistance is overcome” and the ‘good’ as “evervthing that heightens the
feeling of power in man, the will to power, power itself” (A, 2, KSA 6:170). This idea of ‘freedom’ as
overcoming resistances must not be confused with the roltional/ model which recognizes that a person
can work at cultvating 4 degree ot self-control previously lacking. At umes, Nietzsche’s chetoric of
self-creation seems to allow for such a possibility, as for instance in section 290 of The Gay Suence

where Nietzsche counsels the reader to ‘give stvle’ to one’s character, claiming that this requures that
g Y g €q

97 Brian Leiter, ‘Fatalism and Self-Creation in Nietzsche' in Chnstopher Janaway (ed.), Wilkng and Nothingness:
Schapenbauer as Nietzsche's Educator, Oxford: Oxtord University Press, 1998, p.255.
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“one survey all the strengths and weaknesses of their nature and then fit them into an arustic plan”
adding that the strongest natures will delight “in such constraint and perfection under a law of their
own”. Yet, what commentators often leave out is the crucial point of the passage which undermines
the voluntaristic account. In the end, Nietzsche explans, when one has succeeded in giving style to
one’s character, “it becomes evident how the constraint of a single taste govemed and formed
everything large and small.” This ‘single taste’ refers to the psycho-physiological determunants that
account for what a human being is. For Nietzsche, this means that the individual 1s entrely
constrained, and 1s therefore, neither the author of one’s acts nor of one’s character since these are
determined by facts about the person. Ulumately, Nietzsche’s crtique of human agency resulted in a
reconceptualization of human subjectvity with the expressed concem for the type of ‘willing’ (or
configuration of daves) conducive to human flounshing,

Nietzsche’s theory of human subjectivity is certainly a major departure from the conception of
the subject he targets, even if it resembles a similar line of crincism from Hume to Gilbert Ryle, and
others. For instance, as will become evident later in this chapter, Nietzsche’s psycho-physiologically
based account of human subjectivity provides the ground for his diagnoses and evaluation of ‘human
types’ according to which the instincts and drives of an individual serve as a measure of one’s vitality,
whether one represents the instincts of decadence or health. In addition, one of the consequences of
my reading of Nietzsche as an anti-voluntarist is that it undermines those interpretations which view
him as promoting the heroic feats attainable through an act of will. More importandy, however, in
undermuning the conception of a tree, moral agent, the basic question of ethics ‘what should I do’ s
rendered obsolete. As we shall see later, Nietzsche’s fatalism is responsible in large part for the

absence of any prescriptive moral theory.

Morality as Unconditional and Universal
Despite Nietzsche’s critique of the metaphysical view of agency that he takes to be implicit in

Christian morality, his primary concem lies in the normative content of morality. Hence, his rejection
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of this account of human agency plays a subordinate role in his overall attack on morality. For
instance, Nictzsche is critical of those philosophers who think that they have crincized morality itself
when they have simply exposed the ‘superstition of free will’ (GS, 345, KSA 3:579). The fact that
morality has grown out of an error does not address the problem of its vale. And, refernng to
Chnistian morality, he writes:

It is not error as error that horrifies me at this sight [Chnstian morality]—not the
lack, for thousands of years, of ‘good will,’ discipline, decency, courage in matters
of the spirit, revealed by its victory: it is the lack of nature, it 1s the utterly gruesome
fact that antinature itself received the highest honors us morality and was fixed over

humanity as law and categorical imperative. (EH, ‘Destuny’, 7, KSA 6:372)

This passage expresses two objections to morality, that morality is ano-nature (which [ shall address
later), and that 1t is ‘fixed’ or unconditional. A morality is ‘unconditonal’ insofar as it clums to be
binding on everyone regardless of their interests, desires, and other disungwishing teatures. For now,
[ will concentrate on the latter since it represents one of Nietzsche’s most prominent objections.

Nietzsche’s rejection of unconditional morality has been the subject of much discussion.
However, the emphasis in his critique has been musplaced in the secondary literature. It 1s common
to point out that Nietzsche objects to unconditional morality since it necessanly conflicts with the
moral pluralism revealed through his genealogical findings.” Recall, for instance, the Genealogy where
moral absolutism is championed by Christian morality via the slave revolt in morals, in contrast with
noble morality. Although Christianity is one example of unconditional morality, it 1s evident that 1t is
the specific form which preoccupies Nietzsche’s criique. “For, confronted with morality (especially
Christian, or unconditional, morality) life must continually and inevitably be in the wrong” (BT, SC:5,
KSA 1:19). And, elsewhere, he explains that Christianity represents the “final lunge in the struggle of
the theory of unconditional morality” (AOM, 33, KSA 2:396). Sull, to clum that Nietzsche’s cnitique
of unconditional morality amounts to its insistence that “I am morality itself, and nothing besides 1s

morality” (BGE, 202, KSA 5:124) is not only vague, but unpersuasive. When he writes, “there is no
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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 o dear” (D, 164, KSA
3:147), he 1s doing more than procluming the night to existence for other moralines. Nietzsche’s
objection to unconditional morality 1s that in resistng the possibility of ‘Aigher moralines’ (BGE, 202,
KSA 5:124), we are deprived of their greatest splendour—a higher ‘tvpe’ ot human being. Therefore,
it 15 7ot Chnstnan morality’s impenalisnc ambitions, itself, which concemns Nietzsche but rather the
undesirable consequence of this morality.

Nietzsche refers to the taste for the unconditional as the “worst of tastes”, but there is a specific
sense in which he opposes moral absoluusm. He explains that, “what 1s fair tor one wmnor by any
means for that reason alone also be fair for others; that the demand of one morality for all s
detrimental for the higher men, in short, that there is an order of rank between man and man, hence also
between morality and morality” (BGE, 228, KSA 5:165 my emphasis). And, similarly, he claims that
“when a decadent type of man ascended to the rank of the highest type, this could only happen at the
expense of its countertype (Gegensats-Art), the type of man that 1s strong and sure of hife” (EH,
‘Desuny’, 5, KSA 6:369). In this way, morality for Nietzsche, becomes the “‘danger of dangers” (GM,
P:6, KSA 5:253) for a particular type of individual. Briefly, Nietzsche’s point ts that there are different
‘types’ of humun beings whose flounishing depends on certain needs or conditions of existence which
are by no means uniform. Morality proves to be a ‘danger’ for those ‘higher types’ whose flounshing
is inhibited by the dictates of the reigning morality.” Elsewhere, he states, “the queston 15 always
who 4e 15, and who the ather person 1s” and then adds:

Every unegoistic morality that rakes itself for unconditional and addresses itself to
all does not only sin agunst taste: it 1s a provocation to sins of omussion, one zore
seduction under the mask ot philanthropy—and precisely a seducuon and njury for
the hgher. rarer. privtleged. Moraliies must be forced to bow first of all before the order

of rank; their presumption must be brought home to their conscience—unul they

8 Karl Jaspers, Nietzsche: An Introduction to the Understanding of His Phrlosgphical Activity, Balumore: Johns Hopkins
University Press, 1997, p.140. Dan Conway, Nietsche and the Political, New York: Roudedge, 1997, ch.2.

% [ discuss the ‘higher type’, including Nietzsche’s view of how they are harmed by morality, in the final section
of this chapter.



60

finally reach agreement that it is Zmmoral to say: ‘what i1s nght for one s fair for the

other’. (BGE, 221, KSA 5:156 my emphasis)

In each case, Nietzsche’s overriding concern relates to the harm inflicted on the exemplary individual
as a result of morality’s monopolizing tendency. His objection to unconditional morality, then, does
not involve the claim that morality 1s a danger to eceryore, or that other moralities are unjusdy denied a
votce. In fact, he 1s cognizant of the salutary effects of morality insofar as 1t promotes the nterests
and needs of a lowly human type—the herd. However, Nietzsche laments that this morality exists “at
the expense of the future...so that precisely morality would be to blame if the highest poner und splendor
actually possible to the type man was never in fact attaned” (GM, P:6, KSA 5:253). The clam that
morality has a diminutive effect on higher types 1s Nietzsche’s fundamental objection to Chnisnanity.
In a Nachlaff note from the late 1880’s, he explains: “What [ fight agunst in Chnstianity? Always only
one thing: its human ideal, 1ts demands on humans, 1ts no and its ves n relaton to man...All the
absurd rest of Christian fables, constructed false concepts and theology does not concern us... What
we fight against in Chrisuanity? That it wants to break the strong.” 1%

These remarks reflect Nietzsche’s anu-egalitartanism, and his preoccupation with ‘types’ of
human beings, especially exemplary individuals. Since morality involves the physiological demands
for the preservation of 2 certain type of life (BGE, 3, KSA 5:17), and these demands vary according
to the ‘type’ of individual, Nietzsche feels jusufied in arguing that human inequality 15 a relevant
consideration for not imposing one morality on everyone. Of course, with this view, he has
challenged the moral tradition’s most agreed upon tenet, that human beings are ¢gual from a moral
point of view.19! Yet, this catique requires a2 more detailed treatment than 1s implied by Nietzsche's
anti-egalitarian chetoric. In any case, he must show that it is possible for a ‘type’ of human being to

be harmed by egalitarian practices, and to do this he relies on a physiological analysis of moral values.

100 “Was ich am Christenthum bekimpfe? Immer nur Eins: sein Ideal vom Menschen, seine Forderungen an
den Menschen. sein Nein und sein Ja in Hinsicht auf den Menschen...Der ganze absurde Rest von chnsticher
Fabel, Begriffs-Spinneweberei und Theologie geht uns nicht an...Was wir am Chastenthum bekimpfen: Dall
es die Starken zerbrechen will.” The first sentence is quoted from KSA 14:750 (thus belongs to a draft of KSA
13, 11[533]) and the remander from KSA 13, 11[55}, Nov. 1887-March 1888, p.27-8.
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Nietzsche’s opposition to the unconditional demands of morality is closely associated with his
rejection of equality. In spreading the poisonous doctrine of ‘equal nights tor all’, “Chnsnamty has
waged war unto death against all sense of respect and feeling of distance between man and man” (A,
43, KSA 6:217-18). The crucial point here 1s that Nietzsche denounces equal nghts since it fals to
recognize an mnherent order of rank among men. He continues to describe the 1dea of ‘equality’ in the
same terms: “The doctrine of equality! There 1s no more poisonous potson anywhere: for 1t seems to
be preached by jusuce itself, whereas it really is the termunation of jusace” (TT, ‘Skirmushes’, 48, KSA
6:150). Instead, Nietzsche offers his own brand of jusuce, “Equal to the equal, unequal to the
unequal...never make equal what 1s unequal” (48). The theory of ‘equal nghts’, in making everyone
similar, “is an essential feature of decline” (T1, ‘Skirmushes’, 37, KSA 6:138). On the other hand, a
“sign of nobility”, for Nietzsche includes, “never thinking of degrading our duties into duties tor
evervbody” (BGE, 272, KSA 5:227). His cninque of equality 1s mouvated by a desire to re-establish
an order of rank among human beings, and hence correct the injusuces aganst the higher type. To
do this, Nietzsche introduces the anuthetcal concept, the pathos of distance, which acknowledges “the
cleavage between man and man, status and status, the plurality of types, the will to be oneself, to
stand out” (TT, ‘Skirmishes’, 37, KSA 06:138). As an essenual characteristic of the ‘hugher type’, the
pathos of distance nspires human flounshing in both the social and personal sphere:

Without that pathos of distance which grows out of the ingrained difference between
strata...that other, more mysterious pathos could not have grown up either—the
craving for an ever new widenuing of distances within the soul itself, the
development of ever higher, rarer, more remote, further-stretching, more
comprehensive states—in brief, simply the enhancement of the type ‘man, the
continual ‘self-overcoming of man’, to use 2 moral formula in a supra-moral (iiber-

moralischen) sense. (BGE, 257, KSA 5:205)
The recognition of an order of rank among human beings 15 crucial for the enhancement of the

human ‘type’. Otherwise, human existence will be plagued by the “degeneration and diminution of

101 This objection is serious, yet Nietzsche’s ant-egalitarianism tends to quickly dismiss the forcefulness of
appeals to equality as a claim of what is morally valid.
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man into the perfect herd amimal...the dwarf animal of equal night and cdaims” (BGE, 203, KSA
5:127-28). Or, in the words of Zarathustra: “thus blinks the mob—there are no higher men, we are
all equal, man i1s man; before God we are all equal.’” Before God! But now this god has died. And
before the mob we do not want to be equal” (Z, [V:13, KSA 4:356). However, when one considers
the ideal of contemporary society in light of the death of God, one finds that there has been no
reconsideration (let alone, revaluanon) of our moral values. Once access 1s denied to the metaphysical
source, in this case God, the status of human beings must be re-evaluated. In other words, for
Nietzsche, equality can no longer shine in the shadows of the death of God.!? Yet, the ideal of
equality conunues to shine braghtly, for it has become embedded into the tabric of culture. Nietzsche
makes the following observation regarding contemporary society: “What they would like to strive for
with all their powers 1s the universal green-pasture happiness of the herd, with secunty, lack ot
danger, comfort, and an easter life for everyone; the two songs and doctrnines which they repeat most
often are ‘equality of nghts’ and ‘sympathy for all thar suffers’—and suffering itself they ke for
something that must be abolshed’ (BGE, H, KSA 5:61). In short, Nietzsche's defense of inequality
will require recognition that the conditions for the preservation ot individuals vary depending on the
‘tvpe’ of person, and that ‘equal nghts for all’ discriminates against the needs of the ‘higher, rarer,
privileged’. Of the ‘two songs’, there ts no doubt in Nietzsche’s mind that the one sung loudest 1s

‘sympathy for all that suffers’, and it 1s the one to which [ will now tum.

The ‘Unegoistic Drives’—Pity, Altruism, and Selflessness
One of the most recognized features of Nietzsche’s cnitique of morality s his objection to pity
(Mitlerd). However, like many great thinkers, Nietzsche’s views evolved and this 1s paruculardy true

wegarding his cotique of pity. In what follows, [ would like to examune his eardier remarks on pity

122 The point is not that the notion of human equality is logically dependent on a metaphysical source. Rather,
Nietzsche is accounting for its currency by showing that it owes its existence to a belief or appeal to the
metaphysical realm. Even if one argues on secular grounds for equality, Nietzsche would clam that this
individual has rejected the Chnstian God, but still bows down to its morality (See, T1, ‘Skirmushes’, 5).
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from his posiuvist!®3 period. In Human, All-Too-Human (1878), the work immediately preceding
Daybreak, Nietzsche attempted to rescue morality from its metaphysical underpinnings. ‘Morality’ was
one of the three “higher acuvites” (art and religion were the others) which were tadinonally
explained in terms of human participation in a metaphysical realm (HH, 10, KSA 2:30). Nietzsche
nsisted that these ‘higher’ things could be attributed to a basic psychological need that could easily
be discerned as ‘lower’, as ‘human, all-too-human’. In Exe Homo, he offers an explananon of the
book’s nde: ‘“where you see ideal things, I see what 1s human, all-too-human!’ I know man better”
(EH, ‘HH, 1, KSA 6:322). As well, Nietzsche adds that in this book vou will find:

a merciless spirit that knows all the hideouts where the ideal 15 at home...One error
after another 1s coolly placed on ice; the ideal 1s not refuted—it freeges to death.—
Here, for example, "the genius’ freezes to death; at the next comer, ‘the sant’; under
a huge icicle, ‘the hero’; n the end; ‘taith,’ so-called ‘conviction’; ‘pity’ also cools
down considerably—and almost everywhere ‘the thing in itself’ treezes to death.

(EH, ‘HH’, 1, KSA 2:323)
The aim of this work was to ‘overcome metaphysics’, a project that included the overrurming of
traditional valuatons that muslead the human mund. In the above passage, Nietzsche emphasizes that
these ‘ideals’ are merely based on human standards, and hence do not possess the ‘higher’ status that
they are usually accorded. The overuming of traditonal valuations means overturming the
presumption that these valuanons, which humans make, are really ‘God’ given. Nietzsche explialy
states that ‘the ideal is not refuted—it freeses to death’, and he descrnibes his approach as
‘psvchological observation’ or ‘reflection on the human, all-too-human’ (HH, 35, KSA 2:57). In other
words, he used psychological observauon as a weapon to slay metaphysics. Or as Nietzsche puts i,
an axe is applied to “the root of the ‘metaphysical need’ of man” (HH, 37, KSA 2:61). The ‘higher’ 1s

now explicated in terms of the merely human, and there is no longer any concem about whether a

103 [n Nietzsche scholarship, it is customary to refer to his ‘positivist’ or Voltairean’ peniod as commencing
with Human, AL-Too-Human (1878), since this work marks a new, yet short-lived, phase n his thinking which
involved a commitment to and enthusiasm for science and naturalistic explanation, in contrast with his eady
attempts at metaphysical philosophy. Nietzsche applied the term ‘posiivism’, himself, to this text. See Ench
Heller’s Introduction to Human, Al-Too-Human, tans. R.]. Hollingdale, Cambndge: Cambndge University
Press, 1986, p. xiit.
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metaphysical realm possesses any veridical worth. Once the historical and psychological justification
that restdes in such ideals has been grasped, a liberation from metaphysics is complete.

It must be emphasized that Nietzsche is not denying the existence of a metaphysical world.
Rather than discussing the issue of the truth or falsity of such a world, his project is intended to
explain why a belief in a metaphysical world exists. In fact, he concedes that “there could be a
metaphysical world” (HH, 9, KSA 2:29), but since he thinks that we have no epistemological access
to it, we must dispense with reference to metaphysical assumptions. The most we could say ts that
the metaphysical world is a ‘being-other’, and as a result, tis ‘knowledge’ could not serve human
beings in any tmportant capacity. In eliminatng the metaphysical perspective, Nietzsche 1s limiting
himself to offering strictly naturalistic explanations (i.e. psychological observanon) for metaphysical
assumptions. Since my immediate concern lies with his treatment of one particular dealizaton—
‘pity’, [ will now tum to the naturalisuc explanaton that he offers.

In Human. All-Too-Human, Nietzsche attempts to trace ‘pity’ back to an egoistic source. For
instance, he explains that when we are in the presence of 1 suffening person, “we rid ourselves of our
own suffering by performing an act of pity” (HF, 103, KSA 2:100). By reducing pity (unegoisuc acts)
to a form of psychological egoism, Nietzsche denies the possibility of altruistic actions altogether. He
writes: “Any being who would be capable of purely selfless actions only 1s more tabulous than the
phoenix”, and to this, he adds:

Never has a man done anything that was only for others and without any personal
motivation. Indeed, how w«/d he do anything that had no reference to himself, that
is, with no inner compulsion (which would have to be based on a personal need)?

How could the ego act without ego? (HH, 133, KSA 2:126-27)
The fundamental idea in this section is that the very notion of a ‘selfless act’ 1s incomprehensible.
And, since Nietzsche treated the moral and the egpistic as mutually exclusive, we can infer that he
accepted Schopenhauer’s account of morality as altruism. On this view, Nietzsche’s endorsement of

psychological egoism did not involve a commitment to ethical egoism, since the latter is ruled out by
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his separation of the moral and egoistic. Instead, in the same passage, he aligns himself with the
psychological egoism of Lichtenberg and LaRochefoucauld—the former cluming that “it 1s
impossible for us to fee/ for others. We feel only for ourselves...we love neither father nor mother
nor wife nor child, but rather the agreeable feelings that they give us”, and the latter staung that “St
on croit aimer sa maitresse pour 'amour d’elle, on est bien trompé.” Psychological egoism was
Nietzsche's naturalisuc explanation of human behaviour.

The challenge that Nietzsche offers to unegoistuc behaviour is that it 1s merely 2 sham—a
disguised egoism. This view has prompted Bran Leiter and Maudemane Clark to remark that even
though Nietzsche accepts Schopenhauer’s equation of morality with unegoistic acts, he takes for
granted their higher value, and “rather than challenging Schopenhauer on the value of unegoistic
actions, Human, Al-Too-Human seems to argue that nothing possessing the higher value that an
unegoistic action would have actually makes its appearance in the human world.”* However, this
interpretation s, [ believe, mistaken since Nietzsche’s cnuque of pity can be well-documented prior
to and duning the period in which he was working on Human. All-Too-Human.'*5 And, in the text
iself, there 15 evidence to suggest, contra Leiter and Clarck, that he did ner view unegoistic acts as
having ‘higher value’, and that he did queston their value, albeit infrequenty and not in great detal.
For instance, section 30 of Human. All-Too-Human 1s specifically directed agunst Schopenhauer’s
deification of pity as the highest moral feeling. In this passage, LaRochefoucauld is cited approvingly
insofar as he “hits the mark when he wams all reasonable men against pity...For pity, in his (and
Plato’s) judgment, weakens the soul.” And in section 103, Nietzsche wrtes: “Aside from a few
philosophers, men have always placed pity rather low in the hierarchy of moral feelings—and rightly
s0." These comments reinforce Nietzsche’s anti-pity sentiments beyond their reduction to egoism.

Thus, tt was not a matter of accepting pity’s ‘higher value’, while bemoaning ts dlusory status. Sull, 1t

104 See B. Leiter and M. Clark’s (eds.) Introduction to Nietzsche's, Daybreak, Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1997, p.xxav.

105 See for instance Nietzsche’s notes from the summer of 1875 (KSA 8:181), and from the end of 1876-
Summer of 1877 (KSA 8:429.434,437-38). Interestingly, these references from 1876-1877 seem to coincide with
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would be fair to say that the preoccupation of Human, Al-Teo-Human was to explan that egoistic
mouves underlie all selfless acts, rather than providing a commentary on the value of pity. The
closest that he comes to any critical assessment of pity is in his refinement of LaRochefoucauld’s

view on the subject:

Perhaps one can wam even more strongly aganst having pity for the unfortunate if
one does not think of their need for pity as stupidity and intellectual deficiency, a
kind of mental disorder resulung from their musfortune (this s how
LaRochefoucauld seems to regard it), but rather as something quite different and
more dubious. Observe how children weep and cry, so that they will be pitied, how
they wait for the moment when their condition will be nouced. Or hve among the 1ll
and depressed, and queston whether their eloquent laments and whimpenng, the
spectacle of their musfortune, 1s not basically aimed at Aurting those present. The pity
that the specrators then express consoles the weak and suffering, inasmuch as they
see that, despite all their weakness, they sull bare at least one power: the poner to hurt.
When expressions of pity make the unformunate man aware of this feeling of
superiority, he gets a kind of pleasure from it... Thus the thirst for pity is a thirst for
self-enjovment, and at the expense of one’s fellow men. It reveals man in the
complete inconsideration (Riicksichtsiosigkeit) of his most numate dear self, but not

precisely in his ‘stupidity,” as LaRochefoucauld thinks.'%s (HH, 50, KSA 2:70-1)
The point here is that there i1s no value in pitying or consoling the weak, since their efforts to obtain
pity are designed to hurt those present, while at the same time, deniving pleasure from thus sense of
power. This psychological observanon of the unfortunate man’s need for pity s not some
disinterested statement of fact. By ‘strongly’ waming against having pity, Nietzsche proves that he 1s
not neutral on the issue—he explicitly devalues pity, agreeing with LaRochefoucauld and Plato that it

‘weakens the soul’ (HH, 50, KSA 2:70). Consequently, Nietzsche did not agree with Schopenhauer’s

his tme spent in Sorrento with Rée, Meysenbug, and Brenner thereby confirming that his low valuation of pity
pre-dates the publication of Huntan, Al-Too-Human.

106 LaRochefoucauld wrote: “Je suis peu sensible a la pité et voudrais ne I'y étre point du tout...Cependant, il
n’est fien que je ne fisse pour le soulagement d’une personne affligée. .. Mais je tens aussi qu’il faut se contenter
d’en tmoigner et se garder soigneusement d’en avoir. C'est une passion qut n'est bonne a den au dedans d’une
ame bien faite, qui ne sert qu’a affaiblir le cocur, et qu'on doit laisser au peuple, qui, n’exécutant jamais en par
raison, a besoin des passions pour le porter i faire les choses.”
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reduction of morality to pity or compassion because it possessed ‘hugh value’, but becanse 1t captured the
current moral sentiment which he argued was a ‘great danger’.197

Schopenhauerian ‘pity’ continued to haunt Nietzsche for the remainder of his academuc life. In
what follows, I would ltke to shift attenton to his more pronounced repudiation of pity from the
peniod of Daybreak (1881) up to his final writings (1888). In a letter datng from 1883, he wnites:

Schopenhauenan ‘pity’ (Mitlid) has always caused the greatest muschief in my hfe—
so ['ve every reason to favor moral philosophies which ascribe a few ozher mouves to
moral conduct, and don’t try to reduce all human excellence to ‘fellow-feelings’. For

this 1sn’t just effeminacy. . .but a senious practical dunger.1%8
The senousness in which Nietzsche condemns ‘pity’ as a moral senument should not be
underestimated. [n the above passage, ‘pity’ 1s not only identified as the source of much gnef, but 1s
specifically rejected as a vehicle to human excellence. Presumably, this means thar Nietzsche wants to
tocus his attention on other avenues to human tlounishing, ones which do not represent a “danger’.
[nteresungly, the same senuments are expressed four vears later in his Preface to the Geneulogy of
Morals where Nietzsche admits that his preoccupation with the value ot morality meant having to
comes to terms with “my great teacher Schopenhauer” who detfied “the value of the ‘unegossuc,’ the
instincts of pity, self-abnegaton, self-sacnfice...” (GM, P:5, KSA 5:251-52). In order to expose ‘pity’
as “the great danger to mankind”, Nietzsche questoned 1ts value in furthening man’s advancement
and prosperity. His conclusion was that the morality of pity was a “symptom of regression...through
which the present was possibly living az the expense of the fitnre”. In this way, “morality would be to
blame if the Aighest power und splendor actually possible to the type man was never n fact attaned”
(GM, P:6, KSA 3:253). This 1s precisely the sense i which Nietzsche views morality as the great
danger. We can expect, then, that his arguments against pity would address its neganve value in

relation to the conception of human flounishing he aims to promote.

107 Consider, for instance, the context in which these remarks on pity were made. They [sections 50 and 103]
come from a chapter in Human, Al-Too-Human devoted to the history of the moral sensanons.

108 | etter to Malwida von Meysenbug, July 1883 in Peter Fuss and Henry Shapiro (eds./wans.), Nietzache: A Seff-
Portrait from His Letters, Cambndge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1971, p.75.
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It is important to clarify Nietzsche’s use of the term Mitlid (iterally, ‘suffering with’), translated
throughout as ‘pity’. When Nietzsche refers to the morality of pity, he 1s quite explicit as to s
intended meaning. For instance, he often uses such terms as “self-sacnfice” (HH, 49, KSA 2:69),
“selflessness” (EH, ‘D’, 2, KSA 6:332), “disinterested” (D, 132, KSA 3:123), “altwsuc” (TT,
‘Skirmishes’, 35, KSA 6:134), “neighbour-love” (T1, ‘Skirmushes’, 37, KSA 6:138), “wivre pour autrie”
D, 132, KSA 3:123), “sympathenc” (D, 132, KSA 3:123), and the Latin “misencordia” as alternatve
ways of expressing the current moral fashion. In fact, all of these terms fall under the rubnc of
“unegoistic drives”. There is certainly a disinct family-resemblance among these expressions (they
are all ‘other-directed’). More importandy, however, he thinks that this morality of pity 1s an offshoot
of Christianity, and points out that a philanthropic state of mind persisted even among those who
rejected Christianity. In addition to Schopenhauer, Nietzsche cites John Stuart Mill and the French
freethinkers from Voltaire up to Auguste Comte, all of whom advanced the teaching of the
sympathetic affections (D, 132, KSA 3:123). While some readers may feel that Nietzsche 1s otfering a
limited view of the existing morality when he describes it as 2 morality of pity, others have come to
his defense. Kai Nielsen writes, “This morality of ‘tuming the other cheek’, this morality ot mercy,
humility and meekness is indeed, culturally speaking, our official morality.”'® Note, however, that
even if Nietzsche’s identification of the prevalent morality is correct, it does not follow that so too 1s
his cninque of it.

So far 1 have expressed Nietzsche’s anupathy towards the morality of pity. But what are his
arguments to support the claim that pity s the ‘danger of dangers™> When Nietzsche refers to ‘pity’ as
the ‘virtue of decadents’ (EH, “Wise’, 4, KSA 6:270), he is not resorting to mere name-calling.
Instead, this remark is consistent with his discrimination of human ‘types’. The virtues of an inferior
type will conflict with those of an exemplary human being, Or, as Nietzsche puts it: “What serves the
higher type of men as nourishment...must almost be poison for a very different and intenior type”

(BGE, 30, KSA 5:48). Far from being ‘nourished’ by ‘pity’, “the noble type”, according to Nietzsche,

109 Kai Nielsen, “Nietzsche As A Moral Philosopher”, Man und World 6, 1973, pp.182-205.
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*“is not made for pity” (BGE, 260, KSA 5:210). However, this is not to say that the noble individual
1s immune from contaminaton. In this sense, co-exisung with such practutioners of pity would
increase “the danger that he mught suffocate from pity” (BGE, 269, KSA 5:222-23). Sull, it is curnious
as to why Nietzsche would think that ‘pity’ is capable of such corruption, why it “is more harmful
than any vice” (A, 2, KSA 6:170). He explains:

But whenever people otz that we suffer, they interpret our suffering superficially.
[t 1s the very essence of the emotion of pity that 1t stnps away from the suffering of
others whatever s distincuvely personal...one simply knows nothing of the whole
inner sequence and intricacies that are distress for me or for yox. The whole economy
of my soul and the balance effected by ‘distress’, the way new springs and nceds
break open, the way in which old wounds are healing, the way whole penods of the
past are shed—all such things that may be involved in distress are of no concem to
our dear pitving friends; they wish to hefp and have no thought of the personal
necessity ot distress, although terrors, deprivanons, impoverishments, midnights,
adventures, nisks, and blunders are as necessary for me and for you as are their
opposites. [t never occurs to them that...the path to one’s own heaven always leads

through the voluptuousness of one’s own hell. (GS, 338, KSA 3:5606)
Insofar as ‘pitying’ someone 1s intended to alleviate suffening, the ‘pitier’ musinterprets the “personal
necessity of distress’. These ‘dear pitying friends’ rush to help without realizing that the road to one’s
successes s paved with suffering and adversity. Christanity, as the ‘religion of pity’, implores people
to come to the aid of the suffering since suffering and displeasure are regarded as evil, "‘worthy of
annihilation’ and ‘a defect of existence’ (GS, 338, KSA 3:366). Further, this negative evaluanon of
suffering entails, e ipso, 2 promotion of happiness. But, for Nietzsche, this interpretanon displays an
ignorance regarding human happiness, “for happiness and unhappiness are sisters and even twins
that either grow up together or...remain small together” (338). The mustake, then, is to treat happiness
and unhappiness, pleasure and pain as antpodes. Instead, Nietzsche hypothesizes that pleasure and
displeasure are so intimately connected “that whoever zanted to have as much as possible of one must
also have as much as possible of the other—that whoever wanted to ‘jubilate up to the heavens’

would also have to be prepared for ‘depression unto death™ (GS, 12, KSA 3:383). In faling to



70

recognize the posinve value of suffering, “pitying hands can interfere in a downnght destructive
manner in a great destiny, in the growing solitude of one wounded” (EH, ‘Wise’, 4, KSA 6:270).

Pity, however, does not pose a danger for everyone. It is a weakness from the standpoint of
every noble morality (A, 7, KSA 6:173). Recall, for instance, the First Essay of the Genealogy where
slave morality affirmed the opposite qualities possessed by the nobles. In doing so, this morality was
successful at easing existence for those who suffer. We could even say that ‘pity’ 1s ‘good’ for the
herd insofar as 1t 1s necessary to their preservation and advancement. When Nietzsche refers to ‘pity’
as a “parasite harmful to moral health” (WP 368, KSA 12:268), he s alluding to the health nsk for
the strong, higher type. As with any ‘parasite’, it is crucial that one avoid infection at all cost. The
higher type “finds all kinds of disguises necessary to protect itself agunst contact with obtrusive and
pitying hands and altogether against everything that is not its equal in suffering” (BGE, 270, KSA
5:225). Therefore, it 1s incumbent upon the noble type that he avoid contact with any threatening
element. He 1s no stranger to suffenng, but rather welcomes it with open arms, secure in the
knowledge of its profound effects—"“profound suffering makes noble; 1t separates” (270). In
addressing the devotees of pity, Nietzsche adds: “You want...to abolsh suffering. And wer It really
seems that z¢ would rather have it higher and worse than ever” (BGE, 225, KSA 5:161). This
comment i1s based on his view that suffenng is a prerequisite for human greatness, not that 1t is
ntmnsically valuable. “Brave and creative men rezer consider pleasure and pan as ulumate values—
they are epiphenomena: one must desire both if one is to achieve anything” (WP 579, KSA 12:328).

The noble type needs ‘hardness’ and ‘cheertulness’ as a protective against such pitying hands.
A morality of pity or altruism is harmful insofar as it leads to a deterioration of ‘self-interest’. “The
best s lacking when self-interest begins to be lacking” (T1, ‘Skirmushes’, 35, KSA 6:133). Nietzsche
associates an attraction to ‘disinterested’ mouves with decadence. To ignore or overlook one’s own
advantage betrays a physiological state of affairs—the disgregation (Disgregation) of the nsuncts (35).
The exemplary human being resists decadence realizing that “man is finished when he becomes

alruistic” (35). The noble individual wants to avoid the bad consequences of both being pitied, and
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feeling pity. The danger of being the ‘pitier’ is that we risk losing our ‘own way’. Nietzsche explains,
“All such arousing of pity and calling for help is secredy seductive, for our ‘own way’ 1s too hard and
demanding and too remote from the love and gratitude of others, and we do not really mind escaping
from it—and from our very own conscience—to flee into the conscience of the others and into the
lovely temple of the ‘teligion of pity™ (GS, 338, KSA 3:567). Chnstan morality facihitates thus
distraction from our ‘own way'.!'"® On account of the unhealthiness of Chnsuan pity, Nietzsche
announces some protective measures. In this same passage, he introduces the notion of ‘my morality’
(meine Moral) as a way of counteractung the effects of pity. He wntes:

And while T shall keep silent about some points, [ do not want to remain sident
about my morality which says to me: Live in seclusion so that vou cn live tor

vourself. Live in zgnorance about what seems most important to your age. (GS, 338,
KSA 3:568)

Nietzsche’s solution to the infectious virus of ‘pity’ 15 to quaranune those unatfected. [n this way, one
is removed from the infected area and is able to live for oneseif rather than for others. At the same
time, he counsels an indifference toward the fundamental concems of one’s age. And, finally, in one
of his most poignant remarks directed at the preachers of pity, Nietzsche proclaims, “I want to teach
them what is understood by so few today, least of all by these preachers of pity: to share not suffering but
Joy" (338). Here, joy 1s associated with a level of vitality which allows the individual to treat suffering
as an energetic s#mulus for life. The contrast between these conflicting emouons dlustrates micely
Nietzsche's critique of pity. For mnstance, when he writes that “pity stands opposed to the tonic
emotions which heighten our vitality”, he is drawing a distinction between emotions conducive to

human flounshing and those that impede it. As we have just seen, the feeling of joy represents a

110 [t is important to note that the attention that Nietzsche gives to self-interest and living for oneself is not to
be construed as an incessant or unreserved selfishness. In fact, he draws a distinction between two types of
selfishness, a healthy kind expressed by the ‘gift-giving virtue’ where “You force all things to and into yourself
that they may flow back out of your well as the gifts of your love...” And, secondly, Nietzsche refers to a
‘degenerate’ kind of selfishness: ‘sick selfishness’ which views the world solely in relation to itself, “a degenerate
sense that says, ‘Everything for me’.” Rather than hunger after things like a predator, the gift-giving virtue has
acquired a thirst of its own. “This is your thirst: to become sacrifices and gifts yourselves; and that is why you
thirst to pile up the riches of your soul” (Z, I, 22, KSA 4:98). This is not to say that there are not objectionable
features belonging to this noble bestower.
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‘tonic emotion’, and as such, is an expression of vitality. Pity, on the other hand, 1s harmful since “we
are deprived of strength when we feel pity” (A, 7, KSA 6:172-73). Further, since pity is a matter of
‘suffering with’, it increases the amount of suffering in the world, or as Nietzsche puts it, “pity makes
suffering contagious” (7). The point here is that by conunually being called upon to pity the
suffering, we are being pained by the pain of others, and as a result, suffering becomes multiplied.
Clearly, Nietzsche is alluding to different types of suffering. [t seems that he is critical of the notion
of ‘suffering with’, but admires ‘suffering’ as long as no one else artends to our suffenng. For
instance, if one recognizes that the suffering of another has merit, then there will be no cause for
pitving or ‘suffering with’ that person. Instead of pitying this individual, you would attend to worthier
matters such as the shanng of jov. So, the ‘suffering’ that Nietzsche deems harmful and wants to
eliminate is the needless ‘sutfering with’ one who suffers.

There is vet another damaging consequence of pity. Nietzsche describes 1ts perilous nature as
follows:

Quite in general, pity crosses the law of development, which s the law of selection. It
preserves what is npe for destruction; it defends those who have been disinherited
and condemned by life; and by the abundance of tailures of all kinds which 1t keeps

alive, 1t gives life itself a gloomy and questionable aspect. (A, 7, KSA 6:173)
In protecting the weak, pity becomes an instrument tor the advancement ot decadence. [t crosses
those opposing instincts which aim at the enhancement of life. For this reason, Nietzsche descnbes
pity as “the practice of nihilism” (7). Pity is not simply 4 virtue, but owing to Schopenhauer and other
preachers of morals, “it has been made e virtue, the basis and source of all virtues” (7). As such,
morality becomes preoccupied with the things for which people are to be pitied, to the exclusion of
other considerations. Nietzsche is not convinced that the ensuing ‘cult of suffering’ is the pinnacle of
human achievemnent. Suffering, he contends, should not be taken as an objection to existence, but

rather as an inseparable component of life.
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Martha Nussbaum has argued that Nietzsche’s assertion that pity augments the suffening in
the world 1s “the weakest of his [anu-pity] claims.”"! Her refutation is based on counterexamples
which show that the suffering of pity gives nise to acts of benevolence, which in tum, produce
societies which improve the circumseances of the worst off. However, it seems to me that Nietzsche
would agree that pity does in fact benefit the particular group to which Nussbaum refers. But, I think
Nietzsche’s response would be that this sort of society does not address the needs of the higher
type—needs which would not include pity. And, for Nietzsche, the value of morality is not restricted
to “the preservation of the greatest number” but to “producing a stronger type” (GM, I, 17 note,
KSA 5:289). In fact, the egalitanian society that she has in muind fails to acknowledge a difference in
human ‘types’. If Nussbaum had shown that the emotnon of pity was a vital component of the
artstocratic societies which Nietzsche repeatedly eulogizes, her crinque would be fatal. For now, her
encomuum for egalitanan societes merely begs the question. It s important o point out, however,
that there may be other reasons, as [ believe there are, tor rejecung Nietzsche’s cinque of pity.

So far the main point of Nietzsche’s critique of pity seems to be that in overvaluing selflessness,
morality does not encourage sufficient attention to the care of one’s ‘self’. But, this sort of conclusion
overlooks many deficiencies in Nietzsche’s account of suffening. To begin with, the notion that we
actually benefit from suffering 1s not only counter-intuitive, but 1s rather ambiguous since 1t 1s not
obvious what kind of suffering Nietzsche 1s refernng to, or whether the ‘menits’ of suffering warrant
its infliction on others. In a recent account of Nietzsche’s views on suffering, Bran Leiter clams that
Nietzsche is not arguing that suffening is imtrinsically valuable, but that its value is exzrznne!'? Leiter
goes on to quote the following passage to explain that Nietzsche’s position 1s that suffering is a
prerequisite of ‘all enhancements of man’, not that all forms of suffening are mentorious. “The
discipline of suffering...do you not know that only siés discipline has created all enhancements of

man so far” (BGE, 225, KSA 5:161)? The problem, however, is that this citaton merely shows that

11 Martha C. Nussbaum, “Pity and Mercy: Nietzsche’s Stoicism” in R. Schacht (ed.), Nietzsche, Genealogy,
Morabty: Essays on Nietzsche's Genealogy of Morals, Berkeley: University of California Press, 1994, p.157.
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Nietzsche’s view is that suffering is a necessary component of human greatness without elaborating
on the nature of this suffering—what kind of suffering, and for whom? Leiter’s answer is limited
since he focuses on Nietzsche’s own experiences with suffering in order to show that his views on
suffering function on a personal level. For instance, Letter quotes a few passages'!> where Nietzsche
expresses his gratutude towards his dl-health for contnbuting to the producuon of numerous
philosophical works, as well as its role in generatung his Dionysian attitude toward life.

The problem with Leiter’s account of Nietzsche’s view of suffering 15 that it 1s far too narrow,
and also leaves unanswered the type of suffering that he has in mund. Nietzsche was fortunate that
his own degree of suffening, however intense, did not prevent him from writing a philosophical work,
but had his iliness been more severe, there may have been little for which to feel grateful. What
becomes of suffering, one may ask, if it proves much more debiitaung? And, what good are
Nietzsche’s twin affirmatve tdeals: etemnal return and amor fau? Unfortunately, Nietzsche failed to
distinguish cleady berween various forms of suffening. At umes, he seems content to claim that
morality’s low evaluation of suffenng tends to mask its extninsic value, but he never provides a
detailed account of the nature of suffenng. Nietzsche’s supporters may wish to protest that he 1s not
promoting the gross, unmerted suffening of others at the hands of unother, or praising homme
méchant of Gobineau!!* as the pinnacle of human achievement, but rather the creative exploits of a
Goethe. However, this sanitized version of Nietzsche s mustaken as 1s evidenced by his praise of
cruelty, the sacrifice of others, slavery, and the absence of any notion of universal nights or respect
for all. Nowhere in Nietzsche’s wriungs does he offer a safety-net which would protect against such

undesirable outcomes.

False Presuppositions: Morality as ‘Error

112 Brian Leiter, “Morality in the Pejorative Sense: On the Logic of Nietzsche’s Catique of Morality”, British
Journal of the History of Philosaphy, Vol.3/No.1, 1995, p.138.

13 EH, Wiase’, 1; EH, ‘HH’, 4; c£. GS, P:3.

114 This refers to the individual who takes pleasure in the suffering of others.



In the early 1880’s, Nietzsche had become increasingly interested in questioning the valee of altruistic
acts, as his focus shifted away from psychological egoism. The tansition from Human, All-Too-Human
(1878) to Daybreak (1881), however, did not signal an abandonment of egoism. Nietzsche sull
acknowledged that egoistic acts were “the most frequent actions”, but he now wanted to restore
“thetr ralue” (D, 148, KSA 3:140). But, to do this, he had to confront an unreceptive moral audience
which knew morality only in terms of “the sympathetic, disinterested, generally useful social actions”,
the values imparted by a long Chrsuan hentage (DD, 132, KSA 3:123).

Daybreak represented Nietzsche’s comung of age as a moral philosopher. He was no longer
writing and studying in the shadows of his ‘moral’ educator, Paul Rée"5, whose method of
psychological observation, and enthusiasm for LaRochefoucauld, had nsinuated their way into
Human, All-Too-Human. Between 1880-1881, Nietzsche began his own independent study of moral
philosophy including works on Chastian ethics.''¢ Daybreak, then, can be viewed as the product of
his own philosophical labours. As a result, he was able to acquire a greater sense of independence.
One way to gain an appreciation of Nietzsche's development as a moral thinker, 15 to consider his zew
effort to clarify his rejection of morality. In section 103 of Daybreak, Nietzsche contrasts his denal of
morality with that of “LaRochefoucauld and those other French masters of soul searching (whose
company a German, the author of Psychological Observations,'V has recently joned)”. He explains that
rather than following these ‘French masters’ (as he had previously done) in asserung that apparent

moral motivations are mere deceptions, his own view involves a demal that:

115 At the invitation of a mutual frend, Malwida von Meysenbug, Nietzsche, Rée, and Brenner formed a study
group at her home in Sorrento in late October, 1876. Already an eswblished moralist, Rée stmulated
Nietzsche’s interest in French and English thought, and in my view, moral matters as a whole. Prior to their
meeting, Nietzsche did not appear to have a srong interest in ethics. [t was in this household where Nietzsche
worked on Human, Al-Too-Human. For an excellent discussion of Nietzsche's relation to Rée, see Brendan
Donnellan’s “Friedach Nietzsche and Paul Rée: Cooperation and Conflict”, fournal of the History of ldeas,
October, 1982, pp.595-612.

116 Some of his readings in ethics dunng this period included: Comte, Plato, Spencer (Dre Thatsachen der Ethik),
John Stuart Mill, |.J. Baumann (Handbuch der Moral), H.L. Mactenson (Grundnif des Systems der Morajphilosophie),
and many books on Chrstian morality. (KSA 15, Chronik zu Nietzsches Leben, p.113; Kad Schlechta,
Nierzsche-Chrontke: Daten su Leben und Werke Zusammengestellt, p.70-1; Letter to his mother, March 27, 1880;
Thomas Brobjer, Niesguche's Ethics of Characer, 1995, pp.137, 145, Table 2 from Ch.6)

117 Paul Rée.
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moral judgments are based on truths. Here it is adnutted that they really are mouves
of action, but that in this way it is erors which, as the basis of all moral judgment,
impel men to their actions. This is zy point of view... Thus | deny morality as [ deny
alchemy, that is, [ deny their premuses: but [ do 7ot deny that there have been
alchemusts who believed in these premuses and acted in accordance with them.—I
also deny immorality: not that countess people fee/ themselves to be immoral but
there is any #rue reason so to teel. It goes without saving that | do not deny unless [
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 | think the one
should be encouraged and the other avoided for ather reasons than hitherto. \We have to

learn to think differenth—in order at last, perhaps very late on, to attain even more: /o
Seel differently. (D, 103, KSA 3:91-2)

This new approach focuses on the mouvating errors of morality, rather than the ‘French’ tendency to
explain such errors in terms of musunderstandings of monvanon (i.e. obscuring the true motivanon
of 2 moral action). Nietzsche can now make room for moral motves whereas in Fluman, Al-Too-
Human, his non-moral psychological egoism (inspired by Rée and LaRochetoucauld) ruled out the
possibility of such mouves. An understanding of his ‘campaign against morality’, then, will require an
examination of the ‘errors’ which impel human beings to their moral actons.

What does Nietzsche mean by cluming that moral premuses are based on errors? To begin wath,
his use of the plural ‘errors’ indicates that there is not one fundamental error underlying all moral
premuses, although the sorts of errors to which he refers could be subsumed under the category of
‘intellectual mustakes’. Even sull, these mustakes or delusions, can be attnibuted to various aspects of
morality, even to different moralines. For nstance, in Daybreak, Nietzsche's discussion of the
morality of mores (i.e. the earliest or ongmnal morality) will account for the errors as to its ongr n
addition to the errors which sustain it. In other words, it wil outline the intellectual mistakes
responsible for primitive man being under the ‘spell’ of custom. On the other hand, there are
intellectual mistakes associated with the current morality, the errors responsible for our acceprance of
the morality of selflessness. It seems to me that it would be important to keep these two moralities

separate, since their respective errors pertain to distinct motves, ‘obedience to custom’ in the case of
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the morality of mores, and “pity or selflessness’ for the current morality.!!® [ will begin by considering

the errors underlying the acceptance of the morality of mores.

In the preceding chapter, I emphasized Nietzsche’s historical reflections on morality,
whereby the morality of custom (Sitthichkeit der Sitte) was introduced as the means for evaluatung
human conduct in the pre-moral period. Now, [ want to revisit Nietzsche’s concept of the morality
of mores before moving on to discuss the underlying etrors which account for its emergence. In
section 9 of Daybreak, we find the clearest articulanon of the morality of custom. He explains:

In comparison with the mode of life of whole millennia of mankind we present-day
men live 1n 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 1s why the fundamental insights into the ongin of morality are so
ditficult for us latecomers, and even when we have acquired them we find 1t
impossible to enunciate them...because they seem to slander morality! This s, for
example, already the case with the hief proposition: morality 15 nothing other
(therefore no morel) than obedience to customs, of whatever kind they may be;
customs, however, are the traditiona/ way of behaving and evaluaung. In things in
which no tradition commands there is no morality; and the less life 1s 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. . .1f an acuon s performed #ot because tradition commands it but for other
mouves (because of its usefulness to the individual, for example)...1t s called
immoral and 1s felt to be so by him who performed 1it: for it was not performed in
obedience to tradition. What 1s traditon? A higher authority which one obeys, not

because it commands what 1s #seful to us, but because it ommands. (D, 9, KSA 3:21-

2
The crucial point here s not simply that the ongin of morality is traced to custom, or that it conflicts
with our modem moral sensibilities, but rather that the on4 legiimate moral mouve occurs when an

act 1s performed out of ‘obedience to tradition’. The remainder of the passage goes on to account for

the authonty of the traditon. Nietzsche adds:

18 This separation of the two moralities is in keeping with Nietzsche’s effort to draw a distinction between the
morality of mores, and the contemporary moral sense where the power of custom has become enfeebled (see
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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, indefinite power, of something more than personal—there 1s
superstition in this fear.. . Ongnally, therefore, everything was custom, and whoever
wanted to elevate himself above it had to become 2 lawgiver and medicine man and
a kind of demi-god: that is to say, he had to make customs... The most moral man 1s
he who sacrifices the most to custom...Self-overcoming ts demanded, #o¢ 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 sacnfice himself: that is the
commandment of morality of custom...Everywhere that a community, and
consequentdy a morality of custom exists, the idea also predomunates that
punishment for breaches of custom will fall before all on the commumty: that
supematural pumishment whose torms of expression and limutations are so hard to
comprehend and are explored with so much supersuuous fear...it [the community]
can also rake a kind of revenge on the individual for having as a supposed after-
effect of his acnon, caused the clouds and storms of divine anger to have gathered
over the community—but it feels the individual’s guit above all as s osn guilt and

bears the punishment as i oan punishment... (D, 9, KSA 3:23-4)
The fear or reverence towards tradition is explained in terms of the commanding power of a ‘higher
intellect’ whose authority is owed to ‘superstitious fear’. Obedience to tradition, as the sole moral
motive, meant observing prescriptions without regarding oneself as an /ndividnal. Although the
commandment of the morality of mores is that one sacrifice oneself to custom, this self-sacnfice can
be attributed to the supersttious fears common to primitive human beings. For instance, the morality
of mores includes the notion that breaches of custom are met with ‘supernatural punishment’. The
fact that it is an individual transgression is irrelevant since individual musdeeds affect the enure
community—to punish the one means punishing the other. On the occasion of such breaches,
primitive human beings believe that they will face God’s wrath. Of course, this threat of an almughty

terror can be munimized by respecting custom.

D, 9)
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The validity or invalidity of a moral prescription is generally detecmuned by its success in
living up to its promise. But, how can these prescriptions hold sway when it would appear that these
superstitious beliefs which sustain them can be undermined by empinical observation? Nietzsche asks
us to consider the following prescription: “you shall not throw an amimal bone into the fire or give 1t
to the dogs—its validity is demonstrated with: ‘if you do so you will have no luck in hunung™ (D, 24,
KSA 3:35). In alluding to the difficulty in refuting the validity of prescriptions, he adds that it 1s almost
always the case that in some respect one has ‘no luck in hunung’. And, if obedience to moral
prescriptions produced unexpected results, say for instance, musery resulted instead of the promused
good fortune, then this mishap would be explained away: “something was ovedooked in the way it
was performed’ ot even, “it is impossible to perform the precept propery” (D, 21, KSA 3:33).
According to Nietzsche, these early human beings either lacked a sense of causality or showed
contempt towards it. He writes, “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 ottended in some
way...this species of suspicion and reflection is thus a direct avotdance of any investigation of the
real natural causes of the phenomenon: it takes the demonic for granted” (D, 33, KSA 3:42).
Nietzsche attributes this ‘perversity of the human intellect’ to the ‘pressure of superstiious fear’
which focused man’s attention on supematural explanations rather than the ‘real natural wnseguences
of an action’ (33). In ume, however, “as the sense for causality increases, the extent of the domain of
morality decreases”, since we can now dispense with those “tmaginury cansalities hitherto believed in as
the foundations of morality” (D, 10, KSA 3:24). In sum, Nietzsche is critical of the morality of mores
insofar as he denies its false premises. Specifically, he claims that the beliefs regarding tradinonal
valuations that impel individuals to their moral actions are based on error. This error involves
accepting the notion of imaginary causalities (e.g. the belief that musfortunes are the result of gods
who are angered by the violation of custom, see D, 33), and hence, misinterpreting natural events.

Nietzsche’s account of ‘imaginary causalities’ may do well to explain the false premises of the

‘morality of mores’, but what are the false presuppositions belonging to our present-day ‘rarefied and



80

lofty’ moral sense? Indeed, it is this latter queston which 1s his more pressing concem. After all,
Nietzsche’s ‘campaign against morality’ was not directed against the morality of mores, but the
current morality of selflessness. In his ‘review’ of Daybreak, he writes: “With Daybreak | first took up
the fight against the morality that would ‘unself (die Entselbstungs-Mora)) man” (EH, D’, 2, KSA
6:332). In what sense, does the morality of selflessness rest on error? Section 148 of Daybreak ofters
an important clue:

If only those actions are moral which are performed for the sake of another and
only for his sake, as one definition has 1t, then there are no moral actions!...\What 1s 1t
then which s so #umed and which 1n any event exists and wants explaning? [t 1s the
effects of certain intellecrual mustakes.—And supposing one freed oneself from
these errors, what would become of ‘moral actions’™ By virtue of these errors we
have hitherto accorded certain acuons a higher value than they possess: we have

segregated them from the ‘egoistic’ and ‘untree’ actions. (D, 148, KSA 3:139)
[t may appear that Nietzsche 15 reverting to the position he held in Human, Al-Too-Human that
selfless acts are ficutious, as ‘tabulous as the phoenix’. But, ts 1s not the case since he 15 now
prepared to adrmut thar selflessness ‘exists’ and can funcuon as a mouvanonal belief. Note, however,
that he still maintains that selflessness is a covert torm ot egoism. As Richard Schacht notes, “It
‘moral actions’ are construed as actons serrzng pnmanly to benefit others (esther individually or
generally), and only secondanly if at all to benefit the agent, then of course zhere are such acuons.™"?
To this, [ would add that to the extent that we believe in the value of selfless acts, and act on this
belief, they could not possibly be imagmnary. It ts precisely for this reason that Nietzsche dums,
“Thus I deny morality as [ deny alchemy, that is, I deny their premuses: but I do ne¢ deny that there
have been alchemists who believed in these premises and acted in accordance with them” (D, 103,
KSA 3:91). The ‘intellecrual mustake’, then, occurs when one goes beyond acknowledging their
motivational significance and grants them an other-worldly, metaphysical, or religious status. The

segregation of selfless acts from egoistc ones resulted in the valorization of the former. By denying

13 Richard Schacht, Nierggche, London and New York: Roudedge, 1995 (frst published 1983), p.449.
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their spurious metaphysical grounding, he hopes to realign selfless acts with egoistic ones, thereby
restoring value to the latter.

Nietzsche does not offer a complete histing of every possible error, but rather his general pont 1s
that moral actions are mouvated by the intellectual musrakes that he idenufies as moral premises.
Thus, he denies morality insofar as the moral actions of human beings are dependent on certan
motivating errors—acting according to moral judgments rooted in supersutious beliefs. The idea that
morality 1s based on error 1s a rather broad crinque discussed throughout Nietzsche’s corpus. The
false presuppositions of morality are not confined to the psychological error of interpreting human
actions and motves as selfless or unegoistic. The claim that morality i1s the work of error also
includes the error of ‘free will’.}2 “If only those actions are moral which are performed out of
freedom of will, as another definition says, then there are likewise no moral acnons!” (D, 148, KSA
3:139). An example of the sorts of metaphysical errors that Nietzsche has in mind can be gleaned
from the following passage:

In Chrisnanity neither morality nor religion has even a single point of contact with
reality. Nothing but imaginary canses (‘God’, ‘soul’, ‘ego’, ‘spint’, ‘free will’—for that
matter, ‘unfree will’), nothing but imagmary effets (sin’, ‘redemption’, ‘grace’,
‘punishment’, ‘forgiveness of sins’). Intercourse between imaginary beings (‘God’,
‘spinits’, ‘souls’); an wmaginary ratwral science (anthropocentric; no trace of any
concept of natwral causes); an imagnary psyholsgy (nothing  but self-
misunderstandings, interpretations of agreeable or disagreeable general feelings...).
(A, 15, KSA 6:181)

Nietzsche’s objections to these metaphysical presuppositions are best viewed in light of his
naturalism. From the standpoint of Chastian morality, life, nature and history are non-moral. As a
result, in order to salvage morality it is necessary to posit an ‘other world’, a ‘beyond’ in opposition to
the non-moral naturalistic world. The erroneous belief in the existence of a metaphysical world

exhibits an ignorance of reality, and the concept of natural causes.

120 This specific objection was dealt with previously in my discussion of Nietzsche’s cniique of human agency.
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This component of Nietzsche’s criique is preoccupied with the mouvatng forces (intellectual
mustakes) of morality. His position in respect to moral actions including their motives and intentions
is that “Moral actions are in reality ‘something other than that'—more we cannot say: and all actions
are essentially unknown” (D, 116, KSA 3:109). Nietzsche 1s not interested in countering these
erroneous presuppositions with the rwe motives of moral actions. Instead, s view entails that *“zhere
are altogether no moral facts.. Morality 1s merely an interpretation of certain phenomena—more
precisely, a musinterepretaion” (T1, ‘Improvers’, 1, KSA 6:98). Although the idea that morality 1s
based on error permeates his writings, there s good reason not to accord it too much weight in his
overall critique of morality. He states: “Even if a morality has grown out of an error, the realization
of this fact would not as much as touch the problem of its vulee” (GS, 345, KSA 3:579 my emphasis).
And, it is precisely the valve of morality which is Nietzsche’s fundamental concem (GM, P:5, KSA
5:251). Since moral judgements can never be taken literally, he goes on to evaluate moralities in the

only possible way—semiotically, as sign-language of the affects.

Morality as Life-Negating, Anti-Natural

In order to legitimize the demand for a revaluation of values, Nietzsche must show that what passes
for our ‘highest values’ are really quite low in a Rangordnung. Since a convincing response will no
longer include the claim that morality is based on errors, some other evaluauve standpotnt 1s needed.
In Nietzsche's post-Zarathustran writings, the crucial question concerning the value of existence now
becomes: “what, seen in the perspective of 4fe (der Optik des Lebens), is the significance of morality”
(BT, SC:4, KSA 1:17)? Specifically, the evaluation of morality will depend on whether it 1s a sign of
ascending or declining life, as is evidenced in Nietzsche’s most basic typology of morals, where he
pronounces the following verdict on master and slave morlity: “Master morality 1s...the sign
language of what has tumed out well, of ascending life, of the will o power as the principle of life”
whereas slave morality “impoverishes, pales and makes uglier the value of things, it negates the wodd”

(CW, E, KSA 6:50-1). Morality, then, is attacked to the extent that it affirms values which are life-
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negating. The question as to 1ts ‘truth-claims’ is a non-issue since the standpoint of Tife’ does not
entail any episternic privilege: “Judgments, value judgments concemning life, for or aganst, can in the
last resort never be true: they possess value only as symptoms...” (T1, ‘Socrates’, 2, KSA 6:68). In
tact, Nietzsche will affirm the falreness of a judgement provided that it proves indispensable for the
enhancement of life (BGE, 4, KSA 5:18).12

While one mught very well agree with Nietzsche that life demands that we posit values of
some sort (T1, “Morality’, 5, KSA 6:86), and that a human being 1s, first and foremost, ‘an evaluating
arimal’ (KSA 12:182), the force of his criique rests on the much larger clam that morality 15 *hosule
to life’. Some commentators, however, have denied this opposition between morality and lite. For
example, Thomas Mann explains Nietzsche’s error in terms of the “utterly false relanonship into
which he puts life and morality when he trears them as antagomists.”2 And, as Mark Plarts states
succinctly, “Morality versus Lufe 1s not the best defined of battle lines.”'3 It 15 apposite, then, that we
come to an understanding of what Nietzsche means by morality being life-negaung. Yet, the answer
to this question 1s complicated by the fact that he 1s not particularly forthcoming in his explanaton of
how ‘life’ can function as a criterion of value.

[t may be useful, then, to review Nietzsche’s concept of ‘life’ and how it relates to the ‘will to
power’. The ‘will to power’ is often encountered as the fundamental character of existence as when
Zarathustra states: “Wherever [ found a living thing, I found will to power” (Z, I1:12, KSA +:147). In
place of self-preservation as the cardinal instinct of organic beings, Nietzsche conunually reasserts
that “A living thing seeks above all to discharge its suwength—life itself is a2/ to power” (BGE, 13, KSA
5:27). The notion that ‘life is will to power’ is expressed elsewhere in his wrtings, but should be dealt

with cautiously. The expression itself connotes an equivalence between ‘life’ and ‘will to power’

121 Nietzsche’s willingness to endorse judgements that are false (if they are life-promoting) appears to be
inconsistent with his critque of the morlity of mores (from Duybreak) which alluded to its erroneous
presuppositions. Note, however, that Nietzsche’s critique of the morality of mores occurred in his positivistic
period, and that by the time he wrote Beyond Good und Eivl, he had developed a new view—symptomatology.

2 Thomas Mann, Reflections of 4 Non-Political Man quoted in Emst Behler’s “Nietzsche in the twenteth century”
in B. Magnus and K Higgins (eds.), The Cambridge Companion to Nietzsche, Cambadge: Cambndge University
Press, 1996, p.304.

123 Mark Platts, Moral Realities, New York: Routledge, 1991 p.220.
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which is not entirely accurate: “For life 1s merely a special case of the will to power” (WP 692, KSA
13:301). Whereas the ‘will to power’ is an active agent in both the organic and inorganic realms, ‘life’
i1s restricted to the former but exists in muluple forms. In addressing the ambiguity of Nietzsche’s
references to ‘life’, Michel Haar quotes the following ‘definitions’

Life self 1s essennal assimilation, injury, violation ot the foreign and the weaker,
suppression, hardness, the forcing of one’s own forms upon something else,

ingestion and—at least in its muldest form—exploitation. (BGE, 259, KSA 5:207)

Doesn’t living mean evaluatng, preferring, being unjust, being limited, wanung to
be different? (BGE, 9, KSA 5:22)

Life operates essentially, re., in its basic funcuons, through mnjury, assault,
exploitation, destruction and simply cannot be thought of at all without this
character...From the highest biological standpoint, legal conditons can never be

other than exceptional conditions. (GM, 11, 11, KSA 5:310-11)124

Haar proceeds to oudine the vanatons i meaning. On the one hand, Nietzsche appeals to “life’ as
simultaneously *“an organic process...and as the social existence of man entading the concept of
right’, and “on the other hand, they have a meaning that is ontological, descriptive...and also a
normauve and prescripuve meaning.”1* As Haar notes, i1t would be a mustake to construe Nietzsche’s
understanding of Tife’ as stncdy ontological and lacking any ethical consequences. Despite the rather
diverse application of the term ‘life’, Nietzsche takes human life as his point of departure when his
discussion shufts to moral concems. !

In a note from 1885-1886, Nietzsche applies the concept of ‘life’ to the task of evaluaung
our moral values. He writes:

What are our evaluations and moral tables really worth? What is the outcome of

their rule? For whom? In relation o whatr—Answer: for life. But what is Lfe? Here

124+ Michel Haar, Nietsche and Metaphysies, (tr. Michael Gendre), Albany: State University of New York Press,
1996, p.118.

125 [hid, p.118.
26 Brian Leiter (1995) reduces Nietzsche’s standard of life as a cnterion of morality to the value of life for
human beings, without considering its other diverse applications. I think that Leiter 1s correct to highlight the

question of the value of life for human beings, but in doing so, it gives a false impression that this is the only
possible interpretation of the term 1ife’.



we need a new, more definite formulation of the concept life’. My formula for 1t is:

Life 1s will to power. (WP 254, KSA 12:161)

A human being, too, is fundamentally, will to power. But, in this case, the will to power does not
refer to the essence of reality, but to a human being (1.e. a real entity) in its reality.!”” From the
standpoint of the large realm of the organic, human life is simply one torm of life. Yet, because moral
values belong exclusively to the human domain, it 1s this specific form of life to which Nietzsche
devotes his artention. The question of the value of morality is always a question of the ‘value for life’,
specifically, the value of life ‘for whom'. In expressing the tormula ‘life 1s will to power’ within the
context of an evaluation of morality, Nietzsche is asserting that the will to power 1s instrumental in
determining morality’s value for life (i.e. the value for human lives) insofar as the enhancement ot an
individual’s life will reflect the essential nature of reality. This relation 1s expressed in the following
remarks where Nietzsche opposes the ‘will to life’ as self-preservanon: “A living thing seeks above all
to discharge its strength” (BGE, 13, KSA 5:27), and the “really fundamental instinct of life....ums at
the expansion of poner” (GS, 349, KSA 3:585). For Nietzsche, the ‘will to hife’ always comes down to
“superiority...growth and expansion...power” (349).

This account of the living thing’ as a perpetual squanderer of power does not preclude the
notion of a ruthless, barbanan type who engages n heinous acts which increase his feeling of
strength, but Nietzsche’s prnciple of ‘will to power’ includes a more general application. For
instance, in his discussion of the ascetic ideal'?® in the Genealsgy, he explains that no one 1s immune
from the ‘will to power” “Every animal...too—instinctively strives for an optimum of favorable
conditions under which it can expend all its strength and achieve its maximal teeling of power” (GM,
ITI, 7, KSA 5:350). If all human beings are products of the ‘will to power’, then this will hold true
equally for the tame, weak, decadent type of human being. What is relevant for our immediate

discusston is the manner in which Nietzsche argues against certain manifestations of the ‘wil to

127 At times, Nietzsche will oscillate between an understanding of ‘will to power” as charactenstic of the world
in its organic and inorganic nature.

128 The term ‘ascetic ideal’ refers to any ideal that requires one to frustrate the basic needs of a human being
(e.g. poverty, humility, and chastity, GM, III, 8, KSA 5:352).
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power’. If we consider, for instance, the valuation that the ascetic priest places on our life, we
encouniter a denunciation of certain basic needs of the human organism. Since these needs are
fundamental to life, condemning them indicates that life 1s viewed as “a wrong road on which one
must finally walk back to the point where it begins, or as a mustake that 1s put right by deeds” (GM,
IT1, 11, KSA 5:362). The power-wil of the ascetic priest does not want to become master over
something in life, but over life itself; over its basic conditions. Hence, the self-contradiction, and
physiological absurdity of ‘life agasnst life’. Nietzsche’s revised formulagon s stated as follows: *“zhe
ascetic ideal springs from the protective instinct of a degenerating Lfe which tries by all means to sustain tself and
to fight for its existence” (GM, III, 13, KSA 5:366). The ascetic ideal 1s explaned physiologically as
the work of a degenerate, sickly type of human being. Ulumately, the ascetic prest, the “apparent
enemy of life, this denrer—precisely he 1s among the greatest mnserrzng and ves-creatng (Ja-schaffende)
forces of life” (13). There are consequences when the highest values of a culture are represented by
the physiologically inhibited. The more a culture becomes accustomed to sickliness among men, “the
higher should be the honor accorded the rare cases of great power of soul and body, man’s wky hits,
the more we should protect the well-constituted from the worst kind of wr, the air of the sickroom”
(13). Unfortunately, the ‘Tucky hits’ do not receive such honours, nor are they protected from the
degenerate type. The result is that “the sick represent the greatest danger for the healthy; it 1s not the
strongest but the weakest who spell disaster for the swong” (13). Nietzsche’s repudiation of the
ascetic ideal culminates in a concern over its damaging effects for the healthy type of human being.
This criique of morality as hostile to life is informed by the more general opposition
between the supematural and the natural (ie. the ‘rue world’ of the metaphysicians versus the ‘this-
worldly’). On many occasions, Nietzsche will claim that Chrstian morality negates life insofar as its
metaphysical principles serve to undermine our affecuve existence (BGE, 258, KSA 5:206). For
instance, he writes: “The concept of ‘God invented as a counterconcept of life...the whole hosulity
unto death against life... The concept of the ‘beyond’, the ‘true world’ invented in order to devaluate

the only world there is...invented in order to despise the body, to make it sick...” (EH, ‘Destny’, 8,
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KSA 6:373-74). This hostility against life occurs, for example, in Chrisnanity’s means for overcomng
the vehemence of a passion. Instead of considenng how the passions may be ‘beautified’ or ‘deified’,
Chnstanity opts for their extirpation: i/ fant tuer les passions. In regard to sexuality, Nietzsche asks us to
recall the Sermon on the Mount from the New Testament where it is remarked: “If thy eye offend
thee, pluck it out”. The idea of destroying the passions as a preventative measure agaunst their
stupidity 1s as musguided as a denust who ‘plucks out’ teeth so that they will no longer hurt (T1,
‘Morality’, 1, KSA 6:83). These examples aim to show that “an attack on the roots of passton means
an attack on the roots of life: the practice of the church 1s bostile to 4fe” (1). Far from suggesting that
we give free reign to the passions, Nietzsche’s point s that in condemning them, one 15 necessarily
condemning life.

The superiority of the (pre-Socratic) Greeks was evident in their success at integraung the
passions within culture without being extrpated or repressed. The Hellenic ‘insunct of hfe’,
expressed in the Dionysian mysteries, of “erernal life, the etemal recurrence of life; the futre
promised and consecrated in the past; the triumphant Yes to life beyond death and change; e hite as
collective continuation of life through procreation, through the mystenes of sexuality” (TI,
‘Ancients’, 4, KSA 6:139) is put forth as a contrast to the anu-affective, and hence, life-negating
teachings of the Church. [n this way, Nietzsche continually stresses the conflict between Christian
morality and the instincts of life. There is certainly some tuth to this c¢nuque of Chnstanity,
although it does not justify, in itself, an appeal to life’ as a standard of evaluanon. The physiological
decadence behind Christian ressentiment appears validated in the plea of the chorus in Georg Friednch
Hindel’s cantata, “Ach Herr. mich armen Siinder’, with a text which reads: “Heal me, dear Lord, for [
am sick and weak; my heart is sore and afflicted and suffers great adversity. My bones are a-tremble,
full of anxiety and alarm, my soul is all a-tremble, O Lord, why so long?* The source of

Nietzsche’s inspiration comes from Paul who remarked: “God hath chosen the weak things of the

129 [ borrowed this example from David Farrell Krell's Infections Nietysche, Bloomington and Indianapolis:
Indiana Umversity Press, 1996, p.4.
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world to ruin what is strong.”130 In fact, the First Essay of the Genealsgy 1s 2 commentary on this
citauon, and includes addiuonal references to Chrstian vengeance attributed to Termullian and
Thomas. 13!

The normative thrust of the concept of ‘life’ is featured in the chapter enutled ‘Morality as Anu-
Nature’ from Tazkght of the ldols:

Every natralism in morality—that 1s, every healthy morality (gesunde Moral)—is
dominated by an instinct of life; some commandment of life 1s fulfilled by a
determunate canon of ‘shalt’ and ‘shalt not’; some inhibition and hostile element on
the path of life 1s thus removed. Anti-natura! morality (sidernatiirbehe Moral)—that 1s,
almost every morality (Mora) which has so far been raught, revered, and preached—
tums, conversely, agamst the instincts of life; 1t s condemnation of these
nstncts... When it says, ‘God looks at the heart,’ it says No to both the lowest and
the highest desires of life, and posits God as the enemy of 4fe. The sunt in whom
God delights is the ideal eunuch. Life has come to an end where the ‘kingdom of
God’ begins. (TT, ‘Morality’, 4, KSA 6:85)

In this passage, Nietzsche appeals to ‘life’ as a critenon for the evaluation of two disunct types of
morality—natural or healthy, and the more pervasive, anti-natural. In this way, the determination ot a
particular morality will depend on its relation to life, whether it represents the instincts of life or their
deterioration. A morality is healthy or natural insotar as it 1s ‘domunated by an instnct of hfe’ which,
for Nietzsche, means that ‘some commandment of life is fulfilled by a determunate canon of ‘shalt’
and ‘shalt not’; some inhibition and hostle element on the path of life 1s thus removed.’ But, in what
sense does life issue commands? A certain command of life is fulfilled when ‘some inhibiion and
hostile element on the path of life is thus removed’. Conversely, ant-natural morality, rather than
promoting life, always strives to condemn the affectve existence of human life. By calling for the

extirpation of life’s instincts, anti-natural morality 1s, at the same ume, condemning life itself.

130 Paul, I Connthians, 1:20 cited in the Amachrist, 45, KSA 6:223.
Bt See GM, [,15, KSA 5:283-85.
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The specific conception of ‘life’ from the above passage may not be immediately obvious.
However, it is evident from the following section that Nietzsche’s account of life’ is primanly

affiliated with human lives. He explains,

When we speak of values, we speak with the inspiration, with the way of looking at
things, which is part of life: &fe itself forces us to posit values; life itself values through us
when we posit values. From this it follows that even that anti-natural morality which
conceives of God as the counter-concept and condemnation of life 1s only a value
judgment of life—but of what life? of what kind of hife? I have already given the
answer: of declining, weakened, weary, condemned life. (TT, ‘Morahity’, 5, KSA 6:86

my emphasis)

In keeping with his semeiological approach, judgments conceming life are merely symptoms of a
certain kind of life. Thus, there is no vantage point external to life which permuts any definitive
solutions to the problem of life’s value. Regardless, life demands that we posit values of some sort.
After all, a person is first and foremost, ‘an evaluatung animal’ (KSA 12:182). The question that needs
to be asked ts always what ‘kind of life’ (i.e. what type of person) underlies one’s moral values. As 15
most often the case, Nietzsche will diagnose the crusader of Chnstan morality as a weak,
degenerative type, lacking “the really fundamental instinct of life which wms at the expansion of poner”
(GS, 349, KSA 3:385).

What does Nietzsche hope to accomplish by unmasking a decadent type of individual behind
Chnstian morality? He cannot argue that this morality is a threat to human existence. On the
contrary, the ascetic ideal has served the weak quite well as “an artifice for the preservation of hife”
(GM, III, 13, KSA 5:366), albeit a degenerating life. Nietzsche’s chief complaint, rather, is that
“Christianity...has waged a aar to the death against this bigher type of man, it has excommunicated all
the fundamental instincts of this type, it has distlled evil, the Eu/ One...it has made an ideal out of
the preservative instincts of strong life” (:\, 5, KSA 6:171). And, in explaining how this came to be,
he adds, “it has depraved the reason even of the intellectually strongest natures by teaching men to
feel the supreme values of intellectuality as sinful, as misleading, as temptations” (5). Nietzsche’s

critique of morality as anti-life, then, is fueled by his interest in the flounishing of ‘this higher type of



man’. Christianity s rejected on account of its harmful consequences for the exemplary human being,

In a note from 1888, he writes,

Whoever reflects upon the way in which the type man can be raised to his greatest
splendor and power will grasp first of all that he must place himself outside morality
(Moral); for morality (Moral) has been essenually directed to the opposite end: to
obstruct or destroy that splendid evolution wherever it has been going on...the
weaker, more delicate...existences need to take sides agasnst that gloriousness of life
(Glorze 1on Leben) and strength; and to that end they have to acquire a new valuation
of themselves by virtue of which they can condemn life in this highest plenitude,
and where possible destroy it. A tendency hostile to life is therefore characteristic of

morality (Moral)), in so far as it wants to overpower the types of life. (WP 897, KSA

12:225-20)

In this passage, Nietzsche sets up an anuthesis berween morality and the higher type. When he
attacks morality as being ‘hosule to life’, the specific reference is to its damaging consequences for
that ‘splendid evolunon’. The weak retaliate aganst this higher type by devising a new valuation
designed for the purpose of condemning the existence of the strong,

This new mode of valuation, as we have seen, amounts to the deraturing of natural values. To
counter this denaturalizanon of morality, he describes his fundamental innovation as follows: “In
place of ‘moral values’, purely naturalistic values” (WP 462, KSA 12:342), and Goethe and Napoleon
are often cited as the embodiment of naturalism. Although Nietzsche, following Rousseau, speaks of
a ‘retumn to nature’, he is eager to distance himself from the latter’s naturalisuc tendencies. In Tazlght
of the Idols, Rousseau 1s counted among Nietzsche’s “impossible ones”, as he wrntes: “Ronssear: or the
return to nature ‘n impuris matnrabbus’3? (T1, ‘Skirmushes’, 1, KSA 6:111). Properly speaking,
Nietzsche’s ‘retumn to natre’ “is really not a going back but an asen—up to the high, free, even
terrible nature and naturalness where great tasks are something one plays with, one may play with. To
put it metaphorically: Napoleon was a piece of ‘return to nature’, as [ understand the phrase™ (48).
This account of an ‘ascent’ to nature is disappointingly vague. Rather than providing substance to his

thought, Nietzsche seems content to merely invert Rousseau’s position. The ambiguity surrounding
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this notion of ‘nature’ has a potentially crippling effect on his efforts to disunguish moralines, and
their overall onentation to ‘life’. And, even if Nietzsche can emerge unscathed from this Scylla, the
method which he employs to evaluate moralities (i.e. symptomatology), seems to shipwreck him on a
Charybdis of rhetonc.

Both the rejection of ant-natural morality and the affirmanon of natural morality not only
depend on the plausibility of the concepts ‘life’ and ‘nature’, but require an interpreter—someone
skilled i the art of semiology, an expert at reading the signs of moral judgements. What [ find
problematic and even ironic 1s that while insising that human beings lack an ‘organ of rtruth’,
Nietzsche, qua ‘philosopher of life’, pronounces his own expertise on moral matters by appealing to
his ‘organs’! How 1s 1t that he 1s sensitive to the ascending and declining instincts of life? [n other
words, why sn’t his criterion of life simply arbitrary? At this cnitical moment when we expect
Nietzsche to provide justification for his insights into decadent and healthy morality, he defends the
view that ‘morality negates life’ by claimung to have developed “a keen eve for the symptoms of
decline” (CW, P, KSA 6:11), while elsewhere claiming to have “a subtler sense of smell for the signs
of ascent and decline than any other human being before me” (EH, ‘Wise’, 1, KSA 6:264). It may
have been no joke when one commentator remarked that Nietzsche was the first to philosophize
with his ‘nosmls’. Consider these thoughts from Ece Homo:

What is it, fundamentally, that allows us to recogrize who has turned out welf That a
well-turmed out person pleases our senses, that he is carved from wood that is hard,

delicate and at the same ume smells good. (EH, ‘Wise’, 2, KSA 6:267)
Can it be that the advocate of the ‘organic’ has his ‘organs’ confused? Or, has fate dictated that all his
organs are attuned to the instncts of life? David Farrell Krell has expressed a similar objection
relating to Nietzsche’s appeal to ‘life’. He states, “However, we will want to know by what sort of
intuition Nietzsche ts convinced that life, nature, and history rest upon deception. Has he been
reading too much Schopenhauer, too much Darwin, too much Ranke? Can we escape the dilemma

through the following bit of cdevemess: in order to &now that life rests upon deception, Nietzsche

132 [n natural dirtiness.
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would have to be undeceived in his intuition of life.”33 The difficulty, then, has to do with
Nietzsche’s claim to occupy a non-epistemically, privileged position in assessing the value of
morality. While one might share many of his ‘sensibilities’, as [ certainly do, the appeal to life as a
standard of evaluation must include his personal stamp of approval, and there seems to be no
justification for accepting his final judgements. Put ditferendy, it would appear that anyone could
exercise his or her veto. At other times, when Nietzsche is not trying to convince readers of his
insightful organs, he enlists his own skills as a philologst to jusufy his cnucal perspecuve. A
philologist, he explains, can see behind the ‘sacred books’ (A, 47, KSA 6:226).!3* Yer, given the
fundamental importance of the question of the value of existence, a response relving on one’s
credenuials etther as a philologist or as a gifted sensitve type remains unconvincing,

Despite the inadequacies involved in trving to rest on his laurels, there mught be some sort of
saving grace for Nietzsche’s critique. To begin with, it is worth noung here that morality, for
Nietzsche, is more a cultural phenomenon than a theorencal discipline, and as such, will aftect the
atutudes of people. The crucial question, then, is what are the consequences of morality for
individuals, and is it possible that Christian morality actually harms certain ‘types’ of people? This
question is legitimate even if Nietzsche’s appeal to ‘life’ as a standard for evaluaung moralines 1s
seriously flawed. As a result, we can reject his criterion of morality without denying that there may be
‘types’ of human beings who are in fact harmed by morality, even if we disagree with Nietzsche on
who these higher types are. Daniel Conway has attempted, in a different way, to rescue Nietzsche’s
position from its episternic shortcomings by suggesting that if we accept his view that all
philosophers resort to mythmaking, and evenwally come to accept the tales they tell, then:
“Following his [Nietzsche’s] own lead, we might reject the myth on episternic grounds, whie

endorsing it nonetheless on pragmatic grounds—for example, as the philosophical armor that affords

13 Krell, Infectious Nietzzche, 1996, p.3.
134 Nietzsche’s remarkable contributions as a philologjst have been well-documented, but at the same time, his
Birth of Tragedy was considered a disgrace to the study of philology, and was greeted with much ndicule (recall,

for instance, the Wilamowitz-Nietzsche debate). So, an appeal to his skills as a phulologist cannot serve as a
convincing response.
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us our best chance of surviving the twilight of the idols.”135 Before we can gauge the efficacy of these
various options, Nietzsche’s general assertion that morality 1s a threat to the well-being of ‘higher
types’ must be accompanied by an account of who these ‘higher types’ are, and how they are
distinguishable from the decadent, lower type. And, it will be necessary to explain the exact sense in

which these exemplary types are harmed.

Who are the ‘Higher Types’?

Having shown that Nietzsche’s crinque of morality underlies a preoccupation with great human
beings, the next question that arises ts: ‘who are these higher fpes and how are they disungwshed
from their antithesis—the lower men?’ Nietzsche’s references to exemplary individuals occur in two
forms, either as specific historical examples (e.g. Goethe, Napoleon, Thucydides, Caesar, Bizer,
Borgra, etc.) or as more general classifications such as free spinits, anstocrats of the spirit, hugher men,
philosophers of the future, the genius, highest exemplars, stronger type, great men, lucky strikes,
Ubermensch, a well-tumed-out person, etc. Regardless of certain distinctions that commentators are
apt to point out among these vanous expressions of greamess, the basic point 1s that the highest
value resides in human flourishing. Great human beings, however, are not understood 1n terms of
ideals,!3 but as concrete living examples. And, for Nietzsche, it 1s always possible to determune the
order of rank of each person since “Every individual may be scrutinized to see whether he represents
the ascending or the descending line of life” (TT, ‘Skirmishes’, 33, KSA 6:131). In other words, the
value of an individual is a measure of his physiological success or falure. An individual who attains
such heights will be tn select company since higher types are a rare breed. Since a detailed treatment
of Nietzsche’s affirmative ethics including his understanding of human flounishing will be the focus

of Chapter Five, I will now provide a general account of ‘higher types’.

135 Daniel Conway, “Retuming to Nature: Nietzsche’s Gitrerdammerung’ in Peter R. Sedgwick (ed.), Nietgyche: A
Critical Reader, Oxford: Blackwell, 1996 (First Published 1995), p.48.
136 By ‘ideals’, I simply mean an abstract conception of human greamess.
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While Nietzsche often teases the reader with a sample of certain admurable traits'¥”, there are
no defining characteristics of this ‘higher type’, or specific formula for becoming an Ubermensch—a
point which has not escaped the attention of his critics. Uniitke Anstotle who listed the virtues
belonging to the great-souled man, Nietzsche determunes the order of rank among men according to
their ‘quanta of power’. The highest type would possess the greatest mulaplicity of dnves where the
strongest instincts conflict powerfully, but are controlled (WP 966, KSA 11:289). Human flounshing,
then, involves the capacity to discharge one’s natural energies. In this way, Nietzsche s offering a
formal account of the exemplary individual. He writes:

The genius, in work and deed, 1s necessanly a squanderer ([‘erschuender): that he
squanders himself, that is his greamess. The wmnstunct of self-preservation 1s
suspended, as it were; the overpowenng pressure of outflowing (ansstrimenden) forces
forbids him any such care or cauton...He tlows out, he overflows, he uses himself

up, he does not spare himself... (TT, ‘Skirrmushes’, +, KSA 6:146)
The economucs of the genius indicates that his involuntary vitalistic expenditures include a capacity
for excess. Like a cup that has overflowed, human greamness s described as a natural outpounng of
one’s native vitality. Note, however, that these higher types may command admuration, but cannot be
praised or censured for assuming the role assigned by their physiological fate. Although there 1s
nothing in this passage which explicidy rules out cruelty towards others as an expression of one’s
overflowing vitality, Nietzsche’s admiration for vanous histonical figures s evidence that power over
others is not the quality in which he reserves his highest esteem. 138 Instead, his admiration extends to
those who are creative, overrich in ‘will’, and have mastered the conflicung drves. “He shall be
greatest who can be loneliest, most-concealed, beyond good and evil, master of his virtues, overnich
in will” (BGE, 212, KSA 5:147).

In place of a fixed table of virtues, Nietzsche considers concrete living exemplars of
greatess (many of whom are listed above). These paradigms of human flounshing possess a

Dionysian attitude towards life. He wrtes:

137 E.g. Hardness, solitude, strength, power, self-mastery, gift-giving virtue, cheerfulness, etc.



95

Saying Yes to life even in its strangest and hardest problems; the will to hfe rejoicing
over its own inexhausability even in the very sacnifice of its highest types—that 1s
what [ called Dionysian, that is what [ understood as the bnidge to the psychology of
the tragic poet. Not in order to get nid of terror and pity, not in order to purge
oneself of a dangerous effect...but in order to be oneself the etemal joy of

becoming, beyond all tecror and pity... (T1, ‘Ancients’, 5, KSA 6:160)
The solution to the question of the value of existence, then, includes a tragic view of life, ‘tragic’
because there 1s no effort to redeem or alleviate suffering in life. Together, with its sister concept,
amor fau, Nietzsche’s tragic wisdom offers an account of the exemplary type’s onientation to life: a
joyous, complete affirmaton of existence. He explains:

My tormula for greamess in a human being ts umor fau: that one wants nothing to be
different, not forward, not backward, not in all etermity. Not merely bear what 1s
necessary, still less conceal it—all idealism 1s mendaciousness in the tace of what 15

necessary—but lve it. (EH, ‘Clever’, 10, KSA 6:297)
The enormity of such a task can hardly be disguised. It would not only entail a Stoic ‘hardness’
towards the unavotdable hardships in life, but also a lbee of them on account of their necessity.
Although one might wish to challenge this conception of human tlounshing, it 1s certainly not
difficult to appreciate Nietzsche’s mouvaton tor offering a formula for greatness which expresses a
profound gratitude towards life in all its colours. It is his hope to erase two millennia of anunature
which has, he insists, deprived human beings of a greater glory. In other words, Nietzsche wants to
articulate the conditions under which the affirmauon of life is possible after the death ot a
benevolent God. Schopenhauer had failed to provide such a jusuficauon for life because he remained
entangled in the moral-Christian ideal. Ironically, Christian morality survired the death of God, and
continues to hold sway despite Nietzsche’s ambitions to awaken the unrealized, liberating
consequences of this great event. While one may admire Nietzsche’s motivauons for offening an
affirmanve ideal to counter Christian morality, one may equally challenge e 1deal that he seeks to put

in its place. Affirming life amudst all its sufferings 1s an unrealistic ideal, which we would do well to

138 Yet, the fact that he does not rule out cruelty will prove to be a problematic feature of his ethics.
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reject even if we are sympathetic to Nietzsche’s criique of Chrstian morality. However, this does not
rule out the possibility of constructing alternative ideals to respond to the threat of nihilism.

Among the list of exemplary human beings, Goethe is often singled out as the most
beautiful expression of a life-affirmer. The references to Goethe provide the clearest statements of
the conception of human flounshing that Nietzsche promotes insofar as he displays the features of
the Dionysian philosophy at the heart of Nietzsche’s affirmauve ethics. Goethe, according to
Nietzsche, possesses a Dionysian faith, for he “stands amud the cosmos with a joyous and trusung
fatalism, in the fuizh that only the particular 1s loathsome, and that all 1s redeemed and atfirmed in the
whole—re does not negate any more. Such a faith, however, is the highest of all possible faiths: I have
baptized it with the name of Dronysus” (T1, ‘Skimushes’, 49, KSA 6:151-52). For Nietzsche, Goethe’s
existence was untimely vet he sought to overcome the eighteenth century by a retum to nature, by
asceending to the naturalness of the Renaissance. Goethe’s ‘ascent’ to nature was made possible by his
affecuve economy which consisted of drives of great intensity that allowed the domunant dnive at any
given time, to go to its limit: to excess. In this way, Goethe realized his creative potennial. And, his
rirti can be attributed to the fact that “he disciplined himself to wholeness, he oeared himself” (49).

[t is worth noting here that this anti-voluntaristic model of human flounshing is a significant
departure from traditional concerns regarding the moral worth of our adions. It is not actions which
determune nobility: “The noble soul has reverence for itself” (BGE, 287, KSA 5:233). In possessing an
instinct for rank, the noble type, itself, will be a determiner of values. Rather than “brooding about
the moral value of our actions”, Nietzsche explains, “We...want to become those we are—human
beings who are new, unique, incomparable, who give themselves laws”, and who, like Gaoethe,
“create themselves” (GS, 335, KSA 3:563). In denying an external authonty dictating who one 1s to
become, and with an eye full of good will towards sensuality, Goethe and Dionysus are united in

their opposition to Christianity. For Nietzsche, Goethe’s experience of Chnstianity was sumdar to
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that of the Noble Romans who regarded it as a foeda superstitio (CW, ‘E’, KSA 6:52).1% In the
confrontation between ‘Dionysus versus the Crucified’, Goethe stood on the side of the amoral
Greek god in his artisuc and ant-Chnstian valuation of life. In short, Goethe embodied vanous life-
affirming quahities such as a saying-Yes to life n its totality, self-control, strength, and reverence
toward himself.!* Yet, at the same ume, such qualites resist any moral codification since what will be
demanded of the higher type depends on an ever-changing, shifung context. The inappropnateness
of moral prescriptions, then, can be attributed to their unconditional or fixed nature which srands
opposed to Dionystan flux.

The construction of a Dionysian perspective was intended to supplant the nihiistic world-view
mured in ressentzment. In parucular, the exemplary human being was to replace the ‘world-weary’
inhabitants of modermity—‘ali-too-human’ beings who instead of expressing grautude towards life
and remaining fathful to the earth, rake leave of the ‘tus-worldly’ to embrace the metaphysical
comforts located in the ‘beyond’, the ‘other-world’. At this pont, 1t 1s necessary to tum our attention
to the lower type’. In so doing, we find once agun that Nietzsche uses various terms to denote this
brand of individual: fettered spinits, weak, decadent, mediocre, herd-animal, lower men, world-weary,
incomplete fragmentary men, and the last man. Fortunately, it is less difficult to determine the
denuty of this lower type of individual owing to Nietzsche’s candid remarks. Recall, for instance, the
explanation of his self-professed immoralism where he idenufied the type of man whom he negates.
“I negate a type of man that has so far been considered supreme: the good, the benevolent, the
beneficent” (EH, ‘Desuny’, 4, KSA 6:367). The morality accompanying this decadent type s none
other than Chnstan morality (4). After descnbing goodness and benevolence as symptoms of

weakness, Nietzsche specifically identifies the last men (de ltsten Menschen), as “good human beings”,

39[n his translation and commentary of The Cae Of Wugner, Kaufmann quotes from Goethe's [ ametian
Epigrams.
Much there is [ can stand, and most things not easy to suffer
[ bear with quiet resolve, just as a god commands it.
Only a few [ find as repugnant as snakes and potson—
These four: tobacco smoke, bedbugs, gadic, and . (quoted in CW, Epilogue, n.7)

140 See TT, ‘Skirmishes’, 49, KSA 6:151.
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“herd animals”, “or as Herbert Spencer would have it, altruistic”, and then equates altruism with
morality (4). In the same passage, Nietzsche criticizes ‘the good’ for regarding all kinds of distress as
an objection, for prevailing at the expense of the fusure, and for their inability to create.

The Tast man’ (lester Mensch) is introduced in the Prologue to Zarathustra as the antipode of
the Ubermensch.'st Both the last man and the Ubermensch are the possibilities presented to humanity
after the death of the Christian God. In his speech on the last man, Zarathustra wams the people
against idealizing this degenerative type of individual. However, his words fall on deaf ears as hus
rather obtuse audience herald the coming of the last man. Faling to heed the wamning of a
disappointed Zarathustra, the herd go on to live a comfortable, uulitarian existence within an
egalitanian society prizing uniformity, love of the neighbour, happiness, and equal nghts for all. In
expressing the virtues of the herd, the last man considers himself the epitome of perfection.
Zarathustra’s ignored message was that these characteristics do not signify human excellence, but
nstead represent human degradaton. The proliferanon of the last man will set humanity on a course
for an irreversible spintual nihilism, hence permanentdy ehiminating the seed of man’s highest hope,
the Cbermensch. Zacathustra spoke thus:

The ume has come for man to set himself a goal...His sod is sull rich enough. But
one day this soil will be poor and domesncated, and no tall tree will be able to grow
in it. Alas, the ume s coming when man will no longer shoot the arrow of his

longing beyond man, and the string ot his bow will have forgotten how to whir! (Z,
P:5, KSA 4:19).

This passage leads to the issue of whether human flounshing i1s even possible in late modermuty, or
whether the Ubermensch necessarily belongs to an uncharted future. Although further discussion on
this point would take me far afield from my present concern, suffice it to say that Nietzsche thought
that great human beings can appear in any period yet they have thus far only surfaced as accidents
(i.e. lucky strikes) and never as something willed or bred. The danger of the last man, then, involves

the permanent jeopardizing of the Ubermensch as the goa/ of humankind.
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The term ‘last man’ drops out after the Prologue before reappearing in Part Three where 1t is
then replaced by the related expression, ‘the good and the just’. “Oh my brothers, who represents the
greatest danger for all of man’s future? Is it not the good and the just?” (Z, [11:12, §26, KSA 4:265).
Zarathustra’s quarrel with the ‘good and the just’ has to do with their conviction that they know what
is good and just, and their disdain for creators, those who break tablets and old values. “The good”,
Zarathustra proclaims, “are unable to create...they crucify him who writes new values on new tablets”
(§26). In doing so, their great danger lies in sacnificing man’s future. This last remark 1s consistent
with Nietzsche’s view that “the goa/ of humanity cannot lie in its end but only in its highest exemplars”
(CADH, 9, KSA 1:317). But, instead of society conceming itself with creating the conditions for the
production of exemplary individuals, it has remained committed to striving for the happiness of the
greatest number. For this reason, Nietzsche often associates democracy with man’s diminunon. The
weak can maintain and develop themselves most easily in a democratic society (WP 887, KSA
12:493). And, this 15 so because they possess qualiies which are *“the most useful”—
“qualities...which serve to ease existence for those who suffer: here pity, the complasant and
obliging hand, the warm heart, patience, industry, humility, and friendliness are honored” (BGE, 260,
KSA 5:211). Nietzsche, on the other hand, values gready the disaipline of suffering since “only s
discipline has created all enhancements of man so far” (BGE, 225, KSA 5:161). This view 1s in
keeping with his fundamental ethical assertion that only human flounishing is intninsically valuable.

“Tvpes’ of persons are distinguished by their artitude towards life. In the section “On
Redemption” from Zarathustra, the point is made that an affirmaton of life occurs when one s able
to accept the totality of his life. Nietzsche writes:

To redeem those who lived in the past and to recreate all ‘it was’ into ‘thus [ willed
it'—that alone [ should call redempuon... Willing liberates; but what is it that puts
this liberator in fetters? ‘It was’—that is the name of the will’s gnashing of teeth
(Willes Zahneknirschen) and most senious melancholy. Powerless agamnst what has

been done, it is an angry spectator of all that is past. The wall cannot will backwards;

11 [n the first edition of Zarathustra, the Prologue was eatitled “On the Overman and the Last Man” (W.
Kaufmann, The Portable Nietgsche, New York: Viking Press, 1964, p.116).
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and that it cannot break time and ume’s covetousness, that is the will’s loneliest

melancholy. (Z, II, 20, KSA +:179-80)

This passage offers an important contrast between the life-affirmer and the life-negater. The fettered
spirit’s loneliest melancholy is attributed to his inabiity to affirm the past, the ‘it was’. This lower type
is filled with anger and resentment, wanting desperately to change the unchangeable—the past.
Rather than displaying gratitude towards life, he stands before existence in a state ot denul. [n
refusing to accept the world in its totality, his anger and melancholy represent his vindictive need to
slander life. Conversely, Nietzsche’s formula for greatmess, amor fan, however idealistic it may be,
precludes any ressentiment.

In distinguishing between ‘types’ of individuals, Nietzsche is cluming that they have ditferent
needs, interests, attitudes, and values. Herd morality, as an expression of the needs of one particular
group (the values of the weak), means that the interests of exemplary human beings (their instincts of
growth) are neglected. The values espoused by Christian morality permeate society as a whole,
affecting the attitudes of a/ its citizens. Morality, then, 1s harmful insofar as it exposes exemplary
human beings to values that conflict with their means of tlounishing, and thus, threaten their
potential for greatness. For instance, if a society promotes such values as altruism, equal rights for all,
happiness, extirpation of the passions, pity, and social uality, then these values will influence the
attitudes of evervone. [t is precisely in its demanding one morality for all that Chnistian morality
proves devastating for the higher type. As Leiter explains, “he [Nietzsche| thinks a culture in which
such norms prevail as morality will be a culture which eliminates the conditions for the realization of
human excellence.”42 The value of Leiter’s reading lies 1n its treatment of Nietzsche’s understanding
of morality as a «wdural (rather than a theoretical) phenomenon. Otherwise, Nietzsche would be open
to an objection which would run as follows: even if suffering is necessary for human flounshing,
moral prescriptions need not (and historically, do not) interfere with one’s artistic achievements. If an
artist discovers, for instance, that his powers of creativity are heightened every ume he inflicts pain

on himself, then morality will not intervene to thwart his creanvity. It would appear, then, that
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morality and artistic achievement can peacefully co-exist suggesung that there is no need to
undermine Christian morality to atrain greatness. This objection to Nietzsche, however, has been
circumvented by placing his critique within the context of clure. Exemplary individuals are harmed
not in virtue of morality’s theoretical pranciples, but because morality insinuates itself into the fabric of
a culture, shaping the thoughts and attitudes of those whose flounishing resides elsewhere. Morality is
a danger, then, insofar as it prevents the higher type from realizing his potenual for human
flourishing. Moreover, since the reigning moral ideal 1s based upon what 15 useful to the herd, the
affliction of all higher types occurs because everything that distinguishes them enters their thoughts
accompanied by a feeling of diminution and discredit. In this way, exemplary individuals have been
corrupted by Chrisnan morality.

There is a more serious objection relating to the dreadful things sancuoned by Nietzsche's
noble morality of the ‘few’, which pose a danger not only to the weak majority, but also to the ‘higher
types’ that it is supposed to allow to flounsh. By offering no safeguards to prevent against cruelty, the
noble few are as much at risk as are the masses. The focus of this chapter, however, has been to
demonstrate that the various strands of Nietzsche's crinque are united by this fundamental

opposition to morality: that morality is immical to human flounshing.

* L *

“Have [ been understood?—Dionysus ersus the Crudfied...” (EH, Desuny’, 9, KSA 6:374). These
closing remarks of Ear Homo, not only bring to a conclusion Nietzsche’s philosophical
autobiography but sum up his deepest reflections on morality. [n many ways, my second chapter can
be read as an exegesis of this statement. The ‘Crucified’ is a metaphor for the normative content of
Christian morality (whose dominant components were catalogued—te. altruism, unconditional and
absolutist, and anti-natural), as well as the individual personified by this morality—the ‘lower type’.

Conversely, ‘Dionysus’ is emblematic of Nietzsche’s major preoccupation with ‘higher types’, in

142 Brian Leiter, 1995, p.136.
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particular their beatific atutude towards life. The crucial disunction between these antithetical types 1s
that the weak seek redemption from life whereas Dionysus offers a promuse of life.

I would like to point out in closing that a crincal concern could not possibly be Nietzsche’s
foremost task. As [ have shown throughout, his objections to morality emanate from a positive
interest in human flounishing. Even his criique of the free and responsible moral subject was related
to his affirmative thinking. In place of the moral agent, Nietzsche treated the ‘body’ as his starting
point from which he developed a person-oriented ethics culmunating in a jubilant affirmation of
existence in all its forms. This affirmation of life 1s symptomatic of physiological well-being and 1s
based on Nietzsche'’s discriminanon of ‘types’ of human beings. However, this view of human
flounishing 1s undermuned by Chnswan morality’s normatve agenda which conflicts with the
ingredients necessary for the producton of exemplary human beings. His declaranon of war on
morality springs entirely from his hope of re-insulling 4 sense ‘for those who have ears to hear’ of
what men can aspire to—the affirmation of life in its totality.

My reading of an essenually affirmative Nietzsche conflicts with his traditional reception as
merely a cniic of morahity. For instance, one ts reminded of the Amencan arust David Levine’s
canicature of Nietzsche in The New York Rertew of Books, as a mad dog, foamung at the moustache and
growling at the world. Yet, as recendy as 1990, one commentator challenged the phalanx to wnte on
Nietzsche’s positive morality while claiming, “Because Nietzsche 1s generally received as pnimanly a
crtic of morality, my concemn with his posinve moral teaching may seem perverse.”*3 In the last
decade, however, there has been change in Nietzsche scholarship such that it is no longer ‘perverse’
to encounter readings of his athrmaunve ethics.!** Sull, my view is more radical in the sense that 1t 1s
not intended to add an affirmative dimension to a prevailing critique, but rather to overcome the
critical /affirmative  dichotomy, and view Nietzsche’s ethics as stricdy affirmatve. The French

philosopher, Clément Rosset comes closest to expressing a similar view. He wates, “To make of

133 Daniel Conway, “A Moral [deal For Everyone And No One”, [mernational Studies in Philosophy, XX/2, 1990,
p-18.
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Nietzsche a thinker essentially concemed with cnticizing Chnstan, Judaic, or Platonic morals 1s to
miss what is ‘radical’ in him, that is, both what interests him in the first place and, second, what 1s
precisely the root and reason for being of the entire Nietzschean crincal effort.”14 Unlike my view,
Rosset simply reverses the onus, claiming that Nietzsche i1s primarily an affirmauve thinker, and only
secondanly, a cntic.

In any case, it would be useful (not just for David Levine) to reconsider Nietzsche’s own
descripuion of his Feldd<ug trom Ecee Homo:

With this book my campaign against morality begins. Not that it smells in the least
of powder: you will smell far different and much lovelier scents in 1t, assuming your
nostrils have some sensitivity. Neither big nor small guns: if the effect of the book 1s
negative, its means are anvthing but thar...the whole book contans no negative

word, no attack, no spite... (EH, D’ 1, KSA 6:329)
With these words, Nietzsche is clanfying the nature of his ‘attack’ on morality, explicitly trying to
avoid any negative connotation surrounding his ‘campaign’. In this sense, he i1s an opponent of
morality de riguenr. The ‘lovelier scents’ of the book have to do with its overall affirmative tone which
may appear to be an astonishing admussion for those accustomed to the tradinonal portrait of
Nietzsche as a critic of morality. But, what Nietzsche means by ‘criticism’ is entirely conststent with
the description of his campaign. He writes:

When we criticize something, this is no arbitrary and impersonal event; it s, at least
very often, evidence of vital energies in us that are growing and shedding a skin. We
negate and must negate because something in us wants to live and affiem—
something that we perhaps do not know or see as yet.—This 15 said in favor of

crincism. (GS, 307, KSA 3:545)
The act of negating is understood as a condition for affirming where the prionity is given to the latter.
What lives within Nietzsche himself are the vital energies propelling him towards a vision of the

production of higher types. What seems prima faze to be a hateful artack on morality tums out to be 2

1% For instance, it is not uncommon to find Nietzsche's ethics described as a ‘virtue ethics’ (e.g. Brobjer,
Nietzsche’s Ethics of Characer, 1995), ot ‘moral perfectionism’ (e.g. Conway, Néetzsche and the Political, 1997).
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genuine love of exemplary human beings. “The task s to bring to light what we must ever love and honor
and what no subsequent enlightenment can take away: great individual human beings” (PTG, Pref,,
p.24, KSA 1:802).

In addiuon to arguing that Nietzsche repudiates Chnistan morality on account of its detrimental
consequences for exemplary individuals, [ wanted to capture the spint of his inquiry which [ rake to
be affirmative. Stll, it seems to me that Nietzsche’s methodology, his evaluaton of morality, suffers
from certain shortcomungs. Most notably, in the absence of objective cniterion for determining the
ascending and declining insuncts of life (and hence, the higher versus the lower man), he often
flatters himself by presupposing ‘a perfectly uncanny sensiuvity’ to such instncts. How s 1t that
Nietzsche s granted a penetratng eve into the psychology of the ‘good’, while all other philosophers
have remaned blind? He attnbutes his uniqueness to being the firsz to uncover Chrnistian morality, but
even this i1s a contentious point—thus spoke Voltare and Feuerbach. As we shall see in the next
chapter, Nietzsche found tew phiosophical allies within the moral tradition, insisung rather that
moral philosophers are stuck within the prejudices of their environment from which only Nietzsche,

apparently, was able to escape.

15 Clément Rosset, Joyful Cruelty: Toward a Philosgphy of the Read, trans. David F. Bell, New York and Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1993, p.55.
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The ‘Preachers of Morals’

Moral predigen ist leicht, Moral begriinden schwer.
—Schopenhauer, Pressschnft Uber Die Grundlage Der Moral

May ! be forgiven the discovery that all moral philosophy so far has been boring and was a soponfic, and that
‘virtue’ has been impaired more for me by its bering advocates than by anything else. ..
—BGE, 228, KSA 5:163.

Die Moral-Philosophie ist die scabreuse Partie in der Geschichte des Geistes.
—KSA 13:292.

To see and to demonstrate the problem of morality—that seems to me the new pancipal task. [ deny that it has
been done tn previous moral philosophy.

—WP 263, KSA 11:522.

In addition to his critique of morality, Nietzsche's ‘campaigning’ spirit extends to his evaluatons of
moral philosophers, to whom he often refers as ‘the preachers of morals’ (Moraprediger). In this
chapter, my aim is to consider Nietzsche’s evaluations of certain key figures within the history of
moral philosophy in order to question whether it 1s possible to situate his thinking within the moral
tradition. Or, whether he would sooner echo the sentment expressed by Lope de Vega, “vo me
sucedo 2 mi mismo.”1%¢ While it ts certainly not possible to examine his relation to every moralist
discussed in his wrtings, some justificaion needs to be made for my selection of the following:
Schopenhauer, Rée, Mill, Kant, and Anstote. The Preface and the note attached to the end of the
First Essay of the Genealogy reveal that Nietzsche’s interest in morality was pnimanly twofold:
questioning the ongn of morality, and more importandy, determining the ralve of morality.

Schopenhauer is Nietzsche’s most formidable influence, and figures promunently in the latter concem

146 [ope de Veda (1562-1635), Spanish dramatist. “I am my own successor.”
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over the problem of the value of morality. Rée was responsible in large part for developing
Nietzsche’s interest in rebus moralibus. There is considerable discussion of Kant as a moralist
throughout Nietzsche’s corpus, and there is no justification for leaving out modem philosophy’s
most influenual moral philosopher. Rée and Mill represent the meagre, prototypical ‘English’ effort
to present a history of the ongin of morality, and they have a dominating presence in Nietzsche's
texts. Only my inclusion of Anstotle may come as a surprise to readers since Nietzsche did not make
many explicit references to Anstotle’s ethics. Why then did [ deem it necessary to include Anstoder
The answer has to do with the frequent compansons between Nietzsche’s and Anstotle’s ethics, as
well as the recent artempts to situate Nietzsche’s ethics within the tradition of virtue ethics.'¥” In
short, the moral philosophers that I selected are not only featured prominently in his wnungs (with
the exception of Anstotle), but also represent the three major moral traditions!*® within which a
companson can be made.

An understanding of Nietzsche's relation to the moral tradition s crucial for assessing his
contribution to moral philosophy. The dearth of comparatve studies can be attributed to a history of
Nietzsche scholarship which has only recently recognized his affirmatve moralitv. One noteworthy
exception is Thomas Brobijer’s excellent study of Nietzsche’s ethics and its place in the history of
moral thinking. However, despite claiming that Schopenhauer 1s Nietzsche’s most important
influence,!*” Brobjer offers no discussion of his ethics. Instead, Schopenhauer s used as a source for
Nierzsche’s criique of Kant owing to his lengthy cninque of Kant’s ethics in On the Basis of Morality.
With the inclusion of Schopenhauer and Rée, and my reluctance (after companng Nietzsche’s ethics
to Aristotle’s) to seat Nietzsche on the throne of the aretaic tradition, [ part company with Brobjer’s

work.

W7 Lester Hunt, Nretgsche and the Origin of Virtue, New Yotk: Routledge, 1985, Thomas Brobjer, Niergyche’s Ethics
of Character, 1995, Michael Slote, “Nietzsche and Vire Ethics”, Int. Studies in Philosophy, 1998, Robert C.
Solomon, “A More Severe Morality: Nietzsche’s Affirmanve Ethics”, 1986.

148 Deontological ethics, Consequentialism (Utlitananism), and Virtue ethics (Aretaics).

4% Thomas Brobjer, Nietgsche's Ethics of Character, 1995, p.69.
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General Remarks on the ‘Preachers of Morals’

In the late 1870’s, Nietzsche introduced the expression ‘preachers of morals’ (Morufprediger) to avoid
confusing their efforts with that of ‘moralists’ (diz Moralkisten). In drawing a distincuon between
‘preachers of morals’ and ‘moralists’, he commended the latter for their commtment to the
dissection of morality while chastising the former’s desire to serve as a model and 1deal to be wmutated
(WS, 19, KSA 2:553). In a note from 1885, Nietzsche retains this distinction claming that the
disunguishing feature of a moralist is that he regards morality as quesuonable, in short, as a problem.
The moralist then is the opposite (Gegenstiick) of a preacher of morals since the latter never treats
morality as a problem.!5¢ [n general, the terms ‘moralist’ and the French ‘moraliste’ are referred toin a
non-pejoratuve fashion's! while the derogatory expression ‘preachers of morals’ belongs to a group
consisting of ‘moral philosophers’, ‘priests’, ‘moral fanaucs’, ‘preachers of virtue’, and ‘teachers of the
purpose of existence’, all of whom offer a deficient analysis of morality. Nietzsche attnibutes their
meagre contributions to various shortcomings including their lack of an historical sense, knowledge
of physiology, and a future goal (WP 408, KSA 11:176-77), their eagemess to offer prescniptions to
everyone (D, 194, KSA 3:167), their attempts to convince people that that they are 1n a bad state and
require 2 radical cure (GS, 326, KSA 3:553), and their efforts to ‘improve mankind’ in their own
image (TT, ‘Improvers’, 2, KSA 6:99).

The most serious objections to the ‘preachers of morals’ tend to follow from their ‘lack of an
historical sense’. This accusation s often directed against the English histonians of morality, who
according to Nietzsche, bungled the only attempts thus far “to arnve at a history of the ongin
(Enstebungsgeschichte) of morality” (GM, [, 1, KSA 5:257). Faiing to recogmize that ‘the good’
themselves were the initial determiners of value, the English erroneously traced the ongin of the

concept ‘good’ to unegoistic actions and labeled them ‘good’ from the perspective of those to whom

150 KSA 11:509. “Ein Moralist ist das Gegenstiick eines Moral-Predigers niimlich ein Denker, welcher die Moral

als fragwiirdig, fragezeichenwiirdig, kurz als Problem nimmt Ich bedaure hinzufiigen zu miissen, dal der
Moralist, eben deshalb, selber zu den fragwiirdigen Wesen gehort.”

151 The only exception that [ was able to find comes from the Preface to The Case of Wagner (Der Fall Wagner,
1888) where Nietzsche uses the term ‘moralist’ (de Moralisten) in a pejorative sense after having distanced
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these acts were done, those to whom these acts were asfi/ (1). What these histonans of morality
‘uncovered’ was simply a confirmation that ‘unegoism’ accounts for the ongin of morality as well as
the prevailing morality. Therefore, morality throughout the ages has rematned constant, or so these
incompetent genealogists had thought. The absence of an ‘actual’ historical sense explains this
supposed continuity between the current and onginal morality. For Nietzsche, this false evaluaton
has had a lasting effect on moral philosophy. Rather than living up to their name as true ‘historans’,
these philosophers are “sull quite unsuspectingly obedient to one morality and, without knowing tt,
serve that as shield-bearers and followers—for example, by sharing thar popular superstition of
Christian Europe...that what is characteristic of moral actions 1s selflessness, self-sacnfice, or
sympathy and pity” (GS, 345, KSA 3:578). According to Nietzsche, moral philosophers remain under
the spell of the morality of their environment, merely offenng a rauonal foundation for the current
morality (BGE, 186, KSA 5:105). In doing so, these rather pretentuous moralists go so far as to attach
the arrogant term ‘science of morals’ to their botched analysis. In this way, we can see how morality
as a cultural phenomenon influences not only the atttudes and beliefs of the general public, but also
the thinking of its philosophers. The only morality that they know is the current morality of
selflessness. “Indeed, those who now preach the morality of pity even take the view that precisely
this and only this 1s moral...” (GS, 338, KSA 3:567).

[t may be that there is more diversity in the views of moral philosophers than Nietzsche is
prepared to admut, but he remains convinced that philosophers have never treated morality as a
problem. In section 345 of The Gay Saence entided “Morality as a problem”, Nietzsche offers an important
summary of the problems in moral philosophy. He distinguishes three ways that morality can be
studied. One can offer:

1) A witigue of moral valuations.
2) A history of the onigins of moral valuations.
3) A hustory of ethical systems. (GS, 345, KSA 3:578)

himself from the perspective of the ‘moralist. He writes: “If [ were a moralist, who knows what [ might call
it...—But the philosopher has no love for moralists” (CW, P, KSA 6:11).
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For Nietzsche, only a aztigue of morality is the true task of the philosopher, and this requires that one
approaches morality in a ‘personal way’, as a ‘problem’. It 1s worth noting, however, that a mitigue of
morality involves much more than a cnticism of “the foolish opinions of a people about their
morality...opinions about its origin, religious sanction, the supersttion of free will, and things of that
sort” (345). In other words, it 1s not enough to offer a caticism of the opinions of ‘thou shalt’
commands, but instead a cninque of the ralve of a command ‘thou shalt’ is needed. Nietzsche writes,
“just as surely as the value of a medication for a sick person 1s completely independent of whether he
thinks about medicine scientifically or the way old women do” (345).

The second approach relates to the attempts at a history of the ongins of moral valuations. As
we have seen, Nietzsche 1s critical of all previous efforts, but he sull endorses this approach provided
that 1t 1s carried out with an ‘acrual’ histonical sense. However, he finds that this approach, in iself,
would represent an incomplete study of moral matters since it: *“is something quite different trom a
cnnque” (345). His lofuer ambiuon was to provide an historical approach to morality while also
questioning the rake of morality. This task 1s stated most clearly in the note appeaning at the end of
the First Essay of the Genealogy where Nietzsche pleads for the promouon of zaluative histoncal
studies in morality. Of particular importance, here, 1s his clum that questions pertaining to the ralve
of existing morality demand the services, not just of the genealogist, but also “physiologists and
doctors” (GM, I, 17, note, KSA 5:289). The point, however, is that the feeble attempts at exploring
the ornigins of morality precluded a concem over its value, and consequently, morality has never been
regarded as a problem. The same deficiency is apparent in the third and final approach which
provides a history of ethical systems. This approach would involve an examination of vanous moral
views or ethical systems expressed throughout the history of philosophy,!52 and hence, it too would
fail to address Nietzsche’s evaluatve concems. Moral philosophy, then, appears to be nothing more
than a repository of one great prejudice which 1t aims to promote: that morality is nothing other than

acting for the sake of the other (1e. selflessly) which it attempts to codify and systematze.
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Nietzsche’s critique of moral philosophy is not reducible to the rather general pronouncements
discussed above. Hence, it 1s necessary to consider his evaluations of specific moral philosophers if

we are to attempt to situate his own ethics within the moral tradition.

Schopenhauer as Moral Educator?
The extent to which Schopenhauer’s ethics influenced Nietzsche’s views on morality can hardly be
underestimated. As early as 1873, Nietzsche regarded Schopenhauer as “the only serious moralist of
our century” (PTG, p.46, KSA 1:818), attributing his success as a morahst to the fact that he arnved
at the most profound problems of ethics, rasing the queston of the zalke of existence (KSA 7:425).
To many readers, such lavish pruse simply serves as vet another example of the sycophantic ravings
scattered throughout Nietzsche’s early wntings. As 1s well-known, Nietzsche would later renounce
his discipleship and become Schopenhauer’s ‘antipode’. In a letter to Wagner dated December 19,
1870, just three years after praising Schopenhauer’s exploits as a moralist, Nietzsche confessed that
he now disagreed with Schopenhauer’s teaching on virtually all general propositions. This contession
was made public in Human. AU-Too-Human (1878) and in his subsequent wrtings, as Nietzsche went
on to repudiate key aspects of Schopenhauer’s moral philosophy. A comparison of their respective
views on morality certainly vields tremendous oppositions. Perhaps, the most glaning contrast les in
their treatment of pity (Mitlid) which is aggrandized by Schopenhauer as the sole source of moral
worth, while vehementy denounced by Nietzsche.

Despite the significant differences in their moral philosophies, it would be rather
shortsighted to view Nietzsche’s relation to Schopenhauer’s ethics as that of a mere ‘anupode’, or
youthful devotee.!s3 Consider, for mstance, Nietzsche’s Preface to On the Genealogy of Morals (1887)

where he refers back to his writing of Human, All-Too-Human, claiming that duning this period “what

12 [t may be that Nietzsche had in mind W.E.H. Lecky's History of Exrgpean Morals, a book he had read and
annotated.

153 [n fact, in an early unpublished essay “On Schopenhauer” ("Zu Schopenbauer’, 1868), Nietzsche was highly, vet
respectfully, critical of Schopenhauer. This essay has been translated by Christopher Janaway in Wiling and
Nothingness: Schapenhauer as Nietzsche's Educator, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1998, Appendix I, pp.258-65.
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was at stake was the rvalve of morality—and over this [ had to come to terms with my great teacher
Schopenhauer, to whom that book of mine...addressed itself as if to a contemporary” (GM, P:5,
KSA 5:251-52). With this remark, Nietzsche is acknowledging the role that Schopenhauer played in
his development as a moral philosopher. Since, for Nietzsche, there 1s nothing more important than
the problems of morality (GM, P:7, KSA 5:254), by staung that he had to ‘come to terms’ with his
former ‘educator’, the implicaton is that Nietzsche’s views on morality were influenced gready by
Schopenhauer’s morality of compassion. Schopenhauer issued a challenge important enough to
demand Nietzsche’s serious attention, suggesting that Nietzsche’s affirmanve reflections on morality
will involve an overcoming of Schopenhauer’s ethics. Sull, Nietzsche 1s aware of a certain debt owed
to his mentor although he remains openly hostile to Schopenhauer’s philosophy. Specifically, the
indelible lesson that Schopenhauer had imparted to Nietzsche was the problem of the ‘value of
existence’. [t was this problem which would serve as the focal point of Nietzsche’s moral philosophy.
Of course, they offered very different solutions, but in the words of Zarathustra: “one repays a
teacher badly if always remains nothing but a pupl” (Z, I, 22, KSA +4:101). Before dismissing
Nietzsche’s early remarks on Schopenhauer as the views of an overzealous disciple, we need to
question what Nietzsche had inhented from his former ‘educator’—only then can we appreciate
Nietzsche’s relation to Schopenhauer’s moral philosophy. I will begin then with an overview of
Schopenhauer’s ethics.

As he prepared to write his magnum opus, Die Welt als Wille und 1 orstellung (The WWorld a5 Wil
and Representation, 1818), Schopenhauer announced his philosophical ambition to unify ethics and
metaphysics.!™* However, Schopenhauer’s attempt to develop a metaphysical ethics 1s featured most
prominendy in his essays Uber die Fresheit des Willens (On the Freedom of the Will, 1838) and Cher die
Grundlage der Moral (On the Basis of Morality, 1839) published together in 1841 under the ude, Dre beiden

Grundprobleme der Ethik (The Tuv Fundamental Problems in Ethics). The latter provides the deepest

15¢ Arthur Schopenhauer, Manuscript Remains: Earty Manuseripts (1804-1818), trans. E.F.J. Payne, Oxford: Berg,
1988, §92, p.59.
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insights into Schopenhauer’s moral philosophy, and 1s crucial for understanding Nietzsche’s
philosophical engagement with Schopenhauer’s ethics of compassion.

On the Basis of Morality was Schopenhauer’s submission to 1 prize essay contest offered in
1837 by the Roval Danish Society of Scienufic Studies. The Society posed the following question: “Is
the source and foundaton of morality (Mora) to be looked for in an idea of morahity (Moradti)
which lies immediately in consciousness (or conscience), and in the analysis of the other principal
notions of morality springing from this, or is it o be sought in another ground of knowledges"
Schopenhauer’s essay focuses on ‘morality in the narrower sense’, which includes an explanatnon ot
moral psychology and a topology of character, leading to the clam that pity or compassion (Mitlerd) s
the sole mouve for actions possessing moral worth. The remainder of the essay offers a metaphysical
foundation for morality to jusufy Schopenhauer’s tundamental principle of ethics which he wntes in
Laun: Neminem luede. imo omnes. quantum potes, jura (Injure no one; on the contrary, help everyone as
much as vou can, OBM, 69). The ‘basis’ of morality will be established once the metaphysical
grounding for his moral principle has been explained.

Before presenting his own theory of the ‘basis of morality’, Schopenhauer devotes
considerable attention to a detailed crinque of Kant’s ethics, “the last important event to occur in
ethics” (OBM, +7). Indeed, Schopenhauer’s book-length essay can be read as a response to Kant's
moral philosophy. Although familiar with most of Kant’s ethical watngs, Schopenhauer focuses on
Kant’s Grundlegung wur Metaphysik der Sitten (Grounduork of the Metaphysics of Morals, 1785) whose
content he thinks mirrors the question posed by the Royal Danish Society. Schopenhauer
immediately takes issue with Kant’s conception of ethics, his mpwrov yeidog's “In a practical
philosophy we are not concemed with stating reasons for what happens, but with giving laws as
regards what aught to happen, cven though it may never happen.”'5¢ Schopenhauer charges Kant with a pestio
pringpi since Kant assumes from the outset what he has vet to prove, specifically, that there are

moral laws which command obedience, despite the fact that these laws may dictate behaviour that

155 “First false step”.
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may have never happened. For Schopenhauer, Kant’s theoretical (1.e. non-empincal, a pnon)
conception of morality (Mora)) is without “real substance” since it 1s far removed from morality
(Moralitif) as practice (what actually ‘happens’)—hence, the terminologjcal disunction between ‘Mora/
and ‘Moralitir . Schopenhauer rdicules this non-empirical, a priori element of Kant's ethics claiming
that it is “entirely abstract, wholly insubstanual, and likewise floanng about enurely in wr” (OBM,
62). It 1s not clear, however, that Kant’s ethics i1s as ‘abstract’ and ‘insubstanual’ as Schopenhauer
seems to think. For instance, Schopenhauer ignores Kant’s repeated claim that purely rational beings
of a theoreucal nature would be under no moral obligauons. The Kanuan moral subject (ie.
‘persons’) must have other attributes's” than theoretical reason before they are full-fledged members
ot the moral universe.

A second objection relates to Kant’s applicanon of such ethical concepts as ‘law’,
‘command’, ‘duty’ and ‘obligation’. For Schopenhauer, any law-morality requires a law-gwver, and
since Kant denies that this law-giver is human, it must therefore be God. He insists that, “Separated
from the theological hypotheses from which they came, these concepts [command and obedience,
law and duty| really lose all meaning...” (OBM, 54-5). Hence, Kant’s ethics is really a theological
notion in disguise. More recendy, a similar objection has been put forth by G.E.M. Anscombe who
claimed that the term *‘[moral] obligation” loses its grounding and hence 1ts meaning, without “God
as a law-giver.”158 Anscombe denies that concepts like ‘obligation’ can functon meaningfully
“outside the framework of thought that made 1t a really intelligible one.”'%* Her argument suggests
that Kant’s terms display a strong conceptual reliance on a belief in God such that these terms are
rendered meaningjess independent of that belief.

Other commentators, however, such as Alan Donagan, reject this form of argumentation

claiming that terms such as ‘duty’, Taw’, and ‘obligation are 7o¢ meaningjess in the absence of a divine

156 OBM, 52, quoting from Kant's Grundlegung, with Schopenhauer’s emphasis.
157 In Kant's Tugendlebre (Doctrine of Vrtue), the four moral attributes to which he expliatly refers are: moral
feeling, conscience, love of one’s neighbour, and respect for oneself (self-esteem).

158 G.E.M. Anscombe, “Modem Moral Philosophy,” Philasgphy, vol. XXXIII, January 1938, p.6.
159 [bid, p.6.
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lawgiver. Drawing a distinction between a divine command and a divine command expressing ditine
law, Donagan writes, “A divine command expresses divine law if and only tf it expresses divine
reason. And if it be assumed.. .that human reason is in principle adequate for the direction of human
life, it follows that...the content of the divine law can be ascertained by nawral human
reason...without any direct reference to the gods at all.”%® As well, John Atwell has defended Kant
against Anscombe’s Schopenhauerian-like critique by arguing that:

Kant might well claim that his key terms retain much the meaning they had in an
earlier theological framework because the present moral (and nonreligious) context
resembles the former (religious) context in ways sufficient to warrant their
meaningful use. For example, the law-giver who was once God is now the ratonal
will; fatlure to abide by the moral law once threatened punishment in hell, but it now

results in no less avoidable self-reproach issuing trom conscience. 6!
Atwell contends that our sense of obligation can be derived from the nature of the sort of being we
take ourselves to be, in which case we are entirely justified in employing Kant’s so-called ‘theological’
language.

While [ agree with the theoretical point that there is no basis for Schopenhauer’s clam that
any imperativistic morality not rooted in convention or nature requires a theological context where
commands are attributed to God, [ think that in the parucular case of Kant’s ethics there may be
sufficient reason to agree with Schopenhauer that Kant was perpetuaung the following spurious
philosophical trend: “In the centuries of Chrstianity, philosophical ethics has generally taken its form
unconsciously from the theological” (OBM, 34). As Schopenhauer points out, further evidence of
Kant’s reliance on theological ethics can be gleaned from the formulation and spelling of Kant’s
signature ‘moral law’, Du sollt nicht ligen. In ordinary, everyday German, the expression “You should

not lie’ is watten as: Du sollst nicht Ligen. The °s’ is generally omitted in standard religious texts, leaving

160 Alan Donagan, The Theory of Morality, Chicago: Univessity of Chicago Press, 1977, p.3. In Donagan’s
example, he is referring specifically to the Stoics, but this point does not take away from the force of hus
objecton.

161 John E. Atwell, Ends and Prinaples in Kant's Moral Thought, Dordrecht: Martinus Nijhoff, 1986, p.219.
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‘soll‘—and Kant specifically adopts this spelling. In my view, it is no cowncidence that Kant’s law-
morality reflected his Protestant Christian moral environment.

Since Schopenhauer argued that egoism is at the root of theological ethics, he concluded that
Kant’s ethics 1s egoistic. Although they both agree that acts mouvated by egoism cannot possess
moral value, Schopenhauer accuses Kant’s ethics of being couched in egoism since the only real
incentuve for acting in accord with the categorical imperauve!s? is its desired effect.!* In other words,
imperatves can only be of the hypothetical vanety since egoism underlies Kant’s moral principle. As
support for this clam, Schopenhauer considers some examples from Kant’s Grundlegung such as the
man who s ‘flounshing’, but surrounded by others who are not well-off and could use his assistance.
Kant denies that this man could consistendy will indifference towards others as a umversal law of
nature. Schopenhauer cites Kant’s argument: “A will that decided on this would contradict itself,
since cases can occur in which 4 man needs the love and sympathy of others, and in which, through
such a natural law that 1s evolved from his own will, he would deprive himself of all hope of the help
he desires for himself” (quoted in OBM, 90). [f this man should choose to help others, then,
according to Schopenhauer, it is only because he desires the help of others. In this case, the agent is
not obeying a universal law of indifterence, but is thinking of how he would stand to sufter living in
an indifferent world, and so his actions are mouvated by his own self-interest. For Schopenhauer,
this is an example of a disguised hypotheucal imperauve. In order for the categorical imperatve,
“You ought not to be indifferent to the fate of others’ to exert any influence it must be expressed as
‘If you want others to help you, you ought not be indifferent to the fate of others’. In this example, a
destre to recetve help is the selfish motve underlying the categoncal imperative.

The final objection relevant to my present concern has to do with Schopenhauer’s crinque of

Kant’s emphasis on reason. Pace Kant, Schopenhauer maintains that reason plays an nstrumental role

162 “Act only according to that maxim which you cn at the same time #4h will become a universal law for ail
rational beings.”

1683 [n claiming that every action is motivated by egoism, malice, or compassion (or possibly asceticism),
Schopenhauer had no place in his theory of motivation for ‘noncompassionate disinterestedness’. Hence, what
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in human affairs. In place of reason, the focal point of Schopenhauer’s ethics is the ‘will’, “which
alone s metaphysical and indestructble” (OBM, 64), and 1s representative of one’s moral personality.
Reason, on the other hand, functions as the means for attaning one’s desired ends. Schopenhauer
challenges Kant’s appeal to a rational foundation of morality on the grounds that an individual can be
both “reasonable and vicious” and “unreasonable and noble-minded” (OBM, 83). These
shortcomings of Kant’s moral philosophy inspired Schopenhauer to offer an altermauve basis of
morality.

In order to derive the true basis or foundation of morals, we must ascertain how human
beings really act, rather than how they axght to act. In this way, Schopenhauer approaches the study of
morality as an empirical inquiry. He explains:

The purpose of ethics 1s to indicate, explain, and trace to its ulumate ground the
extremely varied behavior of men from a moral point of view. Therefore there 1s no
other way for discovering the foundation of ethics than the empirical, namely, to
investigate whether there are generally any actions to which we must artribute gennine
moral worth...Consequendy, we have to indicate the peculiar motive that moves man
to actions of this kind, a kind specifically different from any other. This mouve
together with the suscepubility to it will be the ulumate ground of morality, and a
knowledge of it will be the foundaton of morals. This 1s the humble path to which [
direct ethics; it contains no construction a priori, no absolute legislation for all

ranonal beings in abstracto. (OBM, §13, 130)
This ‘humble path’ takes the reader into a nch labynnth of moral psychology, a topology of
character, and concludes with a metaphysics of morals to jusufy the basic phenomena of his ethics.
An implicit assumption of this methodology is that an empirical study would yield the same results
tegardless of the human beings under consideration, and hence, histonical studies would be
unnecessary.

Schopenhauer’s analysis begins with a description of three classes of actions, those that are

‘morally reprehensible’ (moralisch vernerflich), of ‘moral worth’ (moralscher Werf), and, the largest class,

Kant calls ‘respect for the moral law’, including the familiar notions of ‘imparuality’ or “faimess’, are ruled out
under the Schopenhaueran scheme of things.
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considered ‘morally indifterent’ (moralisch indifferente). Schopenhauer claims that all human actions are
intentional, motivated by ‘weal (IFoh) and woe (Wehe) in general’ which signifies ‘in agreement with
or contrary to a will’ (OBM, 141). Consequently, the end to which all actions aim will be the
individual’s well-being or misfortune. To each acuon, one finds these corresponding incentives:
egoism (Egoismus), which desires the agent's own well-being,!s* is the mouve behind ‘morally
indifferent’ acts; malice (Basheif), which desires another’s musfortune 1s the incentive belonging to
‘morally reprehensible’ acts, while acts possessing ‘moral value’ spnng from the mouve of
compassion (Mitleid). All three incentives are found in each individual in varying degrees, but one sull
retains his or her individuality, or uniqueness.

Schopenhauer outines an axiology of character whereby the types of mouves to which a
person 15 swaved is a reflection of his will, or character (the two are idenucal). A person’s character 1s
unalterable and innate such that he will always retain the moral disposition with which he was bom.
Actions, then, are caused by a combination of one’s unalterable character and a specific mouve. As a
result, all actions are determined and the belief in the freedom of the will 1s based on error, mere
deception. In his Preisschnft iiber die Frecheit des Willens (Prie Essay on the Ereedom of the W7, 1839),
Schopenhauer writes on the error of free will:

...let us think of 2 man in the street who says to himself: ‘It 1s six o’clock; the day’s
work is over. [ can now go for a walk, or go to the club; I can also climb the tower
to see the sun set; [ can also go to the theater, [ can also visit this or that friend... All
that s entirely up to me; [ have complete freedom; however, [ do none of them, but
just as voluntarily go home to my wife.” This 1s just as if water were to say: ‘I can
form high waves (as in a storm at sea); [ can rush down a hill (as in the bed of a
torrent); I can dash down foaming and splashing (as in the waterfall)...however, [
do none of these things now, but voluntarily remain calm and clear in the murroring

pond.” Just as water can do all those things only when the determining causes enter

164 There is actually a fourth ‘unnamed’ incentive which is the desire for one’s own misfortune, but this
incentive is not discussed in On the Bags of Morakty because it has ascetic (not moral) value, and Schopenhauer

suggested that it would not be received well by the Royal Danish Society since it conflicted with the reigning
moral sentiment in Protestant Europe.
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for one or the other, so 1s the condition just the same for that man with respect to

what he imagines he can do. (FW, 37)

The notion of wluntas 1s a deception since actions are decided according to thetr causal conditions.
Our ineradicable character conjoined by a motive occurning in one’s consciousness renders
meaningless the concept of free will. As an expression of his deterrminism, Schopenhauer adopts the
scholastic motto ‘gperari sequitur esse ("what we do follows from what we are’). For Schopenhauer, the
will ts that which is most valuable from an ethical standpoint since 1t 1s responsible for one’s actions,
and the moral quality of these actions. The will of a morally bad character will be effected by malice
and extreme egoism, but the morally good character will feature a will expressing compassion.

Given Schopenhauer’s clam that egoism s “the chief and fundamental incenuve in
man...the craving for existence and well-being” (OBM, 131), his challenge will be to explain how
acts of moral worth (compassionate acts) are possible. Egoism, he mnsists, completely lacks moral
value, “by 1ts nature, egoism 1s boundless. . .1t towers above the world” (OBM, 131-32). To serve as the
criterion of an action of moral worth, my action must be completely devoid of egoism or malice. But,
if moral acts are those which are done solely for the sake of another, how 1s it possible that the well-
being and musfortune of another are capable of moving my will? How 1is it possible to meet the
objection of the moral scepuc who argues that there 15 no natural morality apart from human
convention, which ts an aruficial construct designed out of necessity to curb the selfish and wicked
appettes (OBM, 121)? Schopenhauer’s tesponse is that while civil law can successfully enforce
justice, it cannot legislate philanthropy and beneficence, yvet these we know to exist. Although
acknowledging with such moralists as Holbach, Helvénus, d’Alembert, and others that morality 1s
reducible to egoistic motives, Schopenhauer parts company by nsisung that there are also cases of
disinterested philanthropy and of voluntary jusuce. To buttress his argument, Schopenhauer appeals
to several experiences, one of which is a case where there was no opportunity for punishment vet a
poor man returned the property of a nch man. But, do these examples really strengthen his

argument® How is it, we mught ask, that empirical observation can provide a direct line to another’s
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motivations Pethaps, the poor man was motivated strictly by the anticipation of a reward for his
good deed, or from the encomium which was sure to follow. Schopenhauer was cognizant of this
difficulty, and concedes that “this question cannot be decided altogether empirically...hence there 1s
always left the possibility that an egoistic motive had influenced the doer of a just or good action”
(OBM, 138). Sull, Schopenhauer reiterates his faith in moral acts with the example of Amold von
Winkelried, the soldier who in the batde of Sempach (1386), served as a human pincushion, clasping
in his arms as many hostile spears as he could grasp to sacrifice himself for his comrades in an act of
pure, self-sacrifice (OBM, 139).

Despite Schopenhauer’s repeated examples of real life compassionate acts, he cannot, by hts
own admission, justify their existence on empirical grounds. The problem s that as a natural,
empirical being, an individual’s actions must be assigned an empirical mouve, and Schopenhauer has
already conceded that within the phenomenal world (the world of appearance), the only legiimate
motive is egoism, an ant-moral incentive. The justification for compassionate acts, he argues,
requires us to abandon the empirical world. Empirical inquiry cannot validate the existence of moral
actions, so they remain truly ‘mysterious’ or ‘muraculous’.

Schopenhauer appeals to the metaphysical realm to ground the compassionate atutude. His task
is to arrive at the metaphysical theory that is advanced by the compassionate character, and then refer
back to that theory to explicate the compassionate act. Ultimately, Mitleid reflects a view of oneself
and the nature of reality which is diametrically opposed to the one found in egoism. Schopenhauer’s
literal rendering of Mitleid as “suffering-with’ indicates that compassion is valuable in its tendency to
decrease the amount of suffering in the world, in addition to offening a truer metaphysical viewpoint.
Feeling compassion for another human being “presupposes that to a certain extent [ have identified
myself with the other man, and in consequence the barrier between the ego and non-ego s for the
moment abolished” (OBM, 166). There is no other way to explain this ‘mysterious occurrence’, but

to admit that the other’s suffering and well-being becomes my own concem.
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The metaphysical perspectives of the good and bad characters differ completely. While the
essential feature of a good character is that he “makes less of a distinction than do the rest between himself and
others”, the bad character (the egoist or malicious individual) finds this distinction to be great encugh
to legitimize harming others to secure his own advantage, his maxim being: Pereat mundus, dum ego
salvas sim (May the world pensh, provided [ am safe, OBM, 204-5). From the perspecuve of the
egoist, everyone is a separately exisung reality possessing a umque ‘inner nature’. The egoist’s
position, Schopenhauer admits, is justified from an empirical standpoint since it pertains to the world
of appearance. However, Schopenhauer claims that the egoist’s treatment of other human beings as
non-egos is related to his false perception that space and ume are real.

For an accurate metaphysical picture, Schopenhauer appeals to Kant’s Transcendental Aesthetic
(the doctrine of the ideality of space and time) which had shown that the conditnons tor the
possibility of plurality and diversity, space and tme (what Schopenhauer calls the prnapum
individuationss), belong merely to phenomenal appearances, not to things in themselves. Having
established that plurality is only apparent, Schopenhauer asserts that however numerous, all
individuals are one insofar as they possess the same essence. This pont of view not only betrays
Schopenhauer’s Buddhistic influence {e.g. his reading ot the Upanishads), but echoes a popular
philosophical teaching found for instance in the Eleatics, Neoplatornsts, and Scotus Engena, to name
a few. The behaviour of the compassionate person exemplifies a belief i the unity of being, a
knowledge of one’s own self in the other person, whose formula expressed in Sansknit reads: & fvam
asz (this art thou). Conversely, the bad character adopts a false metaphysical view where the other 1s
treated as a distinct individual (‘non-ego’), rather than as an ‘I once more’ (OBM, 211).

Unfortunately for Schopenhauer, despite being the lone entry, the Royal Danish Society did
not award him the prize, judging unsatisfactory his metaphysical foundation of morality. Their
decision confirmed the author’s own motto stated at the beginning of his essay: “Moral predigen ist
leicht, Moral begriinden ist schwer” (Moral preaching is easy, to found it difficult, OBM, ute page). If

moral philosophers were evaluated strictly by their success at providing a metaphysical ground for
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morality, then they would all receive a faling grade. We can discuss Schopenhauer’s contribution to
moral philosophy independenty of its commitment to arwhé. For instance, David Cartwnght claims
that On the Basis of Morakty “presents a descriptive virtue ethics, concentrating on moral character and
moral psychology.”165 On account of Schopenhauer’s theories of determinism and the unalterable
character, his moral philosophy rules out any prescriptive ethics. The idea that ‘vou ought to do ths,
or refrain from doing that’ is nonsensical for Schopenhauer, since moral rules cannot influence one’s
character. [t is pointless, then, to preach morals in an effort to make a bad human being into a good
or virtuous person. As Charles Andler writes:

L'intention de Schopenhauer n’a jamais été de formuler une morale: elle étmt de
donner une interprétation philosophique des taits...Il est vain de nous proposer des
impératifs qu'il ne nous est pas loisible de suivre, sils ne coincident pas avec I'élan
naturel de notre tempérament et il est vain de nous demander un repentir au sujet

d’actes que nous n’éuons pas libres de ne pas accomplir.!e
The proper task of moral philosophy cannot be ‘moral improvement’ (WW, [, 301,368, WW, II,
223,597) since relle non disitur (willing cannot be taught). For Schopenhauer, the subject matter for
ethics is not how human beings ought to act, but how they actually do act. In adopuing an empirical
standpoint, Schopenhauer’s emphasis shifts to the individual’s character (‘will’), which explains his
association with virtue ethics.!®” Although morality is a major concem throughout Schopenhauer’s
philosophy, he does not think that the morally good character is the pinnacle of human achievement.

In highlighting the ideal of a good character, On the Basis of Morality seems to be suggesung
that the greatest human accomplishment would be to possess a compassionate character. However,
elsewhere, Schopenhauer is adamant that moral goodness cannot compensate for the suftering
inherent in life. The individual does not merely identify with the suffering of another person, but

“regards the endless sufferings of all that lives as his own, and thus take upon himself the pain of the

15 David E. Cartwright, “Schopenhauer’s Narrower Sense of Morality” in C. Janaway (ed.), The Cambnidge
Companion to Schopenhauer, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999, p.253.

166 Chades Andler, Nietsche, Sa vie et sa pensée (T), Paris: Editions Gallimard, 1999, p.98.

167 Richard Taylor, a proponent of a return to virtue ethics, has acknowledged the significant influence of
Schopenhauer on his own moral thinking. This influence can be detected in such works as Good and Eutl, New
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whole world” (WW, I, 379). The ubiquitous nature of suffering makes it impossible for a human
being to affirm this life, especially its “constant recurrence” (WW, [, 284). The will now tums away
from life as “man attains to the state of voluntary renunciation, resignation, true composure and
complete will-lessness” (379). The individual now develops an aversion to the will-to-live, and
renounces his inner nature. This event marks the transition from virtue to asceticism.

In the foregomng account of Schopenhauer’s ethics, [ have presented an overview of its
essential features as a preparatory task leading to a discussion of Nietzsche’s relaton to
Schopenhauer’s moral philosophy. While their approach to morality 1s motivated by a shared concemn
over practical morality (the morality which people actually live by) in place of the abstract, theoretcal
moralizing of philosophers (e.g. Kant), Schopenhauer opts tor a ‘science of morals’, a descnipuve,
empirical methodology penetratng into the recesses of human nature, and supported by a
metaphysics of the will. Specifically, this approach offered an axiology of character where
Schopenhauer presented three classes of actions and their corresponding motives. Nietzsche, on the
other hand, thought that the best way to understand the morality that people actually lived by, was to
question under what conditions human beings devised their value judgments, and for this he utilized
a genealogical and physiological methodology. Nietzsche rejected Schopenhauer’s non-histonical
approach to morality, while noting a certain epistemological shortcoming assocrated with his moral
psychology. In particular, Nietzsche would deny Schopenhauer’s insistence on the accessibility of
moral motives since all actions, moral or otherwise, “are essentially unknown” (D, 116, KSA 3:109).
As a result, Schopenhauer’s attempt to describe the motives belonging to a specific class of action
indicates, for Nietzsche, that he suffered from the primeval delusion of thinking that one knows in
precisely all cases how human action is brought about (116). It is simply not possible to account for
this ‘inner world’ vet philosophers insist that ‘an action is what it appears to be’ (116). In this respect,

Nietzsche is reminded of the following passage in Schopenhauer:

York: Macmillan, 1970 and Reason Faith and Ethics, Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice Hall, 1985; reprinted as
Virtue Ethics: An Introduction, Intedaken, N.Y.: Linden Books, 1991.
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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 1s
all this nsofar as i1t i1s not our actions but those of others which are under
investigation and we have merely to approve or disapprove, while the burden of

performance rests on others’ shoulders...168
Rather than profess ignorance as to the mner workings of the ‘subject’, philosophers have
presupposed that there exists knowledge as to the essenual nature of an action. In this way, they have
gone on not just to indicate the mouves belonging to acts, but to preach which mouves we ‘should’
be actung from. In Nietzsche’s later writings, he will emphasize that philosophical explanatons
cannot enlighten us on any ‘truths’ since cvery philosophy 1s merely “the personal confession of its
author and a kind of involuntary and unconscious memoir” (BGE, 6, KSA 5:19).

Despite his objections to Schopenhauer’s approach to morality, Nietzsche shares Schopenhauer’s
contempt for moral philosophy, and agrees with him that Kant’s ethics is rooted in theology.
However, Nietzsche tums this cnticism against Schopenhauer, accusing lum of being under the
dominion of Christian values despite his rejecton of Christan dogma. While Nietzsche admured
Schopenhauer’s “honest atheism” (GS, 357, KSA 3:600), he regarded him as “the heir of the
Christian interpretation” (TT, ‘Skirmishes’, 21, KSA 6:125) in his perpetuaton of its ‘cult of
philanthropy’. Of course, Schopenhauer would deny that compassionate acts belong exclusively to
Christian morality, but he acknowledges that On the Basis of Morakity was watten in the spinit of the
ethics prevatling in Protestant Europe (W, II, 607). In addition, Schopenhauer argued that the
fundamental proposition of morality: Neminem luede. imo omnes, quantum potes. juva (Injure no one; on
the contrary, help everyone as much as you can, OBM, 69) “is really the proposition whose
establishment is the constant endeavor of all teachers of morals: this 1s the common result of all their
deductions” (69). This admussion may have fueled Nietzsche’s objecton that the ‘basis’ of
Schopenhauer’s ethics was attributable to his faith in the prevailing morahty. [n clamung that ‘each

one of us is truly 2 competent and perfectly moral judge, with an exact knowledge of good and evil’,

168 D, 116, KSA 3:109 quoting from Schopenhauer’s Nachlaf.
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Schopenhauer attempted to present his Mitkids-Moral as ‘scientific’. For Nietzsche, ths effort to
reduce the history of all moral phenomena to Mitlid shows a complete absence of an histoncal sense.
And, only philosophers denuded of all historical instinct, he claims, would arnive at such an absurd
conclusion. In contrast to a ‘science of morals’, Nietzsche recommends a ‘typology of morals’, that is,
an historical approach aimed at exploring the differences in moral values throughout past ages. In
other words, a typology or genealogy of morals would show that moral values are in flux, and are
therefore, unscientific. Neither Nietzsche’s moral genealogy nor his ant-pity arguments!s? need to be
rehashed here. However, it is worth pointing out that Nietzsche’s critique of Schopenhauer’s ethics
of compassion was more than 1 mere disagreement of opinion between two thinkers on the question
of the fundamental principle ot morality. Nietzsche praises Schopenhauer for taking seriously the
problem of the value of existence (D, 52, KSA 3:56), and for idenufying the true task of the
philosopher—the determination of value (WP 422, KSA 11:531). However, he rejects the specific
moral value (i.e. Mitlerd) that Schopenhauer had advanced. Thus, Nietzsche had to ‘come to terms’
with his ‘great teacher’ over the question of the ralve of morality.

In order to make room for his axiology of character, from which the fundamental prnciple of
morality could be derived, Schopenhauer disrmussed its rival ideal, ‘moral scepticism’ (i.e. the view that
all human actions are reducible to egoism, and hence, there cannot be a natural morality). In Human.
Al Too-Human, however, Nietzsche seemed to adopt this sceptical positon. Consider, for instance,
Nietzsche’s response to Schopenhauer’s example of Amold von Winkelried, the soldier who gave his
life for his fellow soldiers. “All he [von Winkelred] is really concemed with...is the discharge of his
emotion; to relieve his state of tension he seizes the spears of his enemies and buries them in his own
breast” (HH, 138, KSA 2:132). In this one brief explanation, Nietzsche has reduced Schopenhauer’s
tripartite class of incentives to one: egoism.

In regard to their views on traditional moral philosophy, both Nietzsche and Schopenhauer

were convinced that moral prescriptions are useless for making individuals conform to a

169 These arguments are discussed in Chapter Two in the section “The ‘Unegoistic Drives’—Pity, Altruism,
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preconceived notion of the ‘good’, and so they were united in their rejection of imperauvistic
ethics.!® For this reason, Schopenhauer denied that moral rules could ‘improve’ humankind.!™ And,
heeding the wisdom of his great teacher, Nietzsche explains, “The last thing [ should promse would
be to ‘improve’ mankind” (EH, P:2, KSA 6:258). Nietzsche was quite fond of this term and
borrowed it on many occasions to describe the untenable goal of moral philosophy. For example, in
the chapter entided “The ‘Improvers’ (‘[ ‘erbesserer’) of Mankind” from Tailight of the ldols, Nietzsche
claims that the effort to ‘improve’ human beings has been a perennial task, whether improvement
meant to ‘tame’ (e.g. Christian morality) or to ‘breed’ (e.g. the Law of Manu, Plato) human beings.
Since both thinkers agree that expressions such as ‘man onght to be such and such’ and ‘Change
vourself’ are nonsensical, it is necessary to consider their reasoning behind such claims. Nietzsche's
answer 1s that “the single individual is a piece of fatum trom the tront and from the rear, one law
more, one necessity more for all that is vet to come and to be” (TT, ‘Morality’, 6, KSA 6:87).
Schopenhauer’s response to the moral philosopher’s attempt to ‘improve’ human beings has been to
reassert the inalterability of character. Quite simply, this entails the view that our character 1s nnate
and fixed, and so immune from moral persuasion.

While both deny the freedom of the will, Nietzsche’s position on the nalterability of
character is somewhat ambiguous. For instance, in the section enutled “The unalterable character”
from Human, All-Too-Human, a work steeped in Schopenhauenan allusions, Nietzsche writes:

That the character is unalterable is not in the stnct sense true; this favourite
proposition means rather no more than that, duning the brief lifeume of a man, the
effective motives are unable to scratch deeply enough to erase the imprinted script

of millennia. If one imagines a man of eighty-thousand vears, however, one would

Selflessness”.

1[n fact, even the early Nietzsche (1874) was critical of the “ethical anstocracy” who “reproach
Schopenh<auenan> ethics (Erbik) for not having an imperatvistic form, indeed, for openly rejecting such a
form” (KSA 7:809). And, in Nietzsche’s early essay Philosophy in the Tragic Age of the Greeks (1873), he insists that
“man is necessity’” against crtics who attack Heraclitus for offering no imperatvistic ethics. “Who could
possibly demand from such an ethic (Eté) with its necessary imperatives ‘thou shalt, or worse yet, accuse
Heraclitus of lacking such” (PTG, p.62-3, KSA 1:831)!

171 See WW, [, 301, 368, WW, 11, 223, 597.
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have in him a character totally alterable... The brevity of human life misleads us to

many erroneous assertions regarding the qualities of man. (HH, 41, KSA 2:65)
It 1s not clear from this passage that Nietzsche is deviaung from Schopenhauer’s position even
though he denies that it is true ‘in the strict sense’. Given the short durauon of 4 human life,
Nietzsche would accept, or so it seems, the inalterability of character. In fact, even when he describes
Schopenhauer’s doctrine of the mnalterability of character as an ‘error’, Nietzsche is careful to add “in
the sense in which Ae [Schopenhauer| understands 1”7 (AOM, 5, KSA 2:382). At umes, however,
Nietzsche will refer to character as “alterable’, vet ‘necessary’ (HH, 274, KSA 2:2206).

The extent to which Nietzsche's preferred ‘necessary charactec’ differs from Schopenhauer’s
‘unalterable character’ becomes less significant when we consider their mutual acceptance of
‘determinism’. Perhaps both expressions converge on this very point, that a necessary or unalterable
character implies the impossibility that ‘I could have done otherwise’. Not only do both philosophers
agree on this point, but Nietzsche appeals to the same analogy, taking a page out of Schopenhauer’s
essay On the Freedom of the Wil to make his case. Following Schopenhauer, Nietzsche uses the
example of a ‘waterfall’ with its various movements (curvings, twistings, breakings of the waves) to
claim that these movements are as necessary as human actions (HH, 106, KSA 2:103). While both
concur that the necessity of human actions renders absurd their praise or censure, Schopenhauer
insists, in Humean fashion, that we are responsible for our character (will). For Schopenhauer, our
causal necessity is part of our empirical reality, but there 1s also a metaphysical component to our
being, our intelligible character, for which we are responsible. All our actions proceed trom this
intelligible character. Still, it is not clear how this transposition of character into the metaphysical
tealm offers a convincing account of responsibility given Schopenhauer’s view that one’s chacacter 1s
innate and fixed.

Nietzsche referred to Schopenhauer’s view of the strict necessity of human actions as his

“mighty insight”, but reeled when Schopenhauer claimed that the inner nature of the whole of things

172 Arthur Schopenhauer, Essay on the Freedom of the Wil (FW), trans. Konstantin Kolenda, New York: Bobbs-
Mernll, 1960, p.43.
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must necessarily coincide with the ethical significance of human behaviour (AOM, 33, KSA 2:395).
As Nietzsche maintained, the doctrine of necessity strips the world of any ethical significance.!™
Underlying such a crniique 1s Nietzsche's disdain for Schopenhauer’s metaphysics as a whole, a
metaphysics which purports to offer a description of the world capable of accommodatng an ethics.
For instance, in the Second Book of The World as Wil and Representation, Schopenhauer proclaims
that the essence of the world is ‘will’ where ‘will’ 1s understood as a general prnciple of (blind)
stniving belonging to everything in the world including humans, stones, plants, and animals. Our
desires, the gravitational force, the vegetative processes in plants, and the appetites of animals are all
manifestations of the same will. Schopenhauer’s conception of the will as “the innermost essence, the
kemnel, of everything parucular thing and also of the world” (W', I, 110) 1s often directed specifically
at the human manifestation of this will which we discover as “the kemel ot our true being” (WW, II,
293). The ‘real self is the ‘will to life’ (el um Leben) since it pertains to the bodily individual’s blind
stnving for existence and reproductnon (WW, II, 6006).

Schopenhauer’s metaphysics of the will takes on a decisively moralistc tone since he clums
that we should not rejoice over the existence of the world, but rather prefer its non-existence. The
realization of our blind striving produces suffenng, and suffenng is viewed as evil, and by extension,
s0 100, is life. Salvation depends on our capacity to deny the will, resign from life, and oppose nature.
Schopenhauer’s philosophy promotes the eliminauon of suffering, and treats its augmentation as evil.
For Nietzsche, it was not so much Schopenhauer’s description of the will'™ which he found
problematic as it was his pessimustic evaluation of it. Rather than negating life, Nietzsche affirms it n

light of the sutfering that i1s essenual to life. Although Nietzsche’s concept of the will to power was

1> [nterestingly, in the chapter “On Ethics” from Parerga und Parabpomena, Schopenhauer used the term
‘antichrist’ to describe those individuals who deny that the wodd has a moral significance. Nietzsche, of course,
would later go on to write a book with the same title, and on various occasions would even refer to himself as
the ‘anuchnst’.

174 Nietzsche would accept Schopenhauer’s claim that the force operating in nature is identical with the will in
ourselves, but for Nietzsche, this force is not ‘will to life’, but ‘will to power. In regard to the human
manifestation of the will, Nietzsche claims that Schopenhauer failed to comprehend that the will is something
complicated, and as a result, he simply accepted the popular prejudice of the ‘will’, and exaggerated it (BGE,
19).
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intended as a correction of Schopenhauer’s will to life,!'”s their differences are pamanly atttudinal
and evaluative. Nietzsche’s foremost concern is expressed in the last section of the Genealogy, “Man,
the bravest of animals and the one most accustomed to suffering, does #ot repudiate suffering as
such; he desires it, he even seeks it out, provided he is shown a meaning for it, a purpose of suffering”
(GM, 111, 28, KSA 5:411). Humanity’s problem did not lie in suffering, but in its perception of
suffering as ‘meaningjess’, and in particular its proposed solution to this problem—=the ascetic ideal.
According to Nietzsche, the ascetic ideal offered the only meaning so far of suffening, and although
its solution to the problem of man’s suffenng was additional suffering, humankind now had an
answer as to the meaning of their existence. While Nietzsche admired Schopenhauer for tking
seriously the sufferings of humankind, he vehemently rejected Schopenhauer’s asetze anudote. Insofar
as the ascetic ideal aims to do away with all appearance, change, becoming, death, and wishing, 1t
proceeds from a ‘will to nothingness’, an aversion to life, but in the end, “it 1s and remans a will”
(GM, 111, 28, KSA 5:412). On Nietzsche’s reading, Schopenhauer’s ascetic ideal 15 ulumately self-
refuting since the purported task of willing nothingness does not result in the cessation of willing, but
rather requires the very act of willing.

Schopenhauer briefly considered the possibility of a life-affirming ideal, but only to reject its
plausibility. For example, he denies that one could will “that the course of his life as he had hitherto
experienced it should be of endless duration or of wnstant recurrence®” (W, I, 283-84, my emphasis)
provided that one realized that suffering is essenual to life. Nietzsche’s doctrine of the etemal retum
appears to have been motivated by Schopenhauer’s position in regard to one’s capacity to will eternal
retumn in light of the prevalence of suffering in life.!” In section 56 of Beyond Good and Eril, Nietzsche
attempts to liberate pessimism “from the half-Christian, half-German narrowness and simplicity in

which it has finally presented itself to our century, namely, in the form of Schopenhauer’s

V'S See Zarathustra, 11, ‘On Self-Overcoming’. “Only where there is life is there also will: not will to life but—
thus [ teach you—mwill to power.”

176 Nietzsche explicidy credits the Stoics and Heraclitus as having already articulated this doctrine of the etemal
return. However, he was certainly aware of Schopenhauer’s comments from W and his application of the
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philosophy” BGE, 56, KSA 5:74). In response to Schopenhauer who suffered under the delusion of
morality, Nietzsche proposes an opposite ideal: “the ideal of the most high-spinited, alive, and world-
affirming human being who has not only come to terms and leamed to get along with whatever was
and 1s, but who wants to have what was and is repeated in all eteruty” (56). Thar Nietzsche’s
affirmative ideal was intended as a solution to Schopenhauer’s pessimism can be gleaned from a
further example found in Book V of The Gay Saence where Nietzsche presents his ‘Dionysian
pessimism’ as a direct response to Schopenhauer’s ‘romantic pessimism’ (GS, 370, KSA 3:622). The
Dionysian, as presented in the later wrtings, entails “Saying Yes to life even 1n its strangest and
hardest problems; the will to life (Wille sum Leben) tejoicing over its own mexhausubility even in the
sacafice of its highest types” (EH, ‘BT, 3, KSA 6:312). The tormula ‘Dionysian’ represented
Nietzsche’s move away from Schopenhauer toward a “justificaton of Life” (WP 1005, KSA 12:354).
[n articulanng this life-affirming ideal, Nietzsche offers an altemauve to the problem of suffening by
showing that suffering does not necessanly lead to Schopenhauer’s pessimistic conclusions. In fact,
Nietzsche uses Schopenhauer’s expression (I¥2le cum Leben) to assert his atfirmauve ideal (saying-ves
to life amidst suffering). Through a confrontation with Schopenhauer’s pessimism, Nietzsche
claimed that he not only “deepened” pessimism, but ulumately “devised its anuthesis” (WP 463,
KSA 11:532).

In his overcoming of Schopenhauenan pessimism, Nietzsche was not replacing a false ethics
with his own ‘true’ account. Since Nietzsche denied, in his later wrinngs, that there are moral tacts,
he could not evaluate morality according to its truth claims. The difficulty with Schopenhauer’s
metaphysical ethics is that it offered a ‘science of morals’, an external standpomnt from which to assess
the value of life. But, such a perspective would require a position outade of life, a position to which
we have no access. For this reason, Nietzsche emphasizes that the positing of values is part of life,
that life values through us when we posit values (TT, ‘Morality’, 5, KSA 6:86). By wmng to

‘symptomatology’ where he treats morality as a sign-language of the affects, Nietzsche was able to

doctrine was intended as a direct response to Schopenhauer’s pessimism (see BGE, 56). In Chapter Five, [
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avoid the metaphysical baggage of an external standpoint while preserving an evaluauve dimension.
In asserting that moral values are either symptomatic of ascending or declining life, Nietzsche was
prepared to pass judgement on Schopenhauer’s ethics. In what appear to be ad hominem attacks,
Nietzsche lists various formulatons put forth by Schopenhauer such as life 15 not worth anything’,
and his understanding of morality as the ‘demial of the will to life’, and asserts that these
pronouncements represent an instinct of decadence (T1, ‘Morality’, 5, KSA 6:86; ‘Skirmushes’, 35,
KSA 6:134). [n adding that “Schopenhauer was hostile to life; therefore pity (Mitkid) became a virtue
for him” (A, 7, KSA 6:174), and that Schopenhauer’s morality of pity proved to “the real movement
of decadence in morality...profoundly related to Chnstian morality” (T1, ‘Skiermushes’, 37, KSA
6:138), Nietzsche offered an even more damning evaluauon than that of the Roval Danush Sociery. In
undermining Schopenhauer’s morality of pity and offering an affirmauve ideal, Nietzsche had now

reversed their roles, as it was he who was ‘educatng’ Schopenhauer, giving his ‘great teacher’ a lesson

on the ralve of morality.

Nietzsche and ‘Higher Réealism’: The Influence of Paul Rée

In 1873, Nietzsche had met the moralist Paul Rée in Basel, through a mutual friend, Hemnrich
Romundt, but it was not unual 1875 after having read Rée’s Piychological Observations (Psychologische
Beobachtungen, 1875) that he developed an enthusiasm for Rée’s reflections on morality. In fact, just
two vears after claiming that Schopenhauer was the on4 serious morahist of the century, Nietzsche
would praise Rée as “an astute moralist.”'™7 Nietzsche formed a friendship with Rée in 1876, at
approximately the same time that he broke ties with Wagner, and his insuncts had tumed away from
Schopenhauer. In reflecting back on this period of his life, Nietzsche wntes: “Only with my
instinctive cunning, [ avoided the litde word ‘I’ once again and bathed in word-historical glory—not

Schopenhauer or Wagner this time but one of my friends, the excellent Dr. Paul Rée” (EH, ‘HH’, 6,

criticize Nietzsche’s notions of ‘amor fati’ and ‘etemal return’ as formulas of life-affirmation.

177 Letter to Rohde, 8 December 1875 in C. Middleton (ed./trans.), Sefecred Letters of Friedrich Nietsche, 1969,
p-138.
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KSA 6:327-28). In October 1876, Nietzsche and Rée were re-united as they (along with Albert
Brenner) accepted the invitation of their friend Malwida von Meysenbug to form a study group at her
villa in Sorrento. The nine months spent in Sorrento were devoted to reading and discussing
philosophical texts, in partcular, the French moralists and ancient Greek wntings. Both Rée and
Nietzsche used this nme to develop their ideas for their forthcoming works which were later
published respectively as On the Origin of the Moral Sentiments (Der Ursprung der moralischen Empfindungen,
1877) and Human. All-Too-Human (Menschliches, Allzumenschliches, 1878), and each wnter acknowledged
his indebtedness to the other. Rée’s book contained the following hand-written dedication: “To the
father of this work, with the deepest thanks, from its mother” while Nietzsche returns the
compliment with the expression: “Vive le Réealisme!” Nietzsche pays homage to Reée in the text
itself, regarding him as a modem-day LaRochefoucauld on account of his sceptical moral
observations which make him a master of soul-examination in the tradinon of the French moralists
(HH, 36, KSA 2:39). And, in the next section of Human, Al-Too-Human, Nietzsche quotes one of
Rée’s chief psychological insights trom On the Ongin of the Moral Sentiments: “Moral man stands no
closer to the intelligible (metaphysical) world than does physical man”. [t was Rée, then, who
supplied Nietzsche the axe to attack the roots of the ‘metaphysical need’ of human beings. The two
thinkers were united in their commitment to psychological observation (or as Nietzsche would say,
‘reflection on the human, all-too-human’) as a means of undermining the deceptiveness of idealistic
metaphysics.

Apart from Rée and Jacob Burckhardt, the appearance of Human. Al-Too-Human was not
received favourably by Nietzsche’s friends, many of whom feared that Nietzsche had ‘become’ Rée.
To quell such fears, Nietzsche offered the following assurance:

Incidentally: only look for z¢ in my book and not for our friend Rée. [ am proud to
have discovered his splendid aims and qualities, but he did not have the slightest

influence on the conception of my “Philosophia in nuce”: this was wmplete and a
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good part already put down in wnting when I got to know him better in the Fall of

1876. We found each other at the same stage of development.!’8
Despite declaring his independence from Rée, there is no question that Rée exerted an influence on
Nietzsche.!™ For instance, prior to his association with Rée, a serious interest in ethics could hardly
be discemed from Nietzsche’s writings apart from his burgeoning cntique of Schopenhauer’s Mitlzds-
Moral. He was familiar with the French moralists, yet LaRochefoucauld’s name does not appear in
prnt untd Human, All-Too-Human (his ‘Rée-days’), and there is no evidence of any prior commitment
to psychological dissection.

Despite these similarities, there were also significant differences in their views which
Nietzsche was only too happy to announce. Rée reappears in Nietzsche’s wrtings nearly a decade
after the complimentary remarks from Human. All-Too-Human, vet this ume the comments on Reée are
not nearly as cordial 1% After crediung Rée’s Onigin of the Moral Sentiments as his inspiration to publish
his hypotheses concerning the onigin ot morality, Nietzsche describes Rée’s Biichlein as:

an upside-down and perverse species of genealogical hypothests, the genuinely
Engksh type, that attracted me—with that power of attraction which everything
contrary, everything antipodal possesses. The utle of this little book was The Ongin of
the Moral Sentiments, wts author Dr. Paul Rée...Perhaps [ have never read anything to
which [ would have said to myself No, proposition by proposition, conclusion by

conclusion, to the extent that [ did to this book... (GM, P4, KSA 5:250)
Here, Nietzsche speaks of his relation to Rée as if it was ancient history, a period or stage in his
development which he acknowledges only to highlight the differences. Rée’s book provided

Nietzsche with the impetus to publish his views on the ongin of morality, but their genealogcal

178 Nietzsche to Rohde, June 1878, Gesammelte Brigfe (vol. II), Leipzig: Alfred Kroner, 1907,in 5 volumes, p.549.
179 This view contradicts the assertion of Karl Jaspers who, taking too seriously Nietzsche's clam to
independence, wrote: “To be sure, Nietzsche scarcely leamed anything from Rée (since pnor to their
acquaintance his own positions were already decisive)...” (Jaspers, Nietggche, p.71). On the other hand, Lou
Salomé emphasizes their philosophical similanties: “...Nietzsche et Rée exprimaient exactement les mémes
idées, car depuis longtemps, en tout cas depuis que Nietzsche avait rompu avec Wagner, ils avaient la méme
ligne de pensée.” (Lou Andreas-Salomé, Ma ue, trad. Dominique Miermont et Bagitte Vergne, Pans: Presses
Universitaires de France, 1977, p.84) It seems that both views are far too extreme.

180 One could certainly speculate, and perhaps with some truth, that Nietzsche's later caticisms of Rée had been
partially motivated by personal events relating to his friendship with Rée and Lou Salomé which ended on poor
terms. However, the biographical details of their fiendship is not my present concemn.
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results differed markedly. In fact, in the remainder of the passage quoted above, Nietzsche lists the
views they disagreed on from their days in Sorrento, specifically citing, among others, their
differences in moral genealogy, as Nietzsche contrasted his view of the “morality of mores” with
Rée’s “altruistic mode of evaluation” (GM, P:4, KSA 5:251).

A brief survey of some of the ideas of Rée’s Ongin of the Moral Sentiments will serve to accentuate
their differences, while minimizing their similarities. In the Preface, Rée explains his approach as a
scientfic theory which assigns an origin to the observed empinical phenomena. It is the task of moral
philosophy, he claims, to examine those human actions felt to be good and bad. In parucular an
explanation i1s needed to account for the fact that bad actions produce guilt, and feelings of justice
call for punishment. In place of Kant and Schopenhauer who traced the moral conscience to a
transcendent source, Rée appeals to the insights of Darwin and Lamarck who have shown that moral
phenomena, like the physical, can be traced to their natural causes. This prompts the clam previously
quoted that: “The moral man stands no closer to the intelligible world than the physical man.™#!
Although this citation was quoted favourably by Nietzsche, he cniticizes his readers for thinking that
they understood the whole book [Human. All-Too-Human| as “higher Réealism” on the basis of this
passage (EH, ‘HH’, 6, KSA 6:328).

The first chapter of Rée’s book entided “The Ongns of the Concepts ‘Good’ and ‘Bad™
opens with the claim that in each person, thete are two instincts: the egoistic and unegoisuc daves.
The egoistic instinct means that each individual sees to his own welfare, in parucular, to self-
preservation, the satisfaction of the sexual instincts, and the satsfaction of his vanity. On the other
hand, the unegoistic instinct indicates that the individual considers the welfare of others as the
ultimate end of his actions. In general, this unegoistic person displays compassion, fellow-feelings,
and neighbour-love. Following Schopenhauer, Rée claims that the unegoistic instinct is generally the
weaker of the two, and not as prevalent as the egoistic instnct. By accepung disinterested

compassion, Rée denies the view held by Helvétus and others that unegoism is merely a disguised

181 From Rée’s Preface to On the Origin of the Moral Sentiments.
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form of the egoistic instnct. From there, he takes up the same quesuon that preoccupied
Schopenhauer in On the Basis of Morakty: How are unegoistic actions possible? Rée is not satisfied with
Hutcheson’s and Hume’s contention that unegoistic actions oniginate from an innate sentiment, since
this response does not explain the ongin of this innate sentiment 1tself. Schopenhauer, on the other
hand, recognized correctly the questaon but Rée rejected the metaphysical explanation that he offers
to show that unegoistic actions are possible. For Rée, the correct account of the ongin of unegoistic
actions is expressed by Darwin who had proven that many species of animals (e.g. bees, ants, and
monkeys) possess a social mstnct. This social instnct 1s an extension of the matemal and patemal
instinct which has then been maintained and reinforced by natural selection.!82 Thus, human beings
inherited this social instinct from their animal ancestors. Through his Darwinian intluence, Rée has
naturalized Schopenhauer.

The two categories of actions are described as follows: egoistic actions are those in which the
individual acts for his own good at the expense of other human beings. Unegoistic actnons are those
in which one acts with the intent to help others, sometimes at the expense of his own detnment. The
first class of actions are considered by each one of us as morally bad and blameworthy, the second by
contrast, are deemed morally good and praiseworthy, and so the disanction between ‘good’ and ‘bad’
resides exclusively in these oppositions: only the egoistic actions are called ‘bad’, only the unegoistic
actions are called ‘good’. Egoism is labeled ‘bad’ on account of its being harmful to or compromusing
the well-being of one or several members of the community, while unegoisuc behaviour s useful.
However, Rée recognizes that it 1s not only unegoistic behaviour that is useful to others, but also, as
is quite often the case, interested behaviour. He asks us to consider the example of a doctor who 1n
treating patients for money, is as useful to them as is the unegoistic individual. In order to determune
why unegoistic actions belong exclusively to the moral domain, Rée claims that we must examne
how these actions function in a social setting. Since egoistic instincts are understood as harmful,

human society has always recognized the need to repress them. On account of their profligacy, the

122 The idea here is that those species of animals which are the most tighdy bound by the social instincts will
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egoistic motives are countered by the systematc inclusion of habits which promote unegoistic
behaviour. Following Lamarck and Darwin, Rée believes that these acquired habuts can be transferred
to successive generations as innate traits. According to Rée, our moral senuments have evolved over
time from a concern over the consequences of our actions to a preoccupation with their motives.
The degree of unegoism in feelings and behaviour thus becomes the cnterion of moral value. With
this account of altruistic behaviour, Rée has accomplished what none of his predecessors could, by
explaining that good actions are made possible by the fact that we have inhented from our animal
ancestors this instinct which pushes us to attend to the well-being of others.

As we have seen, Nietzsche tells quite a different story of the origin of morality, and so the
extent to which his moral philosophy relates to Rée’s contribution to the subject requires discussion.
In Human. All-Too-Human, Nietzsche was influenced by Rée’s psychological approach especially its
ant-metaphysical standpoint. Interestingly, however, in the same passage that Nietzsche praises Rée’s
‘penetrating analyses of human action’ from On the Ongin of the Moral Sentiments, Nietzsche lists, as one
of the merits of psychological observation, its effectiveness at revealing the erroneousness of the so-
called unegoistic actions (FIH, 37, KSA 2:60). So, although Nietzsche was swayed bv Rée’s
psvchological approach, he never accepted the results of this approach, namely that there are two
instincts, the egoistic and unegoistic. Just as Schopenhauer defended the existence of unegoistc
actions, so too did Rée, but from a biological standpoint. There 15 good reason then to accept
Nietzsche’s admonishment to his readers that one ought not confuse his ‘higher Réealism’ with a
complete endorsement of Rée’s views on morality. In fact, when asked by Siegfried Lipiner if he and
Nietzsche shared the same views, Rée was careful to point out that in additon to their widespread
agreement, there were also many views which belonged exclusively to Nietzsche. 183

Given Nietzsche’s remarks trom the Preface to the Genealsgy, it would appear that there was
less agreement between himself and Rée than the latter was prepared to admit. For instance, in

calling attention to his reflections on the twofold prehistory of good and evil in the sphere of the

supplant the other species.



noble and in the slaves (HH, 45, KSA 2:67), Nietzsche traces the terms ‘good’ and ‘evil’ to the power
of the ruling group, anticipating his later genealogy.!®* More importanty, however, these concepts
include an evaluative component that is entirely at odds with Rée’s dry, disinterested, scienufic
explanation of moral phenomena. Even as early as 1876, Nietzsche’s ‘psychological observation’
extended beyond its descriptive scope to include a sense for evaluanve differences between these
oniginal moral concepts of ‘good’ and ‘evil’.

On Rée’s account, the origin of morality can be traced to utlity where a good action 1s
synonymous with one that is useful while the bad acnion is harmful. Eventually, he claims, human
beings forgor that ‘good’ originally meant ‘useful’, and unegoistic actions (since they were generally
regarded as useful) became accepted as good in themselves, independent of their consequences. The
onginal moral categones (‘usetul’ versus ‘harmful’) have given way to the more recent ‘unegoistic’
versus ‘egoistic’ dichotomy. By contrast, Nietzsche maintains that there ts a much older species of
morality than the altruistic mode of evaluanon put forth by Rée, and s recognized as such n Human.
Al-Too-Human. For instance, 1n section 96 of that work, Nietzsche wrtes:

To be moral, to act in accordance with custom, to be ethical means to pracuse
obedience towards a law or traditon established from of old...‘Egoisuc’ and
‘unegoistic’ is not the fundamental anuthesis which has led men to make a
distinction between ‘in accordance with custom’ and ‘in deftance of custom’,
between good and evil, but adherence to a tradiuon, a law, and severance from

it...(HH, 96, KSA 2:92-3)
Again, this is one of the three passages relating to the origin of morality that Nietzsche refers to in
the Preface to the Genealogy to accentuate his differences with Rée. The emphasis on custom as the
original morality is dealt with more extensively in Daybreak. For Nietzsche, Rée’s views on the ongin
of morality were not only historically false, but his acceptance of disinterested compassion was

rejected as a ptece of mythology. Nietzsche does not, however, as we mught expect himn to, present
] p gy P

185 Rée to Nietzsche, beginning of June 1877. (Lipiner, an Austrian, was an admirer of Nietzsche and Wagner).
184 Cf. Beyond Good and Evil, 260 and especially the First Essay of On the Genealogy of Morals.
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his own views as a corrective, but rather states that he had no interest in refuration (GM, P:4, KSA
5:250-51).

In addition to critiquing Rée’s ‘upside-down and perverse’ genealogy of the concepts ‘good’ and
‘bad’, Nietzsche alluded to other philosophical differences. For instance, their views on justice and
punishment conflicted as Nietzsche, following Thucydides, clumed that “justce (Gerechugker)
onginates between parties of approximately egual poner” (HH, 92, KSA 2:89). The fundamental
component of this conception of justice is ‘exchange’ (or requital) in the sense that each party gives to
the other what it wants to have, and in return receives from the other what it desires, and as a resule,
mutual injury 1s ciccumvented. Over time, human beings forgot the onginal purpose of just actions,
and through habituation children had leamed to respect and imuitate such actions untl finally, just and
fair actions were equated with unegoistic ones. In adding that the ‘high value’ accorded to a just or
unegoistic act is now glorified as something to strive for without realizing thar the reverence for these
moral acts rests, oddly enough, on our forgetfulness— ‘How litde moral would the world appear
without forgetfulness!”, it is worth repeating that Nietzsche’s observations on the ongin and
development of justice are not restricted to a disinterested analysts (92).

In his discussion of the history of punishment from the Second Essay of the Genealogy,
Nietzsche notes that punishment has served various ends, and consequently cannot be reduced to a
single meaning. Eugen Diihring is wrong, then, to single out ressensiment as the onginal motve
underlying punishment. Nietzsche cites numerous examples of the various meanings of punishment
such as “punishment as a means of rendering harmless, of preventng further harm...as recompense
to the injured party for the harm done...as the isolation of a disturbance of equilibrium, so as to
guard against any further spread of the disturbance...as a means of inspiring fear of those who
determine and execute the punishment...as a kind of repayment for the advantages the crimunal has
enjoyed hitherto,” and the list continues with Nietzsche acknowledging its incompleteness. However,
he specifically rejects the notion that punishment awakens a feeling of guilt in the oftender, claming

instead that it is likely to make him cold and hard (GM, II, 14, KSA 5:319).
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According to Rée, determinism does not serve to undermine the justification for punishment
because on his view the essence of punishment does not lie in accountability, but in deterrence. In
other words, we can acknowledge that human behaviour is determined, and hence deny moral
responsibility without producing the undesirable consequence of unbndled egoism. For example, the
issue of how society is going to legislate or influence behaviour is sull an issue independent of the
notion of responsibility. As a means of curbing the swronger egoistic dnves, Rée argues that the
original lawmakers, concemned solely with deterrence, introduced the motive of ‘fear of punishment’
to ensure the protection of society. Nietzsche, however, explicitly denies that intimidation or fear
accounts for the essence or source of punishment (GM, P:4, KSA 5:251). Rée goes on to show that
this onginal goal of punishment was eventually forgotten, and replaced with the view that
punishment was intended as retribution for past misbehaviour. But, he describes the sense of justice
as the product of two fale assumpuions: 1) the routine character of punishment understood as
retribution for past misbehaviour, and 2) the belief in free will. Rée’s position 1s that the sense of
justice does ot provide a justification for punishment (as is often maintaned) since it only comes affer
punishment as a recent development, a ‘parvenu’. Consequently, this account of the sense of justice
reveals that punishment cannot be based on retribution, but rather to deter potentially harmful
incidents. In effect, then, Rée has separated the insttutnon of punishment from the sense of justice. It
was only after the publication of On Ongn of the Moral Sentiments that Rée expressed his regret for
refusing to take Nietzsche’s advise that these phenomena should nor be separated, but rather
explained together. In a letter to Nietzsche dated October 10, 1877, Rée writes:

The wrongest thing about my latest work (as you sard already, bt | did not want to
admit—probably because in that case [ would have had to revise a lot) is the
historical development of punishment (although [ sull hold that the philosophical

view of punishment as merely 2 means to an end s correct)...3
Aside from their correspondence, Nietzsche’s differing view on punishment is expressed in section

33 of The Wanderer and His Shadow (Der Wanderer und sein Schatten, 1880), to which he refers the reader
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(GM, P:4, KSA 5:251). Just as there was no way to reduce punishment to a single meaning, there 1s
also no specific definition of ‘revenge’ capable of identfying its underlying mouves. Yet, Nietzsche
regards punishment as a social institution, and he thinks that there is an overlap between punishment
and revenge, as opposed to Rée’s view that they are distinct.

So far I have explained differences in their respective views on morality in order to account for
Nietzsche’s later attempts to deny Rée’s influence. Even if it can be shown that Nietzsche
approprated certain aspects of Rée’s thought within Human, AU-Too-Human, their moral agendas le
worlds apart. Of significant importance i1s Nietzsche’s task which is not confined to ‘hypothesis
mongering’ on the origin of morality, but rather to questoning the valie of morality. It 1s ths
problem, [ believe, that comprises their fundamental difference as moral philosophers. Unlike the
cold, disinterested, scienufic methodology of Rée, Nietzsche could never resist the opportunity to
point out qualitative differences in moral evaluation. There is no better passage to dlustrate this
dimension of his thought than section 345 of The Gay Saence (which makes an inplicit reference to
Rée). In describing the efforts of moral philosophers to date, Nietzsche 1s refernng to Rée (among
others) when he writes: “I have scarcely detected a few meager preliminary efforts to explore the
history of the origins (Entstehungsgeschichte) of these [moral] feelings and valuations (which is something
quite different from a critique...),” but when he adds “In one particular case I have done everything
to encourage a sympathy and talent for this kind of history—in vain it seems to me today” (GS, 345,
KSA 3:578), this remark is directed towards Rée as is evidenced by the comments from the Preface
of the Genealsgy. While it is true that Nietzsche claims that these histonans of morality are “mosty
Englishmen”, this does not exclude Rée (a German-Jew) since On the Ongin of the Moral Sentiments 1s
described as offering a moral genealogy of “the genuinely Englsh type” (GM, P4, KSA 5:250). The
crucial limiration of Rée’s approach to morality as psychological observation is that in revealing that
morality has grown out of an error, it does not address the problem of its sulre. Moreover, Nietzsche

mocked Rée’s Darwinian influence on his genealogical hypothesis:

185 Nietzsche, Knittsche Gesamtausgabe: Briefwechsel [hereafter KGB, ed. G. Colli and M. Montnan, Berlin, 1975-,
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This [an actual history of morality] was unknown to Dr. Rée; but he had read
Darwin—so that in his hypotheses, and after a fashion that is at least entertaining,
the Darwinian beast and the ultramodem unassuming moral milksop who ‘no
longer bites’ politely link hands, the latter wearing an expression of a certain good-

natured and refined ndolence... (GM, P:7, KSA 5:254)

In this passage, Nietzsche is simply claiming that Darwin’s theories contributed to Rée’s perverse
moral genealogy, ‘perverse’ because, in additon to being false, Nietzsche denies that the
contemporary, altruistic man represents an evolutionary advancement.!® Rée was not silent on
Nietzsche’s later evaluative remarks on morality, as he “dismussed Nietzsche’s transvaluanon of
values as a ‘mixture of insanity and nonsense’.”1%7

Nietzsche’s criticism of the social-Darwinian hypothesis that contemporary man, as a selfless,
other-regarding type, is the epitome of perfection owing to its victory in the ‘struggle tor life” 15
certainly not directed exclusively at Rée. In maligning Rée for to closely resembling the English
psychologists, Nietzsche certainly has in mind such British philosophers as Herbert Spencer, and the
Udlitarians (e.g. John Stuart Mill) to name a few. The English Udlitanans, in particular, were the

subject of Nietzsche’s amimosity.

Nietzsche and the English Utilitarians

Despite their importance for developing Nietzsche’s views on morality, neither Schopenhauer nor
Rée are representative figures within a major ethical tradition.!®® In the remainder of this chapter, I
will examine Nietzsche’s relation to the seminal figures within the three main traditions in moral
philosophy: utilitacianism (Bentham and Mill), deontology (Kant), and virtue ethics (Anstode).
Beginning with English utlitarianism, [ will outline its basic ideas and principles, examine Nietzsche’s

crtical remarks including those directed against its leading proponents, and note certain similarites.

Band 6/2, pp.718-19, my emphasis.

1% Nietzsche’s critique of Darwin is expressed nicely in Tazhght of the Idols, ‘Skirmushes’, 14, KSA 6:120f.

187 Ted Honderich (ed.), The Oxjord Companion to Phtlosophy, Paul Rée (1849-1903), Oxford:Oxford University
Press, 1995, p.752.
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Udlitarianism judges an action to be nght if it is useful for promoung happiness, where
happiness is understood as the sum of pleasures. In this way, the value of an action 1s deterrmined
exclusively by its consequences. According to this view, pleasure 1s good and pain (displeasure) is
bad. To claim that we ought to do an action means that if we do not do 1t, we shall suffer. A desire to
obtain happiness and to avoid pain is the only possible motive to action. The reason why we should
seek the good of others, is that on the whole such a course will result in the greatest amount of
happiness. This doctrine, translated into pracucal terms, means that in deciding what to do we ought
to perform those actions that will likely result in the greatest possible happiness where each person’s
happiness is to count equally. There are vanous versions of Utlitananism, but its ‘classical’
formulations are found in the wntings of Jeremy Benthum (1748-1832) and John Stuart Mil (1806-
1873).

In Bentham’s An Introduction to the Princples of Morals and [ egistation (1789), the ‘prnciple of
utility’ is based on the view that “Nature has placed mankind under the governance ot two sovereign
masters, pain and pleasure”1® Quite simply, ‘the principle of unlity’ is an ethical principle which tells
us to approve or disapprove of actions according to a pleasure-pan balance of actons. ‘Culity’ refers
to those properties of an object which result in benefit, advantage, pleasure, good or happiness, or
prevent certain harms such as muschief, pain, evil, or unhappiness to the interested party. The
principle of uality may apply to the happiness of the individual or to the happiness of the community
depending on whose interest is under consideration. Since Bentham regards the community as a
‘fictitious body’ (i.e. its existence is owed to its members, individual persons), the interests of the
community mean nothing else than the sum of the interest of its members. Bentham'’s famous

formula for the measure of right and wrong is “the greatest happiness for the greatest number.”1%

188 Schopenhauer, however, has proven influential to contemporary philosophers such as Richard Taylor and
David Cartwright, both of whom recognize his contributions to virtue ethics. Yet, rarely is Schopenhauer
treated as a major moral philosopher.

189 [eremy Bentham. An [ntroduction to the Principles of Morals and Legistation, Wilfrid Harnison (ed.), Oxford: Basil
Blackwell, 1960, p.125.

190 Although Bentham is often credited as being the onginator of this expression, he was not The /des itself
comes from Joseph Pdestley’s An Essay on the First Princples of Government (1768), “It must necessaaly be
understood, therefore, whether it be expressed or not, that all people live in society for their mutual advantage;
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Because there are different pleasures, Bentham goes on to discuss how we are to measure
their value. He notes that the degree of pleasure and pain will vary according to certain factors such
as its intensity, duration, certanty or uncertainty, propinguity ot remoteness. These considerations are
important when esnmatng the value of a pleasure or pain with reference to the individual person,
and by itself. Note, that these four factors are properties of the pleasure or pain itself. However,
there are two other factors to take into account when it comes to evaluating the tendency of an ar to
produce pleasure or pain: its fecundity (i.e. the likelihood that the act will produce more pleasure or
pain) and its purity (i.e. the likelihood of the act not being followed by sensations of the opposite
kind). These last two examples are properties of the act itself, not properties of the pleasure or pan.
The final factor comes into play when there are numerous persons mnvolved such that the pleasure
and pain of each is under consideration. In this case, Bentham refers to the extens (i.e. the number of
persons who are affected) of the pleasure or pain.

To offer a parallel to Bentham’s ideas about measuring pleasure, we can think of the idea of
temperature. [magine going about with a thermometer under your tongue all the ume, measunng
your temperature. Sometimes you would have a fever with a temperature above normal, sometmes 1t
would fall below. The degrees above or below normal would parallel the intensity of pleasure/pamn
that Bentham discusses, and how long the fever lasts would be the duration. Now, let’s imagine
drawing a temperature graph over a period of time; one could integrate over that, taking into account
both intensity and duration, and this would give the temperature balance over that penod. If, for
some reason, we thought that hot was good, this would give us a way of measuring the value of the
consequences of an action. Bentham’s view is parallel to this, but of course, what counts 1s pleasure,

not heat.

50 that the good und the happiness of the members, that is, the majority of the members of amy state, is the stumdard by which
everything relating to that state must finally be determined” More than likely, Bentham got the formula from Cesare
Beccaria’s An Essay on Crime and Punishment (1764) which first appeared in English translation in 1767. “If we
look into history we shall find that laws which are, or ought to be, conventions between men in a state of
freedom, have been, for the most part, the work of the passions of a few, or the consequences of a fortuitous
or temporary necessity; not dictated by a cool examiner of human nature, who knew how to collect in one
point the action of a multitude, and had this only end in view, the greatest happiness for the greatest number (la
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Regarding Bentham’s addition of two further considerations, there is the certainty factor,
which is simply the probability of actually getung that balance; in much the same way that modem
decision theory brings in the idea of ‘expected uulity’. Bentham also mentions propinguity, or neamess
in ume, which considers zhen the pleasure or pain takes place. Then, Bentham adds fecundity which
has us look at stll later imes, and punty which is the mux of pleasure and pain. All of these, taken
together and balanced out determine the value for an individual. Lastly, we have to consider the
extent, by calculating similar values for all the individuals involved, and then adding them all up to get
the total. This total 1s what the principle of utlity tells us to look at when assessing actons.

In order to distinguish himself from the crass hedonism to which Benthamism may seem
liable, John Stuart Mill ntroduced the notion of qualitauve differences among pleasures. Whereas
Bentham would claim that “Prejudice apart. the game of push-pin'®! is of equal value with the arts and saences of
music and poetry” 122 Mill would respond “It is berter to be a human being dissaustied than a pig
sausfied; betrer to be Socrates dissatsfied than a fool sansfied.””* Despite certain interpreuve
differences, some of which even led to his ‘mental cnsis’ at the age of twenty, Mill’s Uzktarianism
(1861) was written to defend a Benthamite understanding of happiness amidst mounting criticisms.
The goal of the work was to offer a philosophical defense of the utlitarian standard of morals. In the
second chapter of Utilitanianism, Mill explains that the ‘greatest happiness principle’, as the foundation
of morals, 1s grounded on a ‘theory of hfe”

Namely, that pleasure and freedom from pain are the only things desirable as ends:
and that all desirable things (which are as numerous in the utlitanan as in any other
scheme) are desirable either for pleasure inherent in themselves or as means to the

promouon of pleasure and the preventon of pain. (p.10-11)
Mill’s well-known proof of the principle of utlity is the subject of the tourth chapter of his essay

where he argues that the sole evidence needed to show that anything is desirable, is that ‘people do

massima felicita divisa nel maggjor numero’).” [t was Beccania, then, not Bentham, who was the first to use the
expression ‘the greatest happiness for the greatest number’.

191 According to the Oxford English Dictionary, push-pin is “A child’s game in which each player pushes or fillips
his pin with the object of crossing that of another player.”

192 feremy Bentham, The Rugonale of Reward, in Works, ed. John Bowring (1838-43), Vol 2, p.253.
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actually desire i’ (44). This ‘proof’ has been criticized by many since Mill’s argument shows that
happiness is desirable in the sense of capabl of being desired; the conclusion he wants is that it 1s
desirable in the sense of sorthy of being desired. And, so switching between these senses mnvolves an
equivocation. This is a maneuver that can be carried out in English, where the ‘able’ ending can cover
both ‘capable of and ‘worthy of’, but not in German where you have the distnct endings ‘bar’ for
the one and ‘wert’ for the other, a point noticed by Theodor Gomperz, the German translator of
Mil] 194

In an effort to reconcile asceticism or the sacrifice of one’s own good with the unlitanan
morality, Mill claims that the doctrine can accommodate self-sacrifice insofar as it contributes to the
happiness of others. Ltilitarianism merely denies that self-sacrifice s itsel a good (22). He then goes
on to reassert that the happmess which informs this utilitarian standard 1s not the agent’s own
happiness but that of all concemed. In doing so, Mill notes a certan affinity between utlitanan and
Christian morality:

As between his own happiness and that of others, uulitananism requires him to be
as stricly impartial as a disinterested and benevolent spectator. [n the golden rule of
Jesus of Nagareth, we read the complete spinit of the ethics of utility. “To do as vou would be
done by, and ‘to love vour neighbor as vourself,’ consttute the ideal perfection of

utthitarian morality. 1%
Here, Mill presents utiitanianism as consistent with Christian morality’s altruistic teaching, the idea of
sacrificing oneself for others for the sake of the general welfare, or happiness. Mill claims that “the
unselfish part of our nature” is responsible for our moral feelings, in particular, the natural pleasure
we receive from the idea of the pleasure of another, and our being natrally pained by the idea of the

pain of another.'% A similar idea had been expressed by Bentham who argued that human beings

193 John Stuart Mill, Ushitarianism, Oskar Piest (ed.), NewYork: Liberal Arts Press, 1957, p.14.

94 See Collected Works of [obn Stuarr Mill, Vol. 10, Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1969, ‘Textual
Introducton’ by J.M. Robson. p. cxxwi.

195 Mill, Ugbtariarism, p.22 (my emphasis).

196 Mill’s Dissertations, vol. I, quoted in W.E.H. Lecky’s History of European Morals, p.21.



145

possess a “sympathetic sensibility” which meant “the propensity that a man has to derive pleasure
from the happiness, and pain from the unhappiness, of other sensitive beings.™”

There 1s another account of the connection between the sympatheuc emotons and uulitanan
morals based on the doctrine of association!?® as propounded by John Locke, David Hartley, and
John Stuart Mill’s father, James Mill. This doctrine was appropnated by John Stuart Mill who went
on 1o outline the three laws of associaton. The first law, he states, 1s “that simular ideas tend to excite
one another,” the second s “that when two impressions have been frequently experienced (or even
thought of)...then whenever one of these impressions or the idea of 1t, recurs, it tends to excite the
idea of the other”, and the third law is “that greater intensity i either or both of its impressions is
equivalent, in rendering them excitable by one another, to a greater frequency of conjunction.”'? For
instance, from birth we tend to be govemed solely by self-interest, but the infant learns to associate
its pleasures with the idea of its mother, the child with the idea of his famuly, the adult with his or her
class, his or her nation, and finally of all humankind, and in each case a distinct affection s formed.*®
In this way, Mill is able to account for the pain one feels at the sight of sutferng in others. [f it makes
sense then to speak of Mill's view of the arigin of morality, it will consist of his psychological account
of our moral judgements and sentiments, and his claim that human beings are naturally governed by
pleasure and pain. It seems to make litde difference whether unlitananism attributes the sympathetic
affections to an association of ideas or to the natural constitution of our nature since in both cases
their existence is admitted, and their cultivation is an important ingredient of utilitarian morality.

To what extent was Nietzsche familiar with the writings of Bentham and Mill? Nietzsche’s library

contained a copy of Mill’s collected works in German translation with markings throughout, but

197 Bentham. Prinaples of Morals und Legistation, ch. v1, p.171.

198 See Sidguicks Discourse (1835), p.62 of vol. X of the Collected Works of John Stuart Mill Associationism refers to
the manner in which our ideas are connected (e.g. similarity or resemblance, contrast, contiguity in space and
time, causality, etc.). In this way, psychology (as the basis of moral science) employs methods of observation
and experimentation to determine the laws of the mund.

199 John Stuart Mill, On the Lagrc of the Moral Sciences, Henry M. Magid (ed.), New York: Liberal Arts Press, 1965,
p-28.

200 Mill’s Anabysis of the Human Mind quoted in Lecky, p.26. The idea of human beings possessing an innate
emotion is expressed elsewhere in Mill’s wrtngs. See Frieddch Ueberweg's History of Philosaplyy, Vol. 11, trans.
Geo. S. Mormis, New York: Charles Scrbner’s Sons, 1873, p.429-30.
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there is no evidence to suggest that he read Bentham first-hand.! It 1s reasonable to suggest that
Nietzsche’s understanding of Bentham can be attnbuted to numerous secondary literature (e.g.
Friedrich Lange, Hippolyte Taine, W.E.H. Lecky, Friedrich Ueberweg, etc.), while his knowledge of
Mill was based on both primary and secondary sources. There are twenty-one references to Mill, four
in the published writings and seventeen in the notebooks (over one third of which are from 1880).
Yet, there are only seven references to Bentham, one in the published wntings and six in the
notebooks. In addition, there are references to uulitarian morals without specifying its proponents.
Collectively, there is sufficient material to establish Nietzsche’s eraluanon of unlitanan morality
(including his views on Mill and Bentham) even though there 1s little analysis of thetr ideas.

Nietzsche would have been aware of the distinction between Bentham and Mill’s quanutatve
versus qualitative measure of pleasure through his close reading of W.E.H. Lecky’s History of Enropean
Morals (1869) which alludes to this vanation.?0* However, since Nietzsche dismussed pleasure and
pain as a standard of moral evaluation, he saw no reason to mark this distinction. In fact, he would
likely group together Bentham, Mill, and Spencer®? as commurted to essenually the same view. In
terms of Nietzsche’s identification or discussion of utlitarianism, he tends to highlight uts basic
features, that it is a doctrine which judges the value of an acuon according to its consequences for
evervone (KSA 13:372), whether it 1s useful for promoting happiness where happiness is understood
as pleasure and the absence of pain (BGE, 225, KSA 5:160). On many occastons, Nietzsche will refer
to utilitarianism according to its expressed goal contained in the popular formula: ‘the greatest
happiness for the greatest number’ (SE, 6, KSA 1:384).

While Nietzsche grants to utlitarianism its widespread appeal and dominance (BGE, 228, KSA
5:164), he rejects the notion that the fundamental goal of humankind is happiness defined as pleasure
and the exemption from pain. “Man does nor strive for pleasure, only the Englishman does™ (T1,

‘Maxims’, 12, KSA 6:61). This often quoted remark refers, of course, to uulitamanism, that

201 Thomas Brobijer, Niezgsche's Ethics of Character, 1995, pp.135-37.
202 See the long note from pp.89-90 of Lecky’s History of Exrgpean Morals.
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“erroneous moral doctrine that 1s celebrated especially in England.” (GS, 4, KSA 3:376). And, n
Beyond Good and Eril, he notes that “All these ways of thinking that measure the value of things in
accordance with plkasure and pain...are ways of thinking that stay in the foreground and naivetes on
which everyone conscious of creative powers and an arustic conscience will look down not without
dension” (BGE, 225, KSA 5:160). The error lies in unlananism’s falsification of psychologica insofar as
it treats pleasure and pam as opposites in value (EH, ‘Books’, 5, KSA 6:305). For Nietzsche, pain and
suffering are responsible for all enhancements of human beings to date, and are often entwined so

that whoever desired a high degree of pleasure must be prepared to accept the same amount of pan
(GS, 12, KSA 3:383).204

In terms of their unlity, the ‘evil insuncts’, Nietzsche claims, are just as expedient and
species-preserving as the benevolent feelings (GS, 4, KSA 3:376). Consider tor instance, his
counterargument to Mill’s defense of the Golden Rule. In a secuon enutled “Marginal note on a
ntaserie anglaise”, Nietzsche wates:

‘Do not unto others what vou would not have them do unto you.” That counts as
wisdom; that counts as prudence; that counts as the basis of morality—as the
‘golden rule’. John Stuart Mill believes in it (and what Englishman does not?) But
this rule does not brook the slightest attack. The calculation, ‘do nothing that ought
not be done to vou,” prohibits actnons on account ot thetr harmful consequences:
the concealed premise s that an action will always be requited. But what if someone
holding the Pringpe [by Machiavelli] in his hand were to say: ‘It ts precisely such
actions that one must perform to prevent others from performing them first—to
deprive others of the chance to perform them on #°? On the other hand: let us
consider a Corsican whose honor demands a vendetta. He does not want a bullet in
his body either; but this prospect, the probabulity of getting shot, does not deter him
from vindicating his honor—And in all decent actions, are we not deliberately

indifferent to the prospect of what may happen to us? (WP 925, KSA 13:583)

203 Regrettably, [ have abandoned my original plan to include Herbert Spencer in this section due simply to
excessive volume.

204 [ discuss the value that Nietzsche attributes to suffering in Chapter Two in the secton entted: “The
‘Unegoistic Drves—Pity, Altruism, and Selflessness”.
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In presupposing that actions are requited, Mill’s utilitarianism may prove to be a dangerous doctrine
depending on one’s social circumstances, or at least one that is not well-suited to the condinons of
life belonging to Machiavelli’s era. The ‘evil instincts’ unleashed from Machiavelli’s ‘utlitananism’
may prove more effective for self-preservation. In Lecky’s critique of ualitananism, one finds a
similar objection. “Gratitude has no doubt done much to soften and sweeten the intercourse of hfe,
but the corresponding feeling of revenge was for centuries the one bulwark against social anarchy”
and history has established, as in the case of Rome, “that a career of consistent rapacity, ambition,
selfishness, and fraud may be eminently conducive to national prosperity.”2% Sull, [ do not think that
we need to read too much into this passage. [t seems that Nietzsche’s intent was to use Machiavelli as
an example to undermine utilitarianism’s pretentious and ahistorical claim to know the interests and
goals of evervone. In regarding iself as uncondinonal (te. addressing iself to everyvone),
utlitarianism displays a lack of historical acumen, and would do well to consider the words of
Zarathustra: “A tablet of the good hangs over every people...A thousand goals have there been so far,
for there have been a thousand peoples” (Z, I, 15, KSA 4:74,76).

Udlitarianism, for Nietzsche, is harmful in vet another way. Insofar as its prninciple of ‘the general
utility’ or ‘happiness of the greatest number’ addresses itself to ‘all’, it reduces the individual to a
function of the whole. Recall, for instance, Mill’s attempt to reconcile the Golden Rule (‘To do as
vou would be done by") with utlitanan morality insofar as uality would enjoin:

that laws and social arrangements should place the happiness or interest of every
individual as nearly as possible in harmony with the interest of the whole...and,
secondly, that education and opinion, which have so vast a power over human
character, should so use that power as to establish in the mind of every individual an

indissoluble association between his own happiness and the good of the whole...2%
For Nietzsche, the above passage illustrates utilitarianism’s view that the well-being of the individual
is defined in terms of the collective interests of humankind. In other words, Nietzsche s cntical of

the idea that the value of a person is measured by her self-sacnfice in the service of society, and that

205 Lecky, History of Eurgpean Morals, p.40 and p.58.
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this idea is reinforced through education. It is for this reason, he writes: “The love of mankind’ with
the help of a rational education—Swart Mill, one laughs to death” (KSA 9:392). Rather than
assessing an individual according to her instrumental value, Nietzsche claims that attention to one’s
development and preservation demands the foremost consideration. Otherwise, “When each man
finds his own goal in someone else, then nobody has any purpose of his owm in existing. And this ‘extsting for
others’ is the most comical of comedies” (KSA 8:32-3). Although Mill recognizes and preaches the
importance of developing one’s individuality (in the private sphere), this 15 not an essenual
component of his morality of uulity which instead promotes the culuvation of ‘fellow-feelings’ and
even regards self-sacnfice for others as the ‘highest virtue’ 207

Nietzsche’s point is that the virtues preached today (e.g selflessness, self-sacafice,
obedience, chastity, etc.) reinforce the individual’s role as a ‘public uality’, but prove to be a ‘pavate
disadvantage’ especially for those who “apply their whole strength and reason to their own
preservation, development, elevation, promoton, and the expansion of power” (GS, 21, KSA 3:393).
In order to counter the deprivation of our noblest instincts, Nietzsche proposes the following:

mankind ought to seek out and create the favorable condinons under which those
great redemptive men can come into existence. But everything resists this
conclusion: here the ultimate goal is seen to lie in the happiness of all or the greatest
number, there in the development of great communities...It seems to be an absurd
demand that one man should exist for the sake of another man; ‘for the sake of all
others, rather, or at least as many as possible!” O worthy man! As though it were less
absurd to let number decide when value and significance is at 1ssue” (SE, 6, KSA
1:38-4)!

In this passage, Nietzsche rejects the notion that ‘numbers’ should determine rafie—a point which
becomes evident, he thinks, once we distinguish berween the ‘man of unlity’ and what humankind
can aspire to: the ‘great redemptive men’. It is always a question then ot ‘useful for whar, and this will
vary depending on the interests of a people or community. According to utlitananism, ‘uulity’ refers

specifically to the ‘utility of the herd’ by which is meant the ‘preservation of the community’ or what

206 Mill, Usihtarianism, p.22.
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‘preserves the species’. However, since ‘utility’ depends on the intention, the wherefore (WP 724, KSA
12:372), it makes a difference if it is a morality intended to ‘preserve the greatest number’ or a
morality whose goal is to ‘produce a stronger type’ (GM, I, 17 note, KSA 5:289). For Mill,
Nietzsche’s talk of various human ‘types’ based on physiological differences would be a ‘whimsical
supposition’ since it conflicts with the theory of life underlying the panciple of utility which holds
that all human beings are govemed by pleasure and pain. Hence, Mill’s response to Nietzsche would
be ‘a// men strive for pleasure and the avoidance of pain, not simply the Englishman’.208

When utlitarianism’s presuppositions (e.g. equality of consideration, what 1s fair for one 15 also
fair for the other), including its endorsement of the Golden Rule, form the core beliet system of a
society, its judgements of expediency will relate to the preservation of the species, and so the virtues
which receive moral honours are such things as “pity, the complaisant and obliging hand, the warm
heart, patience, industry, humility, and friendliness are honored—for here these are the most useful
qualities and almost the only means for enduning the pressure of existence” and “Slave morality 1s
essentially a morality of uality” (BGE, 260, KSA 5:211). Nietzsche asserts that these virtues may
contribute well to “Englsh happiness”, that is, to “comfort and fashion” (BGE, 228, KSA 5:164), but
“utlitarians have not considered the conditions under which the pertect man will be the majority”
(WP 339, KSA 5:88). This emphasis on the ‘perfect man’ or higher type 15, [ believe, the central
motivation underlying his critique of utlitarianism,*® as [ had argued was the case for his general

critique of morality. Nietzsche often contrasts the ‘man of uulity’ with the ‘exemplary individual’,

07 Ibid, p.18, 21.

8 [nterestingly, Mill was aware of, and responded to the crticism that his views were distincavely “Engjish”
which was advanced by his one-time associate, Hippolyte Taine (History of Enghish Literature). Nietzsche and
Taine corresponded frequently in the late 1880’s and were familiar with each other’s work. [t is also interesting
to compare Nietzsche's remark about the Englishman striving for ‘pleasure and comfort’ with Taine’s
comment “Such s our Englishman, with his laws and his administration. Now that he has pdvate comfort and
public security, what will he do...?” (History of Engish Literature, New York: Colonial Press, 1900, p.175, vol. 3)
209 Elsewhere Nietzsche objects to the coherence of the utlitarian ideal. He writes: “The value of an action
must be judged according to its consequences—say the Utlitarians... But does one know its consequences? For
five steps ahead, perhaps. Who can say what an action will stimulate, excite, provoke? As a sumulus?...The
Utilitarians are naive—And in any case we must first wow what is useful: here too they look only five steps
ahead” (WP 291, KSA 13:372). Interestingly, however, the remainder of the section goes on to refer value to
physiology as opposed to the consequences of an action.
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which, as we have seen, is a familiar move owing to his doctrine of an order of rank among human
beings.

The utilitarians are described as ‘mediocre types’ who, in defending the Golden Rule (i.e. ‘Do
as you would be done by’), are simply offering a seculanized version of Christan morality (D, 132,
KSA 3:123).20 [n doing so, they fall prey to the same sort of ad hominem attacks that Nietzsche levied
against their Christian ‘cousins’, and other philosophical co-conspirators (e.g. Schopenhauer).!! Such
personal attacks, however, even if supported by his appeals to physiology (i.e. that there are ditferent
‘types’ of individuals), become redundant and in any case, are no worthy substitute for an analysis of
the ideas of utilitarianism. Had Nietzsche paid more attention to Mill’s sews, he mught have realized
certain parallels in their thinking. For instance, just as Nietzsche spoke of an order of rank or
hierarchy of human beings, so too did Mill. In Utditarianism, Mill’s higher type was described as a
‘being of higher faculties’, ‘superior being’, and ‘highly endowed being’ in contrast to the ‘interior’,
the ‘lower grade of existence’.212 A\ disunguishing feature of this ‘superior being’ is his capacity for
more suffering, and being more prone to it3—a view that Nietzsche espoused on numerous
occasions.

There are, of course, important and obvious differences in their conception of human greamess.
Although Mill discusses the favourable qualities of a person, he insists that *‘certainly no known
ethical standard decides an action to be good or bad because it 1s done by a good or bad man..."”t
For Nietzsche, this remark shows a lack of an historical sense on Mill’s part as 1s evidenced by
Nietzsche’s genealogy of morals which traces the concepts of ‘good’ and ‘evil’, not to actions, but to

individuals. Moreover, Nietzsche claims that “an action in itself is perfecdy devoid of value: it all

219 Mill would likely agree with Nietzsche’s assessment of his ethics as intimately related to Chnstian ethics. See
for instance, On Liberty, ch. ii, p.114: “I believe that other ethics than any which can be evolved from
exclusively Christian sources must exist side by side with Chrstian ethics to produce the moral regeneration of
mankind.”

211 An exception can be found in the Nudhilaf, where Bentham is praised as a “law-giver” over Rée who is
“ruled over” (KSA 10:289). Although Nietzsche would certainly reject the content of Bentham’s legislations, he
admires his task as a ‘philosophical-legslator’ (i.e. a commander of values).

22 Mill, Ugtarianism, p.13.

21 [bid, p.13. “A being of higher faculties requires more to make him happy, is capable probably of more acute
suffering, and certainly accessible to it at more points, than one of an inferior type.”
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depends on who performs it” (WP 292, KSA 12:477). Mill may not have anucipated Nietzsche’s
genealogical insights, but he did concede value to certain non-virtuous possessions and qualities of a
person such as ‘beauties of character’. Yet, for Mill, it would appear that these qualities fall outside
the scope of morality since an admirable character is not necessarily a public utlity.?'> Whereas Mill
makes room for such additional (non-moral) qualines through his ‘pnivate/public’ distinction,
Nietzsche expands the moral realm to include various ‘beauties of character’. But, even with this
expansion, both thinkers would disagree on what character trais are admurable. For example,
Nietzsche would not accept Mill’s claim that education should see to it that “the feeling of unity with
our fellow creatures shall be...cooted in our character.”21¢ To claim that human excellence, moral or
otherwise, includes feelings of comradery with our tellow men, or that the good of others becomes
to the individual “a thing naturally and necessarly to be attended to, like any of the physical
conditions of our existence,”*!" is opposed to Nietzsche’s conception of well-being which s ‘self’-
regarding (i.e. relating to his view of higher types), rather than ‘other-regarding’.

Thus far, it would appear that Nietzsche’s understanding of Mill as a moral philosopher was
based on the views and concems expressed in Utltaniunism where Nietzsche challenges the
fundamental tenets of utilitarian morality, that ‘uality’ is the foundaton of morals, its ‘greatest
happiness principle’ including the role of pleasure and pain, its praise of the social feelings, and tts
claim to be a ‘science of morals’. But, what about the Mill of On Liberty (1859)7 Was Nietzsche
unaware of the striking similarities between his views and those expressed by Mill? While it 1s true
that Mill retterates, in On Liberty, that he views udlity “as the ulumate appeal on all ethical quesuons”,

he is careful to add that “it must be uality in the largest sense, grounded on the permunent interests

214 Ibid, p.26.
215 Hilliard Aronovitch has pointed out to me that Mill does, however, think that models for others are

important, and that exposure to a proliferation of lifestyles is also important for individuals.
216 Mill, Usdtarianism, p.35.
27 [bid, p.41.
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of man as a progressive being.”2!® For Mill, the emphasis here is on the claims or interests of each
individual.

As Mill goes on to promote individuality and the value of ‘different experiments of living’,
he also wams against certain threats to this individuality. One such threat is the ‘tyranny of custom’,
where the dominance of traditions and customs become impediments to self-assertion, and
individual spontaneity. This critique of custom and conventionality parallels Nietzsche’s remark in
Daybreak that “Under the dominion of the morality of custom, oniginality of every kind has acquired
a bad conscience” (D, 9, KSA 3:24). And, even earlier Nietzsche had warned against the ‘chauins of
convenuon’ and the ‘domination of public opinion’ (SE, 1, KSA 1:338). Mill is perhaps even more
crtical than Nietzsche of the individual who possesses a customary character. “Customs”, he clams,
“are made for customary characters...to conform to custom merely as custom does not educate or
develop in him any of the qualities which are the disunctive endowment of a human being.”*"?
Choices proceeding from custom—believing a thing only because others believe 1t, 1s nothing more
than ‘ape-like imitation’. The tendency towards conformity is becoming more and more the norm as
“society today has got the better of individuality”. And, Mill adds:

in our times...the individual or family do not ask themselves, what do [ prefer? Or
what would suit my character and disposinon? Or what would allow the best and
highest in me to have fair play and enable it to grow and thnve? They ask
themselves, what is suitable to my position? What is usuallv done by persons of my
station and pecuniary circumstances?...[ do not mean that they choose what 1s
customary in preference to what suits their own inclination. [t does not occur to
them to have any inclination except for what is customary...conformity is the first

thing they think of...>
Mill’s critique of conformity, like Nietzsche’s, stems from his belief in a hierarchy of human beings.
For Mill, ‘eccentricity of conduct’ is the defining characteristic of human greamess. Only the rare few

as ‘the salt of the earth’, have been responsible for the improvement of mankind. These ‘persons of

218 Mill, Or Liberty, p.T0.
219 [bid, p.122.
20 [bid, p.125-26.
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genius’ represent a ‘small minority’ but to have them it is necessary to preserve the soil in which they
grow, and this requires an atmosphere of freedom. Notice, however, that even though Nietzsche's
higher type grows out of a different soil, they both defend an order of rank of human beings which
privilege personal development, and recognize that unconditional obedience to custom 1s an obstacle
to human flourishing. Mill even goes so far as to clum that the greamess of England has not been
the result of its moral and religious philanthropists, but rather owing to its nonconformust, eccentric
types. Both thinkers share a distaste for mediocnty, and fear that human beings are becoming all too
similar to each other owing to the ‘tyranny of the majority’. There are certain differences in their
views which are worth mentioning. For instance, Nietzsche would reject the egalitanianism that Mull
combines with his elinsm, including the idea that each person counts for one and no one tor more
than one, and the endorsement of disciplined restraint (i.e. the social principle) since these conflict
with Nietzsche’s commitment to human inequality and with his notion of Dionysian excess. [n
addition, Nietzsche accuses customary morality (which could include the morality of utllity) of posing
a threat to individual flourishing, whereas Mill would view uulitarian ethics as consistent with one’s
private interests, and never as something injurious to personal development. Mill wanted
opportunities for flourshing and experimentation (and hence education, etc.) made available to all.
For Mill, then, individuality operates within the context of a morality of utility.

[t s important not to confuse Nietzsche’s and Mill’s pruse of ‘individuality’ with an
endorsement of the same brand of individualism. For instance, Nietzsche was an opponent of liberal
individualism which he viewed as a license for selfishness, the rather ignoble pursuit of one’s
personal ends. Nietzsche’s concemn was that the preoccupaton with matenal desires would
undermine the importance of culture. The point is that when left to themselves, people tend to
equate nobility with the satisfaction of their self-interests as if the epitome of human achievement

was the all-too-human ideal of a mundane and safe ‘bourgeois’ existence. Nietzsche’s conception of
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‘individuality’, or the ‘exemplary individual’ extends beyond the narrow egoism and material pursuts
which he thought were charactenstic of modern societies.

In terms of their objectives, Nietzsche would take issue with Mill’s attempt in Uslitarianism to
construct a moral system. Nietzsche denies, for instance, that there are ‘moral laws’ and sets out to
question morality itself. Even the expression ‘science of morals’ 1s one that he finds offensive to his
taste since it precludes any historical treatment of morality, and hence fails to treat morality as a
problem. Mill was much more of a systematic thinker, whereas Nietzsche expressed a distrust of all
systematizers (T1, ‘Maxims’, 26, KSA 6:63). Ulumately, Nietzsche’s ethics amounts to an evaluation
of [types of] persons whereas Mill’s utlitarianism is dcr-orented (yet, nevertheless, consistent with an
ideal of self-realization as a rational, fully developed person). Aside from these differences, there are
two additional similarities which [ shall mention in closing: both Nietzsche and Mill provide a

naturalistic ethics, and deny free wll.

Kant as ‘Moral Fanatic’
A dominant feature of German moral philosophy in the nineteenth century is its engagement with
Kant’s account of morality. Given the numerous references to Kant’s ethics in the published
writings, notebooks, and letters, it would appear that Nietzsche was no exception. Sull it is rather
surprising that no work by Kant can be found in Nietzsche’s library. Nevertheless, it ts almost certain
that Nietzsche had read Kant both first-hand and through many secondary sources.*!

Despite his references to Kant as a ‘moral fanatc’ (Moral-Fanatikery (WP 101, KSA 12:340), ‘a
cmning Christian’ (TT, ‘Reason’, 6, KSA 6:79), ‘cataswrophic spider’ (A, 11, KSA 6:177), the ‘most
deformed conceptual cripple there has ever been’ (T1, ‘Germans’, 7, KSA 6:110) and ‘the great

Chinaman from Konigsberg’ (BGE, 210, KSA 5:144), Nietzsche was able to muster some shght

21 See Thomas Brobijer, Nietgsche's Ethics of Character, 1993, p.198, 196. Brobjer claims that an extensive reading
of Kant can certainly be imphed by the following pieces of evidence—Nietzsche had quoted from Kant in his
notebooks, and in a letter to Herman Mushacke, wrtten in November 1866, Nietzsche proclaimed: “Kant,
Schopenhauer, and this book by Lange—I do not need anything else.” There is also a letter to Vischer-Bilfinger
of January 1871: “I have studied Kant and Schopenhauer with especial predilection” quoted in Middleton, p.77.
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praise. In a Nachlaf entry from 1887 enuted “Among moralists” (Unter Morabsten), Kant 1s listed as
one of the “great moral philosophers” (Die grofien Moral-Philosaphen) (KSA 12:344) even though there
was very little about Kant’s moral philosophy that Nietzsche considered ‘great’.*** Instead, Kant's
greatness, for Nietzsche, can be attributed to his tremendous influence as a moral philosopher. In fact,
for many philosophers after Kant, the subject of ‘morality’ 1s defined in disuncdy Kanunan terms.
Indeed, moral philosophy is, arguably, a footnote to Kant. And, among those individuals without a
background in philosophy, morality generally conforms to a Kantan picture—the view that moral
requiremnents are unconditional or ‘categorical’, that is, independent of one’s particular desires and
inclinations, and for that reason, acquire a special authonty. In this way, people are in basic
agreement that ‘doing the right thing’ is distinct from the sausfaction of one’s personal interests and
desires.

This convergence between a popular and philosophical understanding of morality was no
coincidence since Kant's moral theory begins with the unquestioned acceptance of the moral beliets
of ordinary human beings. Evervone is equipped, he clams, with a reliable pre-philosophical
understanding of morality even if, at times, its expression lacks clarity. Or, as he states in The Critigue
of Practical Reason, a ten vear old child is capable of using his reason to solve moral problems as
effectively as the philosopher. The role of the philosopher is to present the dertailed system of morals
which conforms to the ‘common human understanding’, and whose instruction will reinforce our
ordinary moral consciousness.

Turning now to Kant’s moral theory, we find him announcing in his Grimdlegung ur
Metaphysitk der Sitten (1785) that moral philosophy must be deansed of the empirical and anything
pertaining to anthropology. The foundation of morals then “must not be sought in the nature of the
human being or in the circumstances of the world in which he is placed, but 4 pnon sunply in

concepts of pure reason.””> Indeed, the human being is defined by his or her faculty of reason.

22 On occasion, Nietzsche praises Kant for recognizing the moral worthlessness of pity, but this point by no
means speaks to Kant’s greatness (D, 132, KSA 3:125).
= [bud, p.45.
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Reason, itself, is transcendental insofar as it belongs to the noumenal wodd (1.e. the wodd of ‘things-
in-themselves’) but also makes an ‘appearance’ in the phenomenal/ world (i.e. the world of appearances).
Thus, human beings in virtue of their faculty of reason inhabit two worlds, dwelling both in the
phenomenal world (as subject to the causal laws of nature) and the noumenal world (as subject to the
laws of freedom). This move was significant in that it left space for morality, allowing Kant to
overcome the challenge to morality presented in his day by the New Science** which could not
accommodate the moral notions of ‘freedom’ and ‘responsibility’ within a world causally determuned.
Kant goes on to identify the ‘good will’ (the only thing in the world thar is good without limitation)
with the rational will, the pure a priort practical reason.

An individual with a rational, and hence, good will, must act out of a purelv moral mouve.
Of the three motves behind our actions (i.e. inclination, self-interest, and duty), only duty 1s properly
termed the ‘moral’ motve. Yet, Kant is adamant that it 1s not enough to act in accordance with duty,
that the truly moral act 1s done for the suke of duty. Duty is often contrasted with the non-moral
motives of desire and inclination, the latter pertaining exclusively to our empirical nature. Duty, on
the other hand, includes a constraining element whereby we forego our desires and inclinations, and
submit to the Moral Law itself, expressed by means of the ‘Categorical Imperauve’.** The categorical
imperative passes the test of a genuine moral imperative in its acknowledgement of universal
applicability, equal consideration for everyone, and free acceptance by everyone. In contrast with
hypothetical imperatives which take the form ‘if you want x then do y, the categorical imperative is
unconditional in its command: ‘do x’. The individual who is capable of recognizing the demands ot
morality, and hence, free from any empirical contaminants, is said to be ‘autonomous’. In his
obedience to the Moral Law, the autonomous moral agent is both self-legislauve (i.e. he commands

and obeys no one but himself) and universally legislanve. Because the autonomous individual 1s his

24 The New Science, developed by Galileo, Kepler, Newton, Descartes, and others, argued that the universe is
govemned by physical laws knowable through observation and experimentation.

25 Ibid, p.73.“Act only in accordance with that maxim through which you can at the same time will that it
become a universal law.”
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own moral authority, no external authority (e.g. divine commands, tradition) can serve as a criterion
for morality.

In its rejection of all empirical intrusions within the domain of morality, Kant’s ethics has
exerted a decisive influence on moral philosophy. What Kant’s moral theory offers is a quite specific
and monolithic understanding of morality. As a set of universal, categorical principles of practical
reason, Kant's Morabtit, as Hegel*® protested, is abstract, completely detached from Sitbchket or
ethical life (the values embedded in a culture). In place of a2 morality of pracuce, Kant provides a rule-
driven morality of universal rational principles. His theory basically eliminates any differences among
human beings and assumes that we all belong to what he calls ‘humanity’ and share the moral faculty
of reason.

Moral philosophy since Kant centres on the justfication of moral principles which would
allow philosophical debates to be resolved once and for all. Theories mught disagree over the
fundamental principle of morality, whether it is compassion, the greatest happiness for the greatest
number, reason or God, but the task of ‘justfication’ remans firmly entrenched. Nietzsche’s dispute
with Kant’s moral philosophy, however, does nor involve a clash over the ‘correct’ justficaton of
morality. Instead, Nietzsche is challenging Kant's specific wnaption of Morality. In regarding morality
as an 4 priort principle, Kant is not merely informing us of ¢ morality, but zbe Morality (hence, the
capitalized ‘M’) which, as a fact of reason, is the only authentic morality. For Nietzsche, philosophers
advocating atemporal moral requirements disregard the history of moral concepts, and simply accept
morality as given. He explains:

Just because our moral philosophers knew the facts of morality only very
approximately in arbitrary extracts or in accidental epitomes—for example, as the
morality of their environment, their class, their church, the spint of their ume, their
climate and part of the word-—...they never laid eyes on the real problems of
morality; for these emerge only when we compare many moralites. [n all ‘science of

morals’ so far one thing was /lwking, strange as it may sound: the problem of
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morality itself; what was lacking was any suspicion that there was something
problematic here. What the philosophers called ‘a rational foundation for morality’
and tried to supply was, seen in the nght light, merely a scholady vanation of the
common fath in the prevalent morality; a new means of expreson for this
faith;...indeed, in the last analysis a kind of denial that tus morality mught ever be
considered problematc. (BGE, 186, KSA 5:106)

Kant represents a paradigm case of a philosopher indoctrinated by the morality of his environment
since the ordinary moral consciousness he sought to defend philosophically was the product of a
largely Protestant Konigsberg.2* It 1s precisely for this reason that Nietzsche argues that an historical
sense 15 indispensable for understanding morality, the moral differences among cultures being so
great at times, that it defies the notion of an ‘ordinary moral consciousness’. Lacking any historical
acumen, Kant faled to treat morality as a problem, and hence, he was in no position to queston its
value. As a reply to Kant, Nietzsche attempts to de-monopolize Morality through his typology or
genealogy of morals which shows that there exists more than one morality (hence the distinction
between ‘master/noble morality’ and ‘slave morality’).>#® Kant’s failings as a moral philosopher owe
much to his lack of an historical sense.

Nietzsche’s criticisms of Kant’s ethics are not limited to the objection that he ignores the
genealogy of morals. As well, Nietzsche opposes the Kénigsbergean’s dualisms, that is, the division
of reason into theoretical and practical, and the division of the world into phenomena and noumena.
Stll, the much more pronounced attack focuses on Kant’s moral principle, the categorical imperative,
which in tum, leads to further objectons, some of which can be traced to Nietzsche’s appropriation

of Schopenhauer’s critique of Kant’s ethics from On the Basis of Morality.

6 See Hegel, Philosaphy of Right, paragraph 33. See also, Chades Taylor in Hege/ and Modern Soaety, Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1979, pp.76-8. Note, Nietzsche’s use of the term Moraétit does not conform to
this Hegelian usage (see my Chapter One).

27 For a discussion of Kant’s debt to Pietism, see Roger J. Sullivan, Immanuel Kant's Moral Theary, Cambndge:
Cambndge Univessity Press, 1989, pp.6-7.

28 Kant needed to show that the ordinary moral consciousness was not only common to Konigsbergeans, but
belonged to all human beings for all times. His riposte to Nietzsche would likely be that the Moral Law is not
threatened by the illustration of historical examples. If one wanted to argue that commumnity x lived according
to values which conflicted with the ‘common understanding’, then Kant would presumably clam that these
people [eg. Nietzsche’s noble type] are irrational.
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When Nietzsche remarked that Kant’s philosophy was buit on the “seduction of morality”, that
instead of aiming at ‘truth’ he was really consumed by ‘majestic moral structures’ having been “bitten
by the moral tarantula Rousseau” (D, P:3, KSA 3:14), his assertion was that Kant had merely
invented a fictitious ‘Beyond’ for the purpose of accommodating the laws of freedom, and thus
morality. In positing an indemonstrable world, a logical ‘Beyond’, Nietzsche thought that Kant went
to extraordinary and unjustfiable lengths to create room for a ‘moral realm’ (P:3). Although
Nietzsche agreed with Kant that moral actions are indemonstrable, he denied the ‘real’ (noumenal)
versus ‘apparent’ (phenomenol) world dichotomy essential to Kant’s system. For Nietzsche, there s
but ore world—the apparent world and 1t consurutes ‘reality’ ttself. As a result, he repudiates all
attempts to ground morality in a transcendent source (God, Reason). To divide the world up into
‘ceal’ and ‘apparent’ as Chrstanity and Kant had done meant de-valuing ‘this world’ for the
metaphysical comforts located in the world of ‘Being, the ‘real’ world. And, in regard to Kant’s other
crucial dichotomy, the division of reason into theoretical and pracucal, Nietzsche was no more
sympathetic having claimed that Kant merely “invented a reason (practical reason) for those cases
when one need not bother with reason, that 1s, when the needs of the heart speaks, when ‘duty’
speaks, when morality speaks™ (WP 414, KSA 13:422).

It is a short step from Nietzsche'’s denial of Kant's moral realm to his objection to the
unconditional and universal aspect of the categorical imperatve. In one of his earliest references to
the categorical imperative, Nietzsche undermines its universality by noting that the needs of mankind
will vary, and so it does not make sense to “‘demand from the individual those acuons that one
desires from all men—a nice, naive idea, as if everyone without further ado would know which
manner of action would benefit the whole of mankind. that 1s, which actions were desirable at all”

(HH, 25, KSA 2:46).2 In fact, it is a “sign of nobility”, according to Nietzsche, “never to think of

29 [t is interesting to note that a similar objection was offered in Nietzsche’s crtique of utilitananism. In any
case, the more important point is that Kant might reject Nietzsche’s choice of language here (e.g ‘desires’
[whinsch?] and benefit’ ['wobifabre]) to describe the categorical imperative. The authonty of the moral law is
attributed to reason, and not to such interested, empirical notions like ‘desires’ and ‘benefit’. Sull, Nietzsche
was correct in identifying the universality belonging to the categorical imperative.
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degrading our duties into duties for everybody; not wanting to delegate, to share one’s own
responsibility; countng one’s privileges and their exercise among one’s dutzes” (BGE, 272, KSA
5:227). Specifically, Nietzsche counters the categorical imperatve with the demand that “everyone
invent Ais ownm virtue, his oam categorical imperative” (A, 11, KSA 6:177). He is careful to draw a
distinction between ‘dutv in general’ ("impersonal duty’ or ‘duties for everybody’) and a ‘duty’ (‘our
duty’) suited to the specific condition of one’s life. In regard to ‘our duties’, Nietzsche owed much
more to Stendhal than to Kant. Recall, for instance the words of Julien Sorel in Le Rouge et le noir.

One has duties always towards oneself [and later]...I always had the compelling

thought of duty with me. That duty, that nghdy or wrongly, | had prescnibed for

myself... 230
The personal duty that Nietzsche has in mind relates to “an action compelled by the insunct of life
[which| has in the joy of performing it the proof it 1s a rght acuon” (A, 11, KSA 6:177). Elsewhere,
Nietzsche refers to the unconditional feeling that ‘everyone must judge as [ do’ inherent in the
categorical imperative as a form of seffishness. “For it 1s selfish to experience one’s own judgment as a
universal law.. because it betrays that you have not vet discovered vourself nor created for vourself
an ideal of vour own, your very own—for that could never be somebody else’s” (GS, 335, KSA
3:562). Further, the universality demanded by the categoncal imperauve would require that actions
can be known, especially the same actions, but Nietzsche’s pont 1s that every action that has ever
been performed is ‘unique and irretrievable’ (335). Consequentdy, we are not enuted to make
universal demands on how one is to act since all acnons are unknowable. [t 1s important to note,
here, that in attacking the universality of the categorical imperative, and divesung it of 1its
transcendental authonty, Nietzsche’s main purpose is to oppose Kant's ethics with his ‘noble

morality’”.

20 Stendhal, Le Rouge er le noir (Scadet and Black), trans. M. Shaw. London: Penguin, 1953, pp.94, 502
Nietzsche had read Stendhal’s Le Rouge ef / noir in 1885, and always regarded him with the greatest esteem
owing in part to his capacity for artistic passions, and his psychological insights. On at least one occasion
Nietzsche contrasts Kant with Stendhal (KSA 13:641).
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One of the ways to try to legitimize his ‘noble morality’ is to show that Kant’s abstract theory of
morals is rooted in decadence, and what better way to accomplish this task than to reveal its
associanon with Christian morality. Specifically, Nietzsche detected in the categorical inperative the
values of a ‘subterranean Chastianity’ (WP 101, KSA 12:340). Just as Schopenhauer had construed
Kantian ethics as a ‘disguised theological ethics’ due to its appropriation of the religious notions of
‘duty’, ‘obedience’, and ‘law’, Nietzsche likewise associated Kant’s ethics with Christianity. As stated
previously, it is not surprising that Kant, immersed in Pietistic Theology, would construct a moral
theory that the community of Protestant Christians in Kénigsberg could tke pnde . Of course,
Kant would claim that his moral theory i1s not supported by Chnsnanity, but conversely, that
Christianity is a rationalization of moral thinking 3! Nevertheless, as Robert C. Solomon states, “Nor
was Kant deceiving himself when he looked with pride on his moral philosophy as the heart of
Christian ethics, interpreting the commandment to love as well as the desire to be happy as nothing
more nor less than the instantions of the categorical imperanve..."”>?

A further objection to the categorical imperative is that it 15 inherently egoistic, that its maxims
can be willed universally only insofar as the individual is a beneficiary of the imperative himself. This
criticism, expressed by Schopenhauer, is echoed in Nietzsche as he claims that “the categorical
imperative is a deszred instinct” (KSA 11:431). And, elsewhere Nietzsche objects that in commanding
that human beings act outside of all interests and desires, the moral imperative involves “impossible
demands” (KSA 7:479). Instead, Nietzsche contrasts Goethe with Kant, insofar as he “strove against
the separation of reason, sensuality, feeling, will...” (TT, ‘Skirmushes’, 49, KSA 6:151).

If Nietzsche is challenging Kant’s conception of morality, what entides him to simply redefine
morality and present it as a replacement for the morality that he has condemned? After all, those
philosophers well-disposed towards a Kantian understanding of morality may insist that the qualities

belonging to Nietzsche’s noble-type are not deserving of our moral approval. [n fact, this noble

>t [ Kant. Critique of Pradical Reason in The Cambridge Edition of the Works of Immanuel Kant: Practical Philosophy,
ed./trans. Mary J. Gregor, Cambridge: Cambrdge University Press, 1999, p.243.
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individual, they would likely point out, stands outside the moral realm. There is another way of
understanding this issue which is nicely articulated by John Casey:

We could instead say that if a philosopher analyses the idea of the moral so that 1t
excludes a priori many of those qualities and achievements in people that call forth
admiration, love, and honour, then he is not really giving us the critena for ‘the
moral point of view’, but rather propounding a particular morality. Or, if it be true
that in a particular tradition the idea of the moral 15 indeed understood in the way
this philosopher analyses it, then it is sull quite possible for those outside this
tradition to choose to guide their lives by cntena or rules that mught be other than
‘moral’. We might call them ‘ethical’ just to mark a different set of senous rules. In
this alternative tradition the nouon of ‘moral ment’ might have a different, and
perhaps lesser role. But as soon as we mark this difference between the two
traditions, or forms of life, we see that there 1s no very good reason for calling them
different analyses of the idea of the moral, rather than two different systems of
values. This was essentially Nietzsche’s criicism of Kant, that in attempung to elicit
the criteria of any genuine morality, he produced a particular morality of selfless

obedience. >3
Kant would insist that his morality s not merely particulur but wnsrersal, the only Morality since
morality for him does not admit of a plural. Nietzsche is not debaung Kant over the crteria of the
moral point of view, but rather claiming that what Kant takes to be the cniterion 1s “merely ore type
of morality beside which, before which, and after which many other types, above all Agher moraliues,
are, or ought to be, possible” (BGE, 202, KSA 5:124). Nietzsche, on the other hand, quite willingly
announces that his morality is fundamentally particular. The important point here s that the
difference between Nietzsche’s ‘particular morality’ and Kant’s ‘universal morality’ 1s not reducible to
the difference between something that is ‘not a morality’ and something that is an ‘authentc
morality’, but rather the difference is between a ‘noble morality’ and a ‘slave morality’.®* In this

respect, we can admit, following Casey, that there are ‘different systems of values’.

32 R Solomon. “A More Severe Morality: Nietzsche’s Affirmative Ethics”, in Y. Yovel (ed.), Nierguche as
Affirmative Thinker, Dordrecht/Boston/Lancaster: Marunus Nijhoff Publishers, 1986, p.77.

3 John Casey, Pagan Virtue, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1990, p.204.

2+ Ibid, p.80.
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On the Nietzschean scheme of things, the role of the genealogist extends beyond the
recovery of this moral dualism (or different systems of values) to include an evaliation and lgislation of
values. For instance, Nietzsche writes that “even apart from the value of such clams as ‘there is a
categorical imperative in us,’ one can stll always ask: what does such a claim tell us about the man
who makes 1t?” (BGE, 187, KSA 5:107). By appealing to life as a normanve concept, Nietzsche
submits Kant to the authonty of symptomatology (i.e. morality understood as a sign-language of the
affects) where 1t is shown that Kant’s moral code belongs to an advanced phase of decadence, a
denaturalization of values. So, when Kant speaks of the ‘love of humamty’, ‘respect for the human
being’, this amounts to a hatred in regard to the strong and an actempt to give meaning to the
existence of the weak and sick at the expense of others. As Keith Ansell-Pearson explans: “Kant’s
attempt to establish the ground for a metaphysic of morals bears testmony to the schizophrenic
experiences of the modern ethical consciousness, full ot rancour towards itselt for fading to live up
to the strictures of its severe morality and full of resentment towards forms of othemess which
dewviate from established rational norms and do not match the lofty moral standards 1t has established
for self.”>35

The genealogist then 1s a ‘genuine philosopher’, a legislator of values, as opposed to Kant
who 1s denounced as a ‘philosophical labourer’ (philosophischen Arbetter) since his task merely includes
formulating the great data of valuatons which have become domunant (BGE, 211, KSA 5:14H4). But,
isn’t philosophical legislation the crowning achievement of Kant's philosophy? Clearly, Nietzsche and
Kant are operating under two completely different conceptions of legislanon. Gilles Deleuze 1s
sensitive to this distinction when he wates:

For Kant, what legislates (in a domain) is always one of our faculties: understanding,

reason. We are legislators only insofar as we submit to one of our faculues, as 1t

35 Keith Ansell-Pearson, “Nietzsche and the Problem of the Will in Modernity” in K. Ansell-Pearson (ed.),
Nietzsche and Madern German Thought, London: Roudedge, 1991, p.171.



were the whole of ourselves. But to what do we submut in such a faculty, to what

forces?26
Kantan legislation, in maintaining that one’s true value lies in the noumenal world, alienates the
individual from his naural ‘self. For Nietzsche, the philosophical legislator, having revealed and
evaluated the origin of our moral values, stands above the common prejudices of all metaphysicians,
and creates values. However, his lgslation is not based exclusively on the commands of reason, since
the commanding force, for Nietzsche, belongs to the individual’s daves.

Nietzsche has wielded his genealogical sword against Kant’s anuhistorical, moral fanancism
in an effort to validate his ‘noble morality’. In the end, Kant'’s ‘Morlity 1s undermined by
Nietzsche’s dualism of master/noble and slave moralities. From there, Kant's ethics gets relegated to
the category of ‘slave morality’ owing to its anti-naturalism, and its hatred of life, while Nietzsche

goes on to promote the life-affirming, noble mode of valuation as the solutnon to the problem of

morality.

Niewzsche Pro or Contra Aristotelian Morals?

As residuum of Christian morality, both Utilitarianism and Kantan ethics were relegated by
Nietzsche to the class of ‘decadent’ moralities. It would appear, then, that if there s any hope of
situating Nietzsche's affirmative ethics within the moral traditon, then that hope would lie with
Anstode, the most distinguished representative of virtue ethics. However, an examination of
Nietzsche’s relation to Anstotle’s moral philosophy suffers from certain shortcomings. Most notably,
there are few references to Aristotle’s ethics in Nietzsche’s wntings. [nstead, his interest in Anstode
centres on the Philosopher’s views on rhetoric™ and tragedy (the latter, however, not entirely
unrelated to ethics). Hence, unlike Mil and Kant, Aristode was not treated primanly as a mora/

philosopher. And, whereas Nietzsche’s attitude towards Mill, Kant, and most other ‘preachers of

236 Gilles Deleuze, Nietzsche and Phrlosophy, trans. Hugh Tomlinson, NewYork: Columbia University Press, 1983,
p-92.

37 At Basel, Nietzsche lectured on “Aristoreles’ Schrifien Zur Rbetorik” published in Friedrich Nietsche on Rbetoric
and Language, Gilman/Blair/ Parent (eds.), Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1989, p.194.



166

morals’ was revealed through ad hominem attacks, Anstotle was one of the few thinkers not vicamized
by Nietzsche’s ruthless tongue.

The dearth of references to Aristotle’s ethics cannot be attributed to a lack of familianty with the
Nichomachean Eithis and the Politics, since Nietzsche had read these texts as well as other important
works of Anstotle.®® Even without many explicit references to Anstotle, one mught claim that there
are certain striking affinities in their moral thinking that could not possibly be ignored. For instance,
some commentators>? have alluded to the similanty between Nietzsche’s master morality and ‘noble
type’, and Aristode’s conception of megalopsychia®® and the ‘great-souled man’ (ueyaddyugog)**' On
the basis of this resemblance, Walter Kaufmann has written that ‘“Nietzsche’s debt to Anstote’s
ethics s considerable.”2** Kaufmann’s clum, however, is supported entirely by one passage from the
Nichomachean Ethics (Book [V:3), where Arnstode descnbes the ‘great-souled man’. [n self, this
evidence will not suffice to treat Anstotde and Nietzsche as belonging to the same ethical tradition.
The question then is not whether there are sumulanines between their ethics, but whether the
similarities are enough to warrant Nietzsche’s inclusion within the virtue ethics tradition. In this
section, my preparatory concern is to examine Nietzsche's relatton to and evaluauon of Anstote’s
ethics. [n Chapter Four, [ will draw on the results of this comparative study in order to deterrune
whether Nietzsche’s ethics should be placed within the aretaic tradition. Towards this end, [ will now
tum to a brief account of Aristode’s moral theory before moving on to a companson with

Nietzsche’s ethics.

38 Thomas Brobier, Nierzsche's Ethics of Character, 1995, p.230.

39 Cf. F.A. Lea’s The Tragic Philosgpher: A Study of Friedrich Nietzsche, London, 1957, p.235; Rose Pfeffer’s
Nietzsche: Disaple of Dionysus, Lewisburg, 1972, p.60; L. Lampert, Nietgsahe's Teaching: An Interprecation of Thus
Spoke Zarathustrd, New Haven: Yale University Press, 1986, p.78; P. Foot, “Nietzsche: The Revaluation of
Values” in RC. Solomon (ed.), Nierzsche: A Collection of Criical Essays, 1973, 1980, p.164; R.C. Solomon, “A
More Severe Morality: Nietzsche’s Affirmatve Ethics,” in Y. Yovel (ed.), Niegyche as Affermative Thinker,
Boston: Nijhoff, 1986; R.C. Solomon, “Nietzsche ud hominenr. Perspectivism, Personality and Ressemiiment” in B.
Magnus and K. Higgins (eds.), Cambridge Compunton to Nietsche, Cambridge: Cambndge University Press, 1996,
p-200.

240 Greatness of soul, magnanimity, dignity, proper pade. .

241 The ‘great-souled man’ has also been translated into English as the ‘magnanimous man’, and I use the
expressions interchangeably.

32 Walter Kaufmann, Nietgsche: Philosspher, Psychologst, Antichrist, 4% Edition. Princeton, NJ: Panceton
University Press, 1974, p.384.
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Anstote’s ethics is based on the view that human beings have a certain functuon or aim to fulfill,
and it is for this reason that his theory is considered ‘teleological’. The Nichomachean Ethics begins with
the following statement: “Every art and every investigation, and similarly every action and pursut, 1s
considered to aim at some good. Hence the good has been righdy defined as ‘that at which all things
aim”™ (INE Li). But Arstote draws a distinction between ‘instrumental’ (actions done as means for
other ends) and ‘intrinsic’ (actions done for their own sake) ends. The carpenter, for instance, who
builds a lodging to house soldiers fulfills his function as a carpenter. The carpenter’s end, however, 1s
not an end in itself but merely instrumental in providing shelter for soldiers until the soldiers execute
the next stage of their operation. Aristode’s ethics, though, pertains to the ‘highest good’, (1e. the
highest practical good attainable by man as an active being) whereby “our actvities have some end
which we want for its own sake, and for the sake of which we want all the other ends” (NE 11). The
task of ethics will be to determine what s the good at which human beings mm, or i other words,
what is the best life for a person.

Aristotle accepts the general opinion that the highest of all practical goods 1s evdaipovia®® often
musleadingly translated into English as ‘happiness’—whereas ‘happiness’ designates a feeling,
Anstotle 1s adamant that eudaimonia is a kind of activity. For this reason, the term ‘well-being’ or
Tiving well” would be a more suitable translation. After claimung that eudumonia is the uluimate end
or object of human life because we choose 1t for itself and no other reason, Anstotle considers in
what eudaimonia consists. In order to determine what kind of life 15 eudaimonia, Aristotle reviews
the most common forms. The majority of people aim for pleasure, but he quickly rejects this end as a
9ife fit for cartle’—its selection betrays a slavish mentality. A life of aealh is eliminated as the ulumate
end for it is only a means to an end. The more refined seern to aim at hemour, but honour is
discounted since it is based on how one is reflected by others, rather than something that is
artributed directy to ourselves. Honour is pursued by those individuals who want their goodness

validated or confirmed by others. And, although they want to be respected by others for their virtue,

=8 eudaimonia.



168

even virtue is not eudaimonia. Virtue is a disposition, not an activity and one can be virtuous and stll
suffer misfortunes. Further, a virtuous person is stll considered good even when he is inactve (e.g
while asleep), but Aristotle dentes that a life of mnactvity would qualify as ‘happy’. Hence, pleasure,
wealth, honour, and virtue are rejected as candidates for the best life.

Following Plato, Aristote seeks to understand the good in terms of a person’s funcuon.
Although a carpenter ts said to be ‘good’ if he fulfills his function as a builder, Anistotle claimed that
the disunctive feature of a human being lies outside one’s craft or profession. Rather, the ‘good’
human being i1s one who fulfills his function as a human being. Anstotde notes that the disuncuve
function of a human being cannot consist in merely living, for plants also live, nor in being sentient
creatures, for sensation is common to both human beings and animals. What remains as the
distinguishing charactenistic of a human being 1s his capacity for reason. Anstotle arnives at the
following definition of the good or eudaimonia: “If we assume that the function of a man 1s a kind of
life, viz., an acuvity or sertes of actions of the soul, implying a ranonal pranciple. . .the good tor man s
an acuvity of soul in accordance with virtue...” (NE Lvi).

Since eudaimonia or human excellence will involve the proper functioning of one’s soul** (ie.
the right exercise of reason), Anstotle provides an account of the nature of the soul. For Aristode,
the soul is the form of the body and is composed of two parts, the rauonal and irranonal. The
irrational part is subdivided into the vegetative (the cause of nutrition and growth) and ‘appeutive’
(desiring) parts. The vegetative part, as a faculty of soul common to all creatures receiving
nourishment, is not relevant to moral considerations—it has no associaton at all with reason.
Conversely, the appetitive component is receptive to reason in the sense that it i1s submussive and
obedient to it. The irrational part by nature “fights against and resists that principle [of reason|” (NE
L.xii1), and so is not always persuaded by reason. Whether the irrational element 1s obedient to reason
depends on the particular circumstance, but their relaton is naturlly adversanial insofar as the

irrational part “resists and opposes it [reason|” (NE Lxiif). It is this antagonistic relation between the

24 According to Anstotle, “human virtue is #of that of the body but that of the soul” (NE Lxui).
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rational and irrational parts of the soul which gives rse to the problems and subject matter of
morality. The good human being will exhibit ratonal and guiding control over the passions (the
irrational element of the soul).

In keeping with this differentation of the soul, Anstotde divides virtue into two categones:
ntellectual and moral. Intellectual virtues are exhibited in thinking, where reasoning 1s the sole
acuvity. Intellectual virtues like ‘wisdom’, ‘understanding’, and ‘prudence’ owe their existence and
development to “instruction, and for this very reason needs tme and expenence” (NE [L1). Moral
virtues, on the other hand, involve activities other than thinking in which case there 1s no guarantee
that the precepts of reason will rule over the passions. Moral virtues such as Tiberality’ and
‘temperance’ pertain to a person’s character (¢thos), and so one’s moral goodness will be the “result of
habit (ethes)” (NE 1Li1). Aristode rejects the view that our moral virtues are the product of nature—
“we are constituted by nature to receive them, but their full development in us 1s due to habit” (NE
IL.i). Morality, then, will involve developing habits, the habits of nght thinking, nght choice, and nght
behaviour. It is the role of the legislator to make citizens good by habituation since human beings are
born neither good nor bad.

The importance of moral training is evident from the negauve influence that pleasure and pain
may affect on the individual. Aristotle wntes: “If the virtues are concemed with actions and feelings,
and every feeling and every action is always accompanied by pleasure or pain, on this ground too
virtue will be concerned with pleasures and pains” (NE [Lui). Morality, then, will be concemed with
the virtue which disposes us to act in the right way with regard to pleasures and pains. As with many
feelings or actions, one may feel or act in varving degrees, sometimes to the point of excess or
deficiency.¥5 Aristotle’s ‘doctrine of the mear’ relates to the midpoint between a vice of excess and a
vice of deficiency. The knowledgeable person avoids excess and deficiency since “virtue...is 2 mean
condition, inasmuch as it aims at hitting the mean” (NE ILvi). Here, reason steps in to idenufy and

choose the mean, and hence arrive at the right measure in both feelings and actions. Virtue, 1s now
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defined as “a purposive disposition, lying in a mean that is relative to us and determined by a rational
prnciple, and by that which a prudent man would use to determine 1t” (NE [L.v). For example, the
virtue of courage is described as a mean between rashness (a vice of excess), and cowardice (a vice of
deficiency). The table of virtues listed in the Nichomachean Ethics, although at umes appearing ad hoc, 1s
not based on Aristotle’s arbitrary preferences but reflect the actual virrues ot the upper-class in
contemporary Greek society.

Prior to his account of the particular virtues, Anstode discusses the notion of moral
responsibility by examining the motivations and qualines an agent must have in order that we may
speak intelligibly of virtues and vices. For instance, since only voluntary actons are subject to moral
apprasal, an action must be voluntary (i.e. deliberately chosen) if it 1s to be considered a virtue or
vice. [n this way, the originating cause lies in the agent huimself. A choice, then, 15 a voluntary action
insofar as it is an act that lies within our power. In fact, Anstotle clums that our characters are
determined by our choice of what is good and evil. And, that choice itself implies a rational principle
and thought, and is the result of deliberation. We deliberate about means, not ends, and since the
exercise of moral virtue relates to means, Arnstote argues that virtue lies in our power. The good man
performs voluntarily all the means towards the end. Non-voluntary actions are those performed out
of compulsion or ignorance.

Aristotle proceeds to apply his doctrine of the mean to the list of moral virtues singled out in
Books III and IV of the Nichomachean Ethics. For my present purposes, it is not necessary to review
his account of each virtue. Instead, [ will focus on ‘greamess of soul’, since as mentioned previously,
it ts this particular virtue which has generated numerous comparisons with Nietzsche’s notion of
‘nobility’. The importance of ‘greatmess of soul’ in Aristode’s ethics is recognized by Alexander Grant
who claims that, “Aristotde’s description of the virtue of great-souledness...throws light upon the

whole bearing of his moral system.” Similarly, the focal point of Nietzsche’s ethics is his

25 Arstotle claims that not all actions and feelings admit of a ‘mean’ since some are ‘evil in themselves’ (e.g:
malice, shamelessness, envy, adultery, murder)
246 A. Grant, The Ethics of Aristotle, two volumes, London, 1885, Vol. II, p.72.
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conception of human flourishing. While it is evident that both Anstotle’s and Nietzsche’s ethics are
concerned primarily with human excellence, we need to question whether they share the same
understanding of what constitutes greamess. Let us tum our attention then to the crucial passage in
the Nichomachean Ethics on megalopsychia and the ‘great-souled man’ (NE IV.3; ed. at) which prompted
Kaufmann to remark that “Anstode’s conception [of megalgpsychia| apparently made a tremendous
impression on Nietzsche.”*" Due to its significance, [ will cite this passage at length as 1t appears n

Kaufmann’s text:

A person is thought to be great-souled if he claims much and deserves much...He
that claims less than he deserves ts small-souled...the truly great-souled man must
be 4 good man...Greamess of soul seems...a crowning omament of all the
virtues...Great honours accorded by persons of worth will afford {the great-souled
man| pleasure in a moderate degree: he will feel he is receiving only what belongs to
him, or even less, for no honour can be adequate to the menits of perfect virtue, vet
all the same he will deign to accept their honours, because they have no greater
tribute to offer him. Honour rendered by common peopie and on tnivial grounds he
will utterly despise, for this is not what he ments....He therefore to whom even
honour is a small thing will be indifferent to other things as well. Hence great-souled
men are thought to be haughty... The great-souled man 1s justified in despising other
people—his estimates are correct; but most proud men have no good ground for
thetr pride...He is fond of conferring benefits but ashamed to receive them, because
the former is a mark of superiority and the latter of inferionity. He retums a service
done to him with interest, since this will put the oniginal benefactor into his debt in
tum, and make him the party benefited. The great-souled are said to have a good
memory for any benefit they have conferred, but a bad memory for any benefit for
those which they have received (since the recipient of a benefit is the inferior of his
benefactor, whereas they desire to be superior)...It is also charactenistic of the great-
souled man never to ask help from others, or only with reluctance, but to render aid
willingly; and to be haughty towards men of position and fortune, but courteous
towards those of moderate station...and to adopt a high manner with the former is
not ill-bread, but it 1s vulgar to lord it over humble people...He must be open both

in love and in hate, since concealment shows tumudity; and care more for the truth

A7 Walter Kaufmann, Nietgsche, 1974, p.382.
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than for what people will think;...he is outspoken and frank, except when speaking
with ironical self-deprecation, as he does to common people. He will be incapable
of living at the will of another, unless a friend, since to do so is slavish...He does
not bear a grudge, for it is not a mark of greatness of soul to recall things against
people, especially the wrongs they have done you, but rather to overlook them. He
is...not given to speaking evil himself, even of his enemies, except when he
deliberately intends to give offence..Such then being the great-souled man, the
corresponding character on the side of deficiency i1s the small-souled man, and on

that of excess the vain man. (NE IV.u; ed. a2)

After insisung on a strong ‘indebtedness’ to Anstotle, Kaufmann provides no argument to support
this rather bold claim. The absence of argumentation, however, does not prove Kaufmann wrong for
there s certainly some overlap in Aristode’s and Nietzsche’s ‘higher type’. To begin with, the opening
comments of this passage reveal Anstote’s agent- or character-oniented approach to ethics. In
addition, Nietzsche’s ‘gift-giving virtue’ (i.e. a sort of insatiable generosity owing to the overtlowing
nature of the bestower, rather than to the other’s needs) has been compared to the great-souled
man’s fondness for ‘conferring benetits’. Another necessary ingredient of greamess for Nietzsche 1s
the avoidance of feelings of ressentiment, and this, too, i1s remuniscent of the great-souled man’s
reluctance to ‘bear a grudge’.

It is important, however, to examine carefully these examples since they mask certann
dissimilarives. For instance, while I agree that Anstode’s and Nietzsche’s ethics are both person-
oriented, there is an important difference between their agent- or person-onientations which serves to
distinguish Nietzsche’s position from Aristotle and others who emphasize the agent’s inner states or
character. Nietzsche’s agent-oriented approach is more extreme than Anstode’s insofar as
Nietzsche’s conception of human excellence depends more on the greatmess of the agent’s inner
constitution than one encounters in Arstode. As Michael Slote explains: “When Anstode says that
the virtuous individual is the measure of rightness or nobility in actions, he certainly seems to be
saying something that might be interpreted as agent-based. But he also says that the virtuous

individual perceives or sees what is dght or noble to do in any given situation, and the perceptual
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order is best interpreted, I think, as telling us that actions or acts have a somewhar agent-independent
moral status.”2#® For Nietzsche, on the other hand, there is no agent-independent moral status
because the nobulity of an act is traced exclusively to its agent. In contrast with Anstotle’s view that
possessing the virtues leads to human greamess, Nietzsche’s position is that the ‘noble’ type deermines
virtue. In other words, one’s greatness is not based on having these virtues, but it is one’s greamess
which decides virtue. Given Nietzsche’s greater emphasis on the agent’s inner constitution, [ will
later discuss the implications associated with this more extreme agent-centred approach.

In Thus Spoke Zarathustra (1:22), the ‘gift-giving virtue’ is praised as the ‘highest virtue’. Notice,
however, the manner in which Nietzsche descnbes this virtue: “This is your thirst: to become
sacrifices and gifts vourselves; and that 1s why vou thirst to pile up all the nches in vour
soul...because your virtue is insatiable in wanting to give. You force all things to and into yourself
that they may flow back out of your well as the gifts of vour love” (Z, I, 22, KSA 4:98). Tradiuonally,
generosity is admired on account of its other-directedness, and prused for the salutary eftects
bestowed on the recipient. But, Nietzsche offers a very different understanding of ‘generosity’
construed as a form of ‘selfishness’, as the squanderning of one’s overflowing and insunctive energes.
He also describes the gift-giving virtue as tlowing out of the ‘niches of your soul’, adding that this 1s
the virtue of the body. What is important here is the vitalistic expression that Nietzsche gives to
virtue, as it emerges from a sense of abundance or fullness. Lacking this insunctive element,
Aristotle’s notion of ‘bestowing’ requires calculation where reason (not nsunct) will play an integral
role. Hence, Anstotle would reject Nietzsche’s claim that “The true good, nobility (I ‘srmehmbers),
greatmess of soul (Grife der Seels), proceed from abundance...” (WP 935, KSA 13:605). For Anstode,
abundance or excess is an attribute of vice, not virtue.

The idea that magnanimity entails no feelings of resentment is a quality shared by Nietzsche’s

noble type and Aristotle’s great-souled man. As well, ‘self-sufficiency’ (with an allowance for extemal

248 M. Slote, “Nietzsche and Virtue Ethics”, Intermational Studses in Philosophy, XXX:3, 1998, p.24.
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goods2*?) would be an attribute common to both. Moreover, I do not deny that there are other
noteworthy similarives in their ethics of human flounishing. For instance, both philosophers are
elitist, recognizing an order of rank among human beings whereby nobility s pavileged, and they
reject egalitarianism. Sull, 1t is my view that there are serious differences that become apparent when
we consider Nietzsche’s description of human excellence. In Tuilght of the ldols (Gitsen-Dimmerung,
1888), Nietzsche describes a concrete exemplar of human greatness:

Goethe—not 2 German event, but a European one:...What he wanted was /otaliy, he
fought the mutual extraneousness of reason, senses, feeling and will (preached with
the most abhorrent scholasticism by Kant, the antipode of Goethe); he disciplined
himself to wholeness, he creared himself. In the muddle of an age with an unreal
outlook, Goethe was a convinced realist: he said Yes to evervthing that was related
to hum in this respect—and he had no greater expenience than that ens reabssimum
called Napoleon. Goethe conceived of a human being who would be strong, highly
educated, skillful in all bodily matters, self-controlled, reverent toward himself, and
who might dare to afford the whole range and wealth of being natural, being strong
enough for such freedom; the man of tolerance, not from weakness but from
strength, because he knows how to use to his advantage, even that from which the
average nature would perish; the man for whom there is no longer anything that 1s
forbidden—unless it be weukness, whether called vice or virtue. Such a spint who has
become free stands amid the cosmos with a joyous and trustung fatalism, in the futh
that only the particular is loathsome, and that all s redeemed and affirmed in the
whole—-ae does not negate any more. Such a faith, however is the highest of all possible
faiths: [ have baptized it with the name of Dionysus. (T1, ‘Skirmushes’, 49, KSA 6:151-
52)
If Goethe fought against the separation of reason and the passions, then he was certainly at war with
Aristode (among others) for, as [ alluded to earlier, Anstotle’s ethics treats reason and passion as

necessarily adversarial, and belonging to different faculties of the soul. As well, the notion of ‘areating

oneself is foreign to Aristode’s great-souled man since ‘creativity’ is not a recognized trart of hurnan

249 In contrast with the Stoic sage who requires no external goods, both Nietzsche and Anstotle acknowledge
their value. For Adstotle, the great-souled man’s position of supenonty depends in part to being moderately
disposed towards such extemnal goods as wealth and power (NE IViii). In Eaz Homo, Nietzsche states the
importance of such things as diet, place, and climate for well-being (EH, ‘Clever’, 1-3).
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excellence. Even the emphasis on ‘self-control’, which appears prima face to be an obvious similanty,
is actually dissimilar insofar as, for Nietzsche, it is a ‘master drve’ and noz ‘reason’ which 1s the
‘controlling’ element. Aristotle’s account of voluntary action, deliberation, and moral responsibility s
at odds with Nietzsche’s anu-voluntanism. But, the most crucial difference, or so [ will argue, 1s the
Dionysian atitude belonging to Nietzsche’s ‘higher type’ described in terms of a complete embrace of
everything that befalls a person. Indeed, Goethe 1s the incamation of amor fas.

The important point is not simply that Aristote’s great-souled man does ot exude this quality of
greamess, but that Nietzsche explicidy cwntrasts Dionysus’ tragic wisdom with Anstotle’s Lk of
wisdom. He writes:

Saying Yes to life even in its strangest and hardest problems; the will to life rejoicing
over its own inexhausubility...shat 1s what [ called Dionysian, #a s what [
understood as the bridge to the psychology of the tragic poet. No¢ in order to get nd
of terror and pity, and not in order to purge oneself of a dangerous affect by 1ts
vehement discharge—Aristotle musunderstood it that way—but in order to be
oneself the etemal jov of becoming, bevond all terror and pity—that joy which

includes even destroying. (TT, ‘Ancients’, 5, KSA 6:160)
In attributing to Anstode a ‘misunderstanding’ of the experience of tragic art, Nietzsche has
dissociated his Dionysian affirmation of life? from Anstote’s ‘psychology of the tragic poet’. This
distancing between himself and Arstotle has ethical implicatons since Nietzsche’s Dionysian
affirmation of life cannot be severed from his morality. In a letter to Peter Gast dated October 30,
1888, Nietzsche refers specifically to the passage quoted above. He writes: “Are you sansfied by my
concluding with the Dzonysus morality (der Déonysos-Moral)? Tt occurred to me that this group of ideas
should not at any price be absent from this vade mecum ot my philosophy.”*! Since Nietzsche regards

Aristode’s philosophy as anti-Dionysian, and labels his own morality as ‘der Dionysos-Moral, one can

30 The idea is that a ‘saying-yes to life’ involves a ‘Dionysian’ transcendence of individuality, rather than, as
Anstotle claimed, identifying with those individuals susceptible to pain and suffering. For Nietzsche, one loses
one’s identity as an individual and identifies instead with the ‘will to life rejoicing over its own exhaustibility’.

25t Letter to Peter Gast, 30 October 1888 in C. Middleton (ed./trans), Selected Letters of Friedrich Nietzsche, 1969,
p.319.
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conclude that Nietzsche did not feel a moral kinship with Arstotelian ethics despite the fact that
both emphasize ‘human excellence’.

Nietzsche’s relation to Aristode’s moral philosophy can be gleaned from additional sources.
Section 198 of Beyond Good and Eul, for example, contains one of the few references to Anstode’s
ethics in the published wntings. Here, Nietzsche criticizes various moralities as “recipes agamnst the
passions” including, among others, “that tuning down of the affects to a harmless mean according to
which they may be sausfied, the Anstotelianism of morals” (BGE, 198, KSA 5:118). Nietzsche’s
repudiation of Aristotle’s doctrine of the mean relates to their competng views on ‘virtue’. For
Anstotle, virtue is a midpoint between excess and deficiency, determined by reason, but Nietzsche
continually affirms excess over the more traditional emphasis on moderation. In fact, for Nietzsche,
virtues do just fine without ‘reason’. But, by divorcing reason from virtue, isn’t Nietzsche taking ssue
with not only Aristotle, but also the classical Greek tradition with its ‘Reason — Virtue — Flappiness’
equation?

It would appear that Nietzsche 1s attempting to usurp this conventonal account of virtue, since
he mms to replace the ancient conception of virtue (e.g. Anston of Chios®?), “virtue 1s the health of
the soul” with “your virtue is the health of your soul” (GS, 120, KSA 3:477) adding that “what is
healthy for vour body depends on your goal, your horizon, your energies, vour impulses...” (120).
These comments reflect Nietzsche’s opposition to ‘abstract’ virtue (KSA 12:517). He states: ““Virtue’
(Tugend) made completely abstract was the greatest seduction to make oneself abstract: .e. to detach
oneself” (WP 428, KSA 13:292). “A virtue” he explains, “must be our osm invenuon, oxr most
necessary self-defense: any other kind of virtue is merely a danger” (A, 11, KSA 6:177). Nietzsche
asks: “Ts there anything more beautiful than looking for one’s own virtues” (BGE, 214, KSA 5:151)?
Virtues vary depending on the individual or class of individuals insofar as “the virtues of the

common man might perhaps signify vices and weaknesses in a philosopher” (BGE, 30, KSA 5:48).

252 Stoic Philosopher of 250 B.C.



177

The fact that Nietzsche ‘personalizes’ virtue sull does not explain his understanding or
conception of ‘virtue’. In various places, he defines virtue as “physiological conditions” or “will to
power (WP 255, KSA 10:662) by which an individual or group preserves and enhances itself (WP
175, KSA 12:564). Since the conditions of existence or preservation will vary depending on the ‘type’
of person(s), Nietzsche does not offer a list of ¢he virtues, as one finds in Anstode. However, on
occaston he does provide some examples of virtues, referning to ‘truthfulness as the highest virtue’
(EH, ‘Desuny’, 3, KSA 6:367) and the ‘overcoming of pity’ as a noble virue (EH, “Wise’, 4, KSA
6:270). In the Antchrist, Nietzsche even aligns himself with Anistotle, who likewise treated pity as a
danger (A, 7, KSA 6:174). At umes, however, Nietzsche comes close to offening a list of noble virtues,
or he, at least, names specific virtues that a ‘noble type’ could perhaps not possibly do without. For
instance, he lauds such wirrues as “living dangerously” (GS, 283, KSA 3:520), “forcefulness”,
“slavery” (BGE, 44, KSA 5:61), “strength of the will”, “hardness” (BGE, 212, KSA 5:140), “great
suffenng” (BGE, 225, KSA 5, p.161), “exploiation” (BGE, 259, KSA 5, p.207), and *‘egoism”
(BGE, 205, KSA 35, p.219), among others.

One could, [ suppose, take the ume to list the virtues which Nietzsche repeatedly prasses,
and no doubt, after having done this, will realize additional similarnities and differences with Anstotle.
But, what [ think 1s deserving of more attention s how Nietzsche positioned himself with respect to
the virtue ethics tradition. Just as Anstotle had questioned ‘in what does eudaimomia consist?’,
similarly, Nietzsche had asked: ‘what 1s happiness?’ (A, 2, KSA 6, p.170), but his answer leads oz to
Anstotle but to Machiavelli. Happiness, he writes, 1s “the feeling that power s groazng, that resistance
is overcome. Not contentedness but more power, not peace but war; not virtue but fitness
(Renasssance virtue, urtir, virtue that is moraline-free)” (2). Nietzsche’s ‘good’ man is beyond good
and evil, and would likely find Anstode’s great-souled man too moralistic. [t was Machiavell1, not
Anstotle, who inspired Nietzsche’s views on virtue and nobility. Although the expression ‘greatness
of soul’ can be traced to Anstote, it was Machiavelli’s ‘cefinement’ or ‘varation’ of Anstotle’s

megalopsychia that appealed to Nietzsche. Interesungly, Machiavelli also employed the expression
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‘greatness of soul’,%3 and is quoted in Hippolyte Taine’s History of English Literature, which Nietzsche
had read. Taine wates:

If you wish for a more serious thinker, listen to the great patriot, the Thucydides of
the age, Machiavelli, who, contrasting Christianity and paganism, says that the first
places ‘supreme happiness in humility, abjection, contempt for human beings, while
the other makes the sovereign good consist in greatness of sonl, force of body, and all
the qualities which make men to be feared’...\Whereon he [Machiavelli] boldly
concludes that Chrstianity teaches man ‘to support evils, and not to do great
deeds’...The ideal to which all efforts were mming, on which all thoughts
depended, and which completely raised this civilizanon, was the strong and happy

man, possessing all the powers to accomplish his wishes...*4

Nietzsche certainly felt more at home with Machiavelli's 72, and the virtues of the ‘body’, rather
than Anstote’s virtues of the ‘soul’, and the doctrine of the mean where reason plays a pivotal role.
In Nietzsche’s writings, Machiavelli 1s consistendy praised and his concept of i 1s defended against
‘virtue’ as understood by the ‘preachers of virtue’ (WP 317, KSA 12:518-19). Yet, there 1s no
evidence to suggest that Nietzsche viewed Anstote as his mora/ precursor. In fact, Anstote 1s hardly
visible in the Nietzsche corpus. How trivial it now appears when we read commentators attempung
to establish a link between Nietzsche’s claim that “the noble soul has reverence for ttself” (BGE, 287, KSA
5:233) and Anstode’s assertion that “The good man ought to be a lover of self, since he will then act
nobly...” (NE, 1169a). Untl now, there has been no effort in the secondary literature to associate
Nietzsche’s use of ‘greamess of soul’ with Machiavelli rather than Anstote.>5

If it is still not clear that Nietzsche distinguished his ethics from that of the classical Greek

tradition, then we just need to consider his evaluaton of this period of moral philosophy. In a

3% An Ardstotelian influence was quite common in Renaissance Italy. In Jacob Burckhardt's The Cislization of the
Rendissance in [tafy, London: Phaidon Press, 1995, p.159, p.234, he explains that the Efhics and Pobiics of Anstotle
exerted a tremendous influence on Renaissance [taly, in particular Anstode’s discussion of nobulity. It is not
surprising then that Machiavelli would borrow an Anstotelian term.

25+ H_ Tamne. History of English Literature, vol. 1, trans. Henry Van Laun, New York: Colonial Press, 1900, pp.182-
83.

35 Each ime Kaufmann translates Nietzsche’s expression ‘greatness of soul’, he adds a footnote referring the
reader to Arstotle’s megalgpsychia. Machiavelli is never mentoned as a possible source. It is not my clam,
however, that each occurrence of ‘greamess of soul’ in Nietzsche is based on Machiavelli’s appropnation of the
expression (cf. BGE, 212, KSA 5:146).
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Nachlaff fragment, he writes: “Charactenstuc of post-Socraic morals—all eudaimonistic and
individual” (KSA 7:417). That this remark was not positive is evident from his expressed distaste for
eudaimonism (BGE, 225, KSA 5:160). And, in another notebook entry, one finds the following
remark: “Fight against Plato and Anstode” (KSA 11:253). Yet, even without refernng specifically to
Anstote, Nietzsche’s evaluation of him can be inferred from his criique of the ‘rational fanaucism’
of the Greek philosophers: “The moralism of the Greek philosophers from Plato on is pathologically
conditioned; so is their esteem of dialectics. Reason-virtue-happiness, that means merely that one
must tmitate Socrates and counter the dark appetites with a permanent daylight—the daylight of
reason” (T1, ‘Socrates’, 10, KSA 6:72). Anstotle, too, then counts “among men of fatigued nsuncts,
among the conservatives of ancient Athens who let themselves go—‘toward happiness,’ as they said”
(BGE, 212, KSA 5:140). In the end, Anstode counts merely as another decadent, tking his place
alongside numerous others, including Socrates, Plato, Mill and Kant. Cleady, then, Nietzsche does
not belong to the classical Greek tradition of virtue ethics with its emphasis on reason and
moderaton. Instead, his critique of the aretaic tradition 1s meant to stand virtue ethics on its head,
rather than to show that he and Aristotle are of one mind. Nevertheless, if virtue ethics 1s defined
exclusively as pertaining to human excellence or character, then one may be inclined to situate
Nietzsche within this tradition while sull acknowledging certain differences among 1ts contributors.
But, this i1s nor my posiuon. In Chapter Five, [ will provide a more detaled exarmunanon of
Nietzsche’s ethics and argue that his positive morality 1s best understood as an ezhics of human

Sflourishing cather than a radical (or non-convenuonal) virtue ethics.

L * *

[t was the aim of this chapter to examine Nietzsche’s contribution to ethics in an effort to determune
his moral legacy. It is evident from the following remark that Nietzsche viewed himself as a unique
contributor to moral philosophy: “To see and to demonstrate the problem of morality (Mora)—that

seems to me the new principal task. [ deny that it has been done in previous moral philosophy” (WP
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263, KSA 11:522). Indeed, Nietzsche’s criique of Mill, Kant, and Anstotle (and their respective
moral traditions) shows quite clearly Nietzsche’s desire to distance himself from all moral philosophy
to date. But, he also thought that demonstrating the ‘problem of morality’ meant more than simply
chastizing philosophers for their lack of an historical sense, or for their erroneous presumptions.

A solution to the problem of morality required coming to terms with its ‘value’. In this
regard, Nietzsche never completely detached himself from his eardier ‘moral educators’,
Schopenhauer and Rée. For instance, Nietzsche was conunually preoccupied with the
Schopenhauerian question of the ‘value of existence’, although he despised Schopenhauer’s morality
of compassion. And, Rée was influential, not just for inspiring Nietzsche’s interest in ethics, but in
nspining Nietzsche’s genealogical method. After all, it was precisely Nietzsche's valuative history of
morals which gave birth to an ethics of human flourishing. The conclusion to this chapter can be
summarized in the following way: Although Nietzsche is cleady a ot of the three main ethical
traditions, it would be mustaken to conclude on those grounds that he has no posiuve morality, or
that his moral legacy is restricted solely to undermining the moral tradition. Nietzsche's (affimative)
ethics of human flourishing stands ontside any tradition, and it will be the task of Chapter Five to

present and evaluate Nietzsche’s positive morality.
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4

Perfectionism and the Revaluation of All Values

So that he may one day become my companion and a fellow creator and celebrant of Zarathustra—one who

writes my will on my tablets to contribute to the greater perfection of all things. And for his sake and the sake of
those like him [ must perfect myself.

—Z, 111, 3, KSA +:204

‘Mankind must work continually at the production of individual great men—that and nothing else 1s its task’.
—SE, 6, KSA 1:383-84.

Let us not undervalue this: ze ourseles, we free spirits, are already a ‘revaluation of all values’ (Unmuverthung aller

W erthe).
—A, 13, KSA 6:179.

The inability to situate Nietzsche’s ethics within the moral tradition has not prevented commentators
from acknowledging his positive contributions to moral philosophy. In recent years, there has been a
steady stream of philosophers associating Nietzsche’s preoccupation with the producuon of
exemplary human beings with ‘perfectionism’. In this chapter, I will examne these perfectionist
readings and discuss how Nietzsche’s ‘perfectionism’ relates to his demand for a ‘revaluation of all
values’. After identifying two forms of perfectionism operative wn his wriungs, mora/ and pobtical
perfectionism, that is, attending to the perfection of oneself versus a social policy involving the
institutionally designed production of human excellence, I argue that there is a temporal disuncuon
between the two perfectionisms which correspond roughly to the eary and lrer stages of the
‘revaluation’. Specifically, I show that Nietzsche’s moral perfectionism and the rudimentary stage of the
revaluation are events designed for the present (late modemity), whereas his poltical perfectiomsm and
the completed revaluation belong to the future. Since my study focuses on Nietzsche’s mora/ thought

(and not the pobtica), T utilize this distinction to question whether his affirmative ethics can find a

home in late modermity.
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Nietzsche and Moral Perfectionism

Although “moral perfectionism has not found a secure home in modem philosophy,”>¢ strands of
perfectionist thinking are a commonplace within the history of moral thought>” The term
‘perfectionism’ has been defined in various ways. In the late ninetcenth century, Sir William Harmulton
defined “perfection” as “the full and harmonious development ot all our faculties, corporeal and
mental, intellectual and moral.”>* And, in The Methods of Ethics, Sidgwick defines “perfection” as
“Excellence of Human Nature.”>? However, it has been John Rawls’ treatment of perfectionism in A
Theory of Justice (1971), (where he singles out Aristotle and Nietzsche as its main representatives) which
has been the focal point of recent discussion on the topic. On Rawls’ account, pertecuonism 1s a
“teleclogical doctrine” with a conception of the good entailing “the realizanon of human excellence in
the various forms of culture.””*® Rawls argues that perfectionism s inumucal to the hiberal democrauc
theory of justice he seeks to defend since its claims of excellence would overnide the claims of justce.
Consequently, Nietzsche's form of perfectionism is rejected due to its anti-democratic principles.

The recent intlux of moral perfectionist readings®! of Nietzsche 15 owed largely to Stanley
Cavell’s work2 which offers an explicit challenge to Rawls’ version of Nietzschean perfectonism. [n
order to appreciate Cavell’s riposte, [ shall tum now to Rawls’ exposition of Nietzsche’s perfectonism
from A Theory of Justice. In section 50, Rawls describes two forms of perfectionism; 1. ‘moderate

perfectionism’ (whose principle 1s one among others and “[directs] society to arrange institutions and to

26 Stanley Cavell, “Aversive Thinking: Emersonian Representations in Heidegger and Nietzsche,” in
Conditions Handsome and Unhandsome: The Constitution of Emersonian Perfectionism, Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1990, p.46.

357 Thomas Hurka identifies numerous philosophers belonging to a perfectionist tradition including: Plato,
Anstotle, Aquinas, Spinoza, Leibniz, Kant, Hegel, Marx, Nietzsche, H. Rashdall, T.-H.Green, etcetera. (Thomas
Hudka, Perfectionism, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1993)

258 William Hamilton, Lectures on Metaphysics. Vol. 1 of 2, Mansel and John Veitch (eds.), New York: Sheldon and
Company, 1880, p.14.

3% Henry Sidgwick, The Methods of Ethics. 7 Edition, London: Macmullan, 1907, p.9.

260 John Rawls, A Theory of Justice, Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1971, p.25.

26t Daniel Conway, Nietzsche and the Pobtical, 1997, James Lippitt in Nietzsche's Futures, 1999; and James Conant in
Nietzsche’s Post-Mora&ism, 2001 interpret Nietzsche as a perfectionist, and all acknowledge their indebtedness to
Cavell’s essay (1990).
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define the duties and obligations of individuals so as to maximze the achievement of human
excellence, in art, in science, and culture™), and 2. ‘szrong perfectionism’ (the maximization of excellence 1s
the sole principle of institutions and obligations). It i1s the ‘strong’ version of perfectionism which
Rawls auributes to Nietzsche on the basis of the following passage from Schgpenbauer as Eduator.

Mankind must work continually to produce individual great human beings—this and
nothing else is the task...[Flor the question is this, how can your life, the individual
life, retain the highest value, the deepest significance?...Only by vour hiving for the

good of the rarest and most valuable specimens [as cited in Rawis, p.325n].

As we shall later see, the interpretation of this passage will prove to be a decisive factor in determining
the nature of Nietzsche’s perfectiomism. For now, the important pont 1s that Rawls interprets
Nietzsche's call for the production of great individuals as an aspect of sozal poliy. On this reading,
Nietzsche demands the implementation of those conditions necessary to maxirmze the achievement of
excellence in the arts and sciences, and the goodness of an action will be judged by its success n
maximizing these forms of excellence. Rawls then draws attenuon to some of the unsavoury
consequences associated with Nietzsche’s effort to advance a conception of the good which
maximizes the good of the few at the expense of the majonty. In particular, Rawls opposes
perfectionism’s attempt to privilege “a higher life” since this panciple legitimizes the unequal
treatment of human beings. [t is Nietzsche’s anti-egalitarian brand of perfectionism which conflicts
with the interests of ‘liberty’ and ‘justice’ Rawls aims to promote. Given Rawls’ prior commutment to
liberal democratic ideals, he is certainly justified in dismissing perfectionism as a viable opuon in the
‘ongnal position’.

In regard to the passage quoted above from Schopenbauer as Educator, Cavell concedes that Rawls is
correct to reject Nietzsche’s view (i.e. to promote the production of individual great human beings) as
a principle of justice crucial to the life of democracy. But, Cavell claims that Rawls has read this

passage too literally as implying that “there is a separate class of great men (to be) for whose good,

262 Stanley Cavell, 1990. While it is true that John Rawls (1971) had already pegged Nietzsche a perfectionist, it
was Cavell's more detailed trearment which subsequently influenced Nietzsche scholarship.
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and conception of the good, the rest of society is to live.”? In an interesting interpretive twist, Cavell
insists that Nietzsche’s disdain for official culture “is itself an expression of democracy and
commitment to it” since “only within the possibility of democracy 1s one commutted to 4uzng with or
against, such culture.”2* In rejecting perfectionism as a viable option in the ‘onginal posinon’, Cavell
contends that Rawis has abandoned certain merits of perfectionism, one of which is a programme of
moral education valuable for the development of citizens in a democratic society. He wntes: “I
understand the tramning and character Emerson [and Nietzsche| require for democracy as preparation
to withstand not its nigors but its failures, character to keep the democratic hope alive in the face of
disappointment with 1t.”265

To a large extent, the disagreement between Cavell and Rawls rests on their conflicung
interpretation of the Schopenhauer as Educator passage. In fading to observe the sentences immediately
following the ‘focal passage’¢, Rawls has taken Nietzsche's quote out of context to mean that one
should live ‘for the good of the rarest and most valuable specimens’. Cavell aites the important
sentences omitted from Rawls’ truncated quotaton where Nietzsche goes on to explain:

The young person should be taught to regard himseif as a taled work of nature but
at the same ume as a wimess to the grandiose and marvellous intenton of this
artist...By coming to this resolve he places himself within the circle of wdnre, for
culture is the child of each individual’s self-knowledge and dissausfaction with
himself. Anyone who believes in culture is thereby saying: ‘I see above me something
higher and more human than [ am; let evervone help me to artain 1t, as [ will help

everyone who knows and suffers as [ do.’®’
On Cavell’s reading, the individual is not concemed with the maximization of culture, but with
‘something higher’, and this 1s what Nietzsche, in the next sentence, refers to as “a higher self” which
has vet to be attained. Cavell shifts the emphasis away from the maximization of a given state of

culture to the discovery of one’s oan reality. The ‘something higher and more human’ is not “that of

263 Cavell, p.49.

254 [bid, p.50.

35 [bid, p.56.

26 Following James Conant, [ will hereafter refer to this passage from S.E. as the “focal passage.”
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someone elie, but a further or eventual position of the self now dissatisfied with itself.”28 On this
reading, Nietzsche’s perfectionism amounts to perfecung ‘one’s own nature’ rather than the
promotion of an elitist social policy. Of course, this narrow reading of Nierzsche’s perfectomsm
conflicts, as [ will later show, with his numerous anti-egalitanan remarks. And, it 1s no doubt a
shortcoming on the part of Cavell to assess Nietzsche’s perfectionism on the basis of an early essay.
To treat Schopenbaner as Educator (1874) as Nietzsche’s vade mecum is to ignore the perfectionist strand
in his thought which runs through his entre corpus.

Another ditficulty with Rawls’ interpretation relates to the final sentence that he quotes regarding
the living for rare specimens and not for the majority. In the English translaton of Schopenhaner as
Educator from which Rawls quotes, the word Exemplare had been unfathfully translated as *specimens’
(it has since been translated more accurately as ‘exemplars’). According to Cavell, the term ‘specimens’
musleadingly connotes a biological association where one’s value can be specified independendy of its
effect on the individual. Specimens, he explains, are samples belonging to a class or genus so that “one
either is or is not a specimen.”2? As a result, Rawls’ account is rejected since a specimen could not
serve as an exemplar unless evervone possessed common traits. [f Nietzsche’s grife Mensch 1s a
specimen of a genus from which we (mediocre types) are necessarily excluded due to a lack of noble
traits, then this higher type cannot serve as an exemplar. This objection s echoed by James Conant
who proceeds to clarify the distinction between a specimen and an exemplar. ““A specimen,” he wntes,
“exhibits what is essential in order to count as a member of a genus. An exemplar exemplifies one way
of excelling gua member of a genus.”?"® So, the exemplary individual can influence members of its oan
genus. By reading Nietzsche’s grisse Mensch as a specimen, rather than an exemplar, Rawls musread
Nietzsche as advocating a social policy aimed at promoting the interests of the biologically privileged.
But, the issue of semantics may not be as costly as Cavell and Conant seem to think, for there is an

alternative account which neither consider. [t could be that what Nietzsche meant by Exemplare was an

367 Schopenbhauer as Educator, cited in Cavell, 1990, p.51.
268 Cavell, p.52.
289 [bid, p.50.
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exemplar of what the highest possibility is for human beings as a spectes, which the majonty are
incapable of attaining. Perhaps, Cavell’s concern with democratizing Nietzsche was responsible for
this oversight.

As part of his campaign to ‘democratize’ Nietzsche, Cavell transfers the sphere of perfecuonism
from the sozalpolitical to the moral, focusing on the individual’s efforts to attain perfection within
demaocratic life. Hence, Nietzsche’s actual aim involves:

Calling for the further or higher self of each, each consecraung himself/herself to
self-transformation, accepting one’s own genius, which is precisely not, it 1s the
negation of, accepting one’s present state and its present consecrations to something

and culture.”!
But, which account of perfectionism, Rawls’ or Cavell’s, 1s most faithful to Nietzsche’s text(s)? Both
philosophers rely almost exclusively on Nietzsche's Schopenhaner as Educator, and otfer conflicting
readings. While this early essay provides a clear expression of perfectiorust thinking, 1t i1s by no means
the only source nor the best source of Nietzsche’s perfectiomism. When Nietzsche wates: “Mankind
must work continually to produce individual great human beings—this and nothing else is the
task...Only by vour living for the good of the rarest and most valuable specimens” (SE, 6, KSA 1:383-
85), I believe that Rawls is wme in reading these remarks as an elitist social policy (a ruthless podtical
perfectionism) whete the sacrifice of the majority is necessary for the promotion of individual
excellences. This anti-democratic, political perfectionist reading is confirmed elsewhere in Nietzsche’s
writings. For instance, consider these elitist statements: “Slavery and the division of labor: the higher
type (der hihere Typus) possible only through the subjugation of the lower, so that it becomes a

function” (WP 660, KSA 12:96). Even more telling is the following passage expressing Nietzsche's

social atutudes:

we are by no means ‘liberal’; we do not work for ‘progress’; we do not need to plug
up our ears against the sirens who in the market place sing of the future: their song

about ‘equal nghts,’ ‘a free society,” ‘no more masters and no more servants’ has no

270 James Conant, “Nietzsche’s Perfectionism: A Reading of Schopenhauer as Educator”, 2001, p.195.
27 Rawls, A Theory of Justice, secnon 50, quoted n Cavell, p.53.
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allure for us. We simply do not consider it desirable that a realm of justice and
concord should be established on earth (because it would certainly be the realm of
the deepest leveling and chinoiserié)...we think about the necessity for new orders, also
for a new slavery—for every strengthening and enhancement of the human type also
involves a new kind of enslavement... (GS, 377, KSA 3:629)

Cavell’s reading of Nietzsche as celebrating the perfection of one’s oun nature within a democratic
society entirely neglects Nietzsche’s strongly illiberal political perfectionism. Nietzsche consistently
argues that the “democratic movement” is “a form of the decay of political organization” and “the
decay of man, making him mediocre and lowenng his value” (BGE, 203, KSA 5:126). Finally,
Nietzsche offers his unequivocal support for “aristocratic society” since only its work has brought
about “every enhancement of the type ‘man’...a society that believes in the long order of rank and

ditferences in value between man and man, and that needs slavery...” (BGE, 257, KSA 5:205).

While the advantage of Rawls’ reading is that it captures Nietzsche’s ant-democratic and elitist
sensibilities, it does not always describe accurately the nature of his political perfectonism. Recall, for
instance, Rawls’ definition of perfectionism as “the realization of human excellence in the vanous
forms of culture.””™> As Cavell notes correctly, Rawls fails to recognize that Nietzsche has become
sceptical of the ability of these cultural institutions (e.g. universities and religions) to serve as a vehicle
to human excellence. In fact, Nietzsche laments that “our institutions are no good anymore...” (T,
‘Skirmishes’, 39, KSA 6:140). In other words, our institutions as they stand foday (1.e. in decadent
modemity) are incapable of producing, let alone, ‘maximizing’ the achievement of human excellence.
Cavell expresses the objection in this way: “It makes no obvious sense to ask for some given thing to
be maximized in what this [Rawls’] perfectionism craves as the realm of culture, the realm to which, as

Nietzsche puts it, we are to consecrate ourselves...”?’

Despite their respective shortcomings, the interpretations of Rawls and Cavell pave the way to

certain key interpretive issues telating to Nietzsche’s perfectionism. For instance, after pronouncing a

72 Rawls, A Theory of Justice, 1971, p.25.
73 Cavell, 1990, pp.48-9.
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verdict of ‘decadence’ on modermity, how can Nietzsche fulfill his political aim of producing great
human beings as a matter of institutional design? Throughout his wrtings, he offers a nostalgic
glimpse of such living exemplars of human greamess as Goethe, Napoleon, Caesar, Borga,
Thucydides, etcetera, but what is common to these wordd-historical figures is that they appear in a
healthy period, specifically, in aristocratic societies. For example, in referring to the social conditions
responsible for producing Julius Caesar, and other higher types, Nietzsche wntes: “Those large
hothouses for the strongest kind of human being that has so far been known—the anstocratic
commonwealths of the type of Rome or Venice...” (T1, ‘Skirmushes,” 38, KSA 6:140). While
aristocratic societies provide the soil from which these higher types grow, Nietzsche, himselt, is not
afforded the same luxury of existing in a vitalistic age. Indeed, he is (admuttedly) a child of decadent
modermnity. Again, the difficulty 1s that late modernity simply does not offer the resources necessary
for the ‘willed’ or ‘institutionally designed’ production of great human beings. [t 1s for this reason that
he defers his pobitical perfectionism (i.e. the politcal task of breeding or willing great human beings) to
the “philosophers of the fuzure” who will be responsible for the legislation of values.

Rather than abandon the wask of perfectionism, Nietzsche tums his attention to the presenz to
attend to the possibility of human flourishing in late modemity. Dunng this ‘intenim’, Nietzsche
anticipates that mora/ perfectionism will serve as an eventual catalyst for the poltical perfectionism he
envisions for the future.” Daniel Conway explains Nietzsche’s project of moral perfectionism as “the
conviction that one’s primary, overriding—and perhaps sole—ethical ‘obligation’ is to attend to the
perfection of one’s ownmost self” and this “involves culuvating one’s native endowment of powers
and faculties; eliciing from within oneself the perfections that lie dormant, undiscovered, or
incomplete; and so fortifying one’s soul with the virtues constitutive of a steding character.”*> Cleady,

Nietzsche thinks that this is a viable project within his own crepuscular age, one that can sustain an

¥+ [ am indebted to Daniel Conway’s Nietgsche and the Politicai (1997, p.54) for this distinction between
Nietzsche’s political and moral perfectionism.
275 Daniel Conway, Nietzsche and the Pobtical, 1997, p.54.
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‘ideal’ of human flourishing. The question now is: how is this project of moral perfectionism to be

realized in light of the two thousand vears of Chnistian-moral domination?

Self-Overcoming

The tenability of human flounshing in late modernity will depend, inter alia, on one’s success at
resisting and counteracting the decadent values and perspectives belonging to one’s age. In fact,
Nietzsche regards such aversive endeavours as a requirement for the philosopher:

What does a philosopher demand of himself first and lastz To overcome his ume in
himself, to become ‘timeless’. With what must he therefore engage in the hardest
combat? With whatever marks him as the child of his time. Well then! [ am, no less
than Wagner, a child of this ume; that is, a decadent: but [ comprehended this, 1
reststed 1t (CW, P, KSA 6:11, my emphasis)

Although these remarks fall short of oudining what is needed to enact an overcoming of one’s ume,
they illustrate nicely the self-referential context of such a task. Specifically, Nietzsche implicates
himself in the critique of modermity by not only proclaiming his own decadence, but by nsistng that
he ‘resisted’ 1t. As a ‘child of his tume’, he cannot denounce its values and perspectives through a
discursive dismissal alone, since the task of self-overcoming (Setbstiibernindung) attends to the tensions
and struggles that emerge within one’s own soul. In other words, he aims to partcipate in everything

that he will ulamately overcome.=’

How does a ‘decadent’, then, overcome or resist his ‘decadence’? In Nietzsche’s case, he not only

diagnoses his ‘sickness’ (with modemity), but prescribes a regimen of ‘self-discipiine’ as a pallranve

2% This notion of a self-referential context of Nietzsche’s crtique of modermity is a central theme in Dansel
Conway’s excellent study, Nietgsche's Dangerous Game (1997). However, it seems to me that Conway
overemphasizes Nietzsche's self-avowed decadence while underscoring his efforts to exempt himself from his
own diagnosis of decadence. Conway offers a pessimistic reading of the resources available in modermity to
produce great human beings, claiming that, at best, modemity’s higher types are only a different type of
decadent This reading, [ think, is contradicted by Nietzsche’s claims that ‘lucky strikes’ can appear in any
histodical perod. Further, when Nietzsche describes himself as a ‘decadent’, it is not for the purpose of
conceding his lowly status, but conversely, to announce his (supposed) superionty in being a child of a decadent
period but aceroming it (cf. EH, ‘Wise’, 2, KSA 6:266). So, overcoming decadence becomes a measwre (no the
defining feature) of his greatness.
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(CW, P, KSA 6:12). The importance that he atributes to self-control 1s evident from the following
passage:

The most spiritual men, as the strongest, find their happiness where others would find
their destruction: in the labyrinth, in hardness against themselves and others, in
experiments; their joy is self-conquest; asceticism becomes in them nature, need, and
instinct. Difficult tasks are a privilege to them; to play with burdens that crush others,
a recreation. Knowledge—a form of asceticism. They are the most venerable kind of
man; that does not preclude their being the most cheerful and the kindliest. (A, 57,
KSA 6:243)

In the absence of a prion rules or principles for advancing to this ‘venerable’ or elevated state,
Nietzsche appeals to ‘self-experimentation’, understood in terms of vanous regimens of ascetic
practices. The ascetic nature attributed here to the ‘strongest’ type is consistent with Nietzsche’s
general description of the ‘higher type’ as possessing “the greatest muluplicity of drives, in the
relatively greatest strength that can be endured,” but under the “control” of a “master” or “‘chief”
drive which overcomes the “weakened” or decadent drives (WP 966, KSA 11:289). Note, however,
that the ‘philosophical’ asceticism practised by the ‘most spiritual men’ must not be confused with
Christian asceticism. The latter involves a “hatred of the senses” whereas the former implies a “severe
and cheertul continence” as “the will of one’s dominating instinct” (GM, III, 9;8, KSA 5:356,355).
Unfortunately, Nietzsche is rather elusive when it comes to a detaled explanation of the behavioural
consequences of this form of asceticism. As [ shall discuss in Chapter Five, this elusiveness attests to
his performative justification of his ideal of human flourishing, and his lack of concern for morality
understood as the promotion of what one ‘ought’ to do. Instead, Nietzsche’s ethical concem lies with

the character traits of exemplary human beings.

In fashioning the ‘higher type’ (e.g. himself) with an ascenc character, Nietzsche 15 drawing
attention to the various tensions within the soul. Insofar as he views himself as a batdefield of
opposing values, self-overcoming is meant to capture his capacity to extricate himself from the

prevailing values of his age, in order to realize his ‘higher’, more vitlistc, affective existence. Of
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course, what Nietzsche is so eager to overcome is the Chnstian world-view, especially tts commitment
to the ‘ascetic ideal’ and its ‘ressentiment morality’ which impede human excellence. But, in this
declaration of war on Christianity, the real battle takes place within the soul, where the individual’s
capacity to endure the most diverse drives will determine the range of his affectve existence. The
important point is not so much the victory (over the impoverished drives) secured by the ‘higher
type’s’ disciplining nature, but the need for the active engagement of the ‘higher’ with the ‘lower’ in
order to fulfil the task of transforming or overturning decadent values. Although decadence s ozerome,
it also functions as a condition for human flourishing. Together, both are invaluable to the task of
self-overcoming since “negating and destroying ate conditions for saying Yes” (EH, Desuny’, 4, KSA
6:368).

An ggonal impulse is certainly characteristic of the ‘higher type’. Once the ‘soul’ has experienced
the great tension of having been exposed to a host of opposing values, it realizes a more heightened
affective existence. Nietzsche seems to think that there is something truly life-affirming about the
‘soul’ experiencing a full range of diverse values and perspecuves. The individual capable of endunng
the sharpest contrast among antitheucal values will display a greater level of self-overcoming, and
enjoy a more life-affirming existence. After experiencing a wide array of values, 1t will be necessary to
protect the ‘distances’ within the soul from such enemies as Chrstian morality and egalitanamism.
Towards this end, Nietzsche appeals to the ‘pathos of distance’ (Pathos der Distans) as a protectve
measure. Out of this “pathos of distance”, he observes, comes “the craving for an ever-new widening of
distances within the soul itself, the development of ever higher, rarer, more remote, further-stretching,
more comprehensive states...the continual ‘self-overcoming of man™ (BGE, 257, KSA 5:205). In
order to stave off the threat of humanitarian impulses (with the potennal to infect even the ‘healthy’),
the ‘pathos of distance’ will reflect the natural rank ordening of values (drives) within the soul based
on “the ingrained difference between strata” (257). In adhering to the natural hierarchy of value
distinctions, the ‘pathos of distance’ eliminates the threat of a disordered soul—one whose values are

the expression of decadent drives. The ‘pathos of distance’ is essenual to Nietzsche’s task of self-
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overcoming insofar as it immumnizes the individual from decadent values, and hence, authenucates the
philcsopher’s overcoming of the morality of his ume. The preservation of a natural hierarchy of

values 1s a preliminary step toward the development ot Nietzsche’s posiuve morality.

Revaluation of All Values

The overcoming of Chnsuan morality recewves its penultinate expression in Nietzsche’s demand for a
‘revaluanion of all values’ (Umaerthung aller Werthe). The first reference to a ‘revaluanon’ in the
published wriungs occurs in Beyond Good and Eul (1886) to descnibe an Unmnerthung that had already
taken place—"“the paradoxical formula ‘god on the cross’...promused a revaluation of all the values of
anuquity” (BGE, 46, KSA 5:67). This reference to an historical ‘revaluaton’ parallels Nietzsche's
account of the ‘slave revolt in morals’ discussed in greater detail (and with greater denision) in the Firse
Essay of the Genealogy where resentful Chnsuans are accused of inverting noble values. While
Nietzsche i1s intensely cntcal of this ininal revaluation of values, he proudly announces a second
attempt at revaluation. In the Amaihrist, he locates the Renaissance as the seat of this artempted
revaluation, this ame it 1s *“‘the revaluation of Christian ralues” (A, 61, KSA 6:250), the etfort *“to bning the
counter-values, the noble values to victory” (61). These two histonical events, the one negauve (slave
morality) and the other posituve (noble morality) inform Nietzsche’s demand for a revaluation of all
values. In short, the revaluatuon involves a cnuque of the prevaling, Chnstan values and an
affirmation of an altemative, life-affirming mode of valuanon.””” The demand for a revaluason of
values bears a striking resemblance to the motto of Diogenes the Cynic, ‘paracharattein to nomismd,

translated literally as ‘restamp the comnage’ which 1s a metaphoncal expression for starting over again

with new values in society.*’

277 Later, [ will discuss Nietzsche’s affirmatve ethics.
278 See Horst Hutter, “With the ‘Nightwatchman of Greek Philosophy™ Nietzsche’s Way to Cynicism” in
Nierzsche and the Rhetoric of Nibilism, 1989. Hutter writes: “The phrase ‘Unmuerthung aller Werthe may even be

considered a fairly complete rendition of the kynic phrase ‘paracharattein to nomisma,’ both denotatively and
connotatvely.” (p.117)
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In his demand for ‘revaluation’, Nietzsche often emphasizes its destructive aspect, describing 1t as
the “liberation from all moral values” which will then offer hope for a “new moming” (EH, D’, 1,
KSA 6:330). In its earliest phase, the revaluation can be viewed as a declaration of war on the anu-
naturalism of Christian morality which has resulted in the diminuton of man. Although he places his
trust in “new philosaphers...toward spirits strong enough and original enough to provide the simuli for
opposite valuations and to revalue and invert ‘eternal values™ (BGE, 203, KSA 5:126), it 1s clear that
Nietzsche identifies himself as a ‘new philosopher’, and assigns Aimseff the task of revaluation. For
instance, in Ece Homo, the “revaluation of all values” is defined as “my formula for an act of supreme
self-examination (Selbstbesinnimg) on the part of humanity become tlesh and genus n me” (EH,
‘Destiny’, 1, KSA 6:365).

What reasons could Nietzsche have for maintaining that “a ‘revaluation ot all values’ 1s perhaps
possible for me alone” (EH, “Wise’, 1, KSA 6:260)? First of all, he realizes that before our current
values can be revalued, they must first be wnderstood, and he credits his Genealogy as offering the best
insights into the ‘optics of value’. In his review of that work, Nietzsche acknowledges its contribution
towards the revaluation: “Three decisive preliminary studies by a psychologst for a revaluanon of all
values” (EH, ‘GM’, KSA 6:353). Elsewhere, he reinforces the importance of an histoncal sense for the
task of ‘revaluation” “I sought in history the beginning of the construction of reverse ideals” (WP
1041, KSA 13:493). In addition to his self-professed genealogical ‘experuse’, Nietzsche clums to
possess the ‘know-how’ to ‘reserse perspectives’ due to his personal expenences with, and ulumate
mastery over the instincts of decadence, which itself, required that he occupy the dual perspectives ot
the ‘sick’ and ‘healthy’ (EH, ‘Wise’, 1, KSA 6:266). The mastery over the decadent instuncts requires a
capacity for ‘self-overcoming’ (and a ‘pathos of distance’) which is a ‘precondition’ (1 ‘orbedingung) of the
revaluation. Nietzsche explains:

For the task of a revaluation of all values more capacities may have been needed than
have ever dwelt together in a single individual—above all, even contrary capacities
that had to be kept from disturbing, destroying one another. An order of rank among

these capacities; distance; the art of separating without setting against one another; to
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mix nothing, to ‘reconcile’ nothing; a tremendous varety that is nevertheless the

opposite of chaos. (EH, ‘Cever’, 9, KSA 6:294)

In acknowledging ‘self-overcoming’ and a ‘pathos of distance’ as an essential preliminary step toward
the goal of revaluation, Nietzsche is maintaining that only a ‘healthy’ type of person can instigate or
inspire a revaluation of all values. [t would seem then that the individual capable of uncovering
Chrstian morality, overcoming the instincts of decadence, and establishing an order of rank of his
drives, all prerequisites for a revaluation, must himself, be a model of human tlounishing of some sort.
Of course, Nietzsche privileges his own ‘genius’ and talent for exposing the ‘mendaciousness of
millennia’, and serving as a catalyst for a revaluaton. Is it not the case then that human flounishing, 1s
not only a consequence of the revaluation, but also a precondition of it? [ will retumn to this point
later.

How is Nietzsche’s perfectionism related to the task of revaluanon? [t 1s worth noting that while
the expression ‘revaluation of all values’ is a signature &itmotif from the wnungs of 1888
‘perfectionism’ is a term that Nietzsche never used to describe his project. Yet, /f perfectionism is to
serve as an adequate characterization of Nietzsche’s affirmauve thinking, then 1t is important to
consider how it relates to his project of a revaluation of all values. [nsofar as their main objecuve 1s
the production of great human beings, it would seem that Nietzsche’s pobical perfectionism 1s a
statement of the revaluation. For instance, the revaluaton of Chnstan values (and the democrauc
movement he associates with them), would give rse to a ‘new morming’, an anstocratic soctety leading
to the fulfillment of his fundamental political aim of producing, by insttutional design, exemplary
human beings. The expressed intent of a revaluation of values is “to prepare a reversal of values for a
certain strong kind of man of the highest spinituality and stwrength of will...” (WP 957, KSA 11:582).

While political perfectionism fits nicely with Nietzsche’s understanding of a (completed or
successful) revaluation of all values insofar as they represent the politcal task of producing exemplary

individuals in a post-Christian epoch, there seems to be a difhiculty in equating hus mora/ perfectionism

2™ Although introduced in the published wrtings in 1886, the ‘revaluation’ becomes a senious lsmonf in Eae
Homo, Turlight of the Idols, and the Antichrist.



195

with the eark stage of the revaluation. Viewed from a temporal standpoint, both the snizal phase of the
revaluation and Nietzsche’s moral perfectionism are projects undertaken in the present, n late
modermity. But, when we consider the agenda for this early stage of the revaluanon (i.e. the task to be
performed in the presens), it would seem that it 1s restricted to a repudiation of the reigning values. In
other wotds, the Unnerthung commences in Nietzsche’s own age with a critique of the current values,
what he describes as “the No-saving, No-doing part [of my task]...the great war” (EH, ‘BGE’, 1, KSA
6:350). Consequently, one rmught infer that Nietzsche's moral perfectionism 1s synonymous with this
rudimentary stage of the revaluation where the emphasis s placed on a critique of moral values. On
this reading, the most that one could offer under the present circumstances is an attack on the reigning
values. As a result, Nietzsche's mora/ perfecuonism would be reduced to a wuitigue of, or resistance to
Christian moraltty. rather than to the creation of new values since value-creation is5 a task reserved for the future.

Several commentators have discussed the difficulty in reconciling Nietzsche’s present demand for
the creation of new values with the future-oriented task of the revaluation of all values. The problem 1s
that Nietzsche will often speak of value-creation as a legiumate endeavour feday n decadent, late
modernity, but as Robert C. Solomon objects, “There 1s no context...within which the new virtues we
are to ‘create’ are to be virtues, for a virtue without a practice 15 of no more value than a word without
a language, a gesture without a context.”® [n pronouncing his own age ‘decadent’, Nietzsche s
denied a context for value-creation—there is no ‘ethos of the [4ad,’ or anything like the great cultural
harvest of the world of antiquity, the impertum Roman ot the Renaissance. Any attempt to advance new
values without a practice leads to “the somewhat pretentious and sometimes absurd self-glonfication
of nineteenth century German romantictsm.”28

In his interpretation of Nietzsche’s Umuerthung, Dauel Conway states that the revaluation “does
not (and could not) involve the creation ex nhils of new values, which mght directly contribute to the

founding of a post-Christian epoch.”2 Conway claims that the construction of ‘new’ values is an

80 Robert C. Solomon, “A More Severe Morality: Nietzsche’s Affirmagve Ethics”, 1986, p.76.
31 [bid, p.76.
282 Daniel Conway, Nietzsche's Dangerous Game, 1997, p.182.
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option “only to healthy peoples and ages,” and that in late modernity Nietzsche “can do no more than
challenge and perhaps reverse the reigning values of his age.”* One reason that both Conway and
Solomon deny the plausibility of value-creation in late modemity is that they interpret the act of value-
creation as applying exclusively to the wlctive values operating within society (as opposed to the values
betraying who one is). From there, they conclude that since Nietzsche brands modemity ‘decadent’,
there is no practice available in which it makes sense to speak of creating new values. Hence, the
legislaton of new values belongs to a healthy, future age while the inhabitants of modernity must
wallow tn their own decadence. While I agree that Nietzsche’s major preoccupation 1s the human
flourishing resulting from the creation of new values for sodety (or perhaps a return to the old)
expressed by means of his pobticul perfectiomsm, there is also room for an understanding ot value-
creation for the individnal in late modemity, however ‘pretentious’ and ‘self-glonfying’ this may prove
to be. A practice is only required when the creation of new values s intended for society in general.
Further consideration of the readings of Conway and Solomon suggests that their interpretation
is, in one respect, seriously flawed. For instance, if we construe Nietzsche's imnal efforts of
revaluation as involving simply a campaign against the prevailing values, then that would mean that
Nietzsche would be left with ‘#e values’. Solomon and Conway have ruled out the possibility that
Nietzsche is advancing new values on the grounds that values can only be created in a future, post-
Chnstan epoch. The consequence of their interpretanion is that Nietzsche 1s living in modermity
without any values. Yet, the notion of a value-Zss individual is entirelv untenable since it 15 impossible
for any human being to live without values. Even the nthilist, one should note, values himself as one
who negates! And, one of Nietzsche’s cardinal tenets is that life demands that we posit values of some
sort. Indeed, it could be said that human beings are condemned to evaluate. Perhaps a third alternatve
would be that Nietzsche lived in accordance with the decadent values of his day, but this account
must be quickly dismissed, since it would imply that Nietzsche was a ‘closet’ Chnstian who dedicated

himself to its expulsion or overcoming.

283 [bid, p.183.
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It should be recalled from my discussion from Chapter One that Nietzsche distinguishes between
morality understood as the conditions for the life and growth of a pegple (A, 25, KSA, 6:194), and a
‘private’ morality described as “the sum of the conditions of my existence which prescribe an onght only
if [ want myself* It is this latter conception of morality which commentators have all too often

ignored which forms the bases, or so [ will argue in the next chapter, of Nietzsche’s ethic of human

flounshing within modemuty.

284 Lerter to Paul Rée quoted in Kaufmann’s introduction to Nietzsche’s Gay Saence, p.20.
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5

Nietzsche’s Positive Morality
Are you satisfied by my concluding [Tuslight of the ldols| with the Dionysus morality (Dionysos-Moral)?
—Letter to Peter Gast, October 30, 1888.

Zuerst das Nothige—und dies so schén und vollkommen als du kannst! ‘Liebe das, was nothwendig ist'—amor
fan dies wire mene Moral. ..

—KSA 9:643.

In this chapter, [ argue that Nietzsche has a positive morality, an ethic of human flounshing that 1s
applicable to the ‘moral intenim’, the preparatory period leading to his forecasted politcal
perfectionism. Having already discussed Nietzsche’s application of the term ‘my morality’ as an
expression of the life-affirming morality belonging to ths (self-anointed) exemplar of human
excellence in modemity, [ tum to a discussion of the specific affirmauve ideals he advances: ‘amor
fat’, ‘eternal return’, ‘give syl to one’s character’ and ‘become what one is’. In doing so, [ challenge
the widespread view that Nietzsche is a champion of seff-reation ot self-fashioning whose atfirmative
ideals entail the promotion of human flounishing through an act of free will.**s Instead, I contend that
Nietzsche offers an anti-voluntanisuc model of human flourishing consistent with both his ‘fatalism’ and
his project of a revaluaton of all values.

Before we can proceed with an explication of Nietzsche’s positive morality, it will be necessary to
clanfy his notion of ‘fatalism’ since it differs from its classical formulation where the individual 15
understood as the product of predeterministic forces operating in the universe. Classical fatalism 1s

“the belief that all events are necessitated (determined) to happen the way they do 1n fact happen no

285 [ discuss Nietzsche’s catique of free will in Chapter Two.



199

matter what we do to try to avoid them or prevent them.”2% Nietzsche explicitly rejects this view of

fatalism, what he refers to as Tiirkenfatabsmus. He wrtes:

Mohammedan fatalism (Tiirkenfatabismus) embodies the fundamental error of settng
man and fate (Fatum) over against one another as two separate things: man, it says,
can resist fate and seek to frustrate it, but in the end it always carnies off the victory;
so that the most reasonable thing to do is to resign oneself or to live just as one
pleases. In reality every man is himself a piece of fate; when he thinks to resist fate in
the way suggested, it is precisely fate that is here fulfilling itself; the struggle 1s
imaginary, but so 1s the proposed resignation to fate; all these tmaginings are enclosed
within fate.—The fear that most people feel in face of the theory of the unfreedom
of the will 1s fear in face of Mohammedan fatalism: they think that man will stand
before the future feeble, resigned and with hands clasped because he 1s incapable of
effecting any change in it... The follies of mankind are just as much a piece of fate as
are 1ts acts of intelligence: that fear in face of a beliet n fate 15 also fate. You yourself,
poor fearful man, are the implacable moira enthroned even above the gods that
govems all that happens...in you the whole future of the world of man s
predetermined: it 1s of no use for vou to shudder when you look upon vourself. (WS,

61, KSA 2:580).
In declaring that ‘man himself ts a piece of fate’, Nietzsche is hoping to remove the fears associated
with Mohammedan fatalism, fears which give ase to feelings of ‘resignation’ or ‘doing as one pleases’
and onginate with the false belief in the disuncuon between man and fate. We can expect, then, that
Nietzsche’s brand of fatalism will exclude its popular construal as ‘what will be, will be’. In the above
passage, however, there is no definitive statement of Nietzsche’s fatalism, just simply a repudiation of
a parucular form of fatalism.

What is needed now is an explanaton of Nietzsche’s ‘fatalism’, his view that “The single human
being is a piece of faum from the front and from the rear, one law more, one necessity more for all
that 1s yet to come and to be” (T1, ‘Morality’, 6, KSA 6:87). To begin wath, this clam was prompted by
Nietzsche’s response to the naive demand of moralists who say: “Man onght to be such and such!” For

Nietzsche, it makes no sense to speak of an ‘ought’ when “reality shows us an enchanting sealth of

86 Peter A. Angeles, Dictonary of Philosaphy, 1981, p.225.
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hpes...” (6). These remarks suggest that Nietzsche’s fatalism emerges from his opposition to the
voluntaristic-based principles promoted by moral philosophers, principles which conflict with Nietzsche’s
physiological views, specifically the anti-egalitarian belief that nature has bequeathed different ‘types’
of human beings, all of whom are immune to moralistc pratde. It s of no use then, according to
Nietzsche, to offer moral formulas or principles (what amounts to a discursize justfication) to convince
people of what they oxght to do. An understanding of Nietzsche’s fatalism will require an apprectaton
of his views on physiology.

Brian Leiter offers the most insightful account of Nietzsche’s fatalism, one which recognizes the
importance of physiology in Nietzsche’s thought. According to Leiter, Nietzsche’s fatalism can be
described best as ‘causal essenualism’, “the doctrine that tor any individual substance (e.g. a person or
some other living organism) that substance has ‘essenual’ properties that are causally paimary with
respect to the future history of that substance, i.e. they non-trivially determine the space of possible
trajectories for that substance.”®” Leiter distinguishes this position from classical fatalism insofar as
causal essentialism does not clam that the particular outcome of a person’s life 1s necessary, since 1t only
anumsaribes trajectories, rather than necessitate any particular one. Taking into account Nietzsche's
physiological perspectives, Leiter reiterates Nietzsche’s position as the view that “natural facts about a
person circumscribe what that person becomes, though, within the limuts set by the natural facts, the
precise details of what a person becomes depend (causally) upon other factors™ and “that factors ather
than natural facts about the person may stll play a cansal role in the trajectory of a person’s kife—nithin the lmils
aroumscribed of course. by the natural facts.”**%

According to Nietzsche, what a person is (e.g character, personality, anatomy, values) is
determined to a great extent by one’s physiological constitution. These facts fix the trajectory of one’s
life while stll allowing for external causal factors (e.g. environment, educaton). However, these
external factors must yield to the limits set by the physiological facts—the latter always being causally

primary with respect to a person’s life. In the case of the acom and the oak tree, the acom determines

287 Boan Leiter, “The Paradox of Fatalism and Self-Creation in Nietzsche”, 1998, p.225, my emphasis.
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the specific trajectory to be realized—an oak tree rather than a peach tree. Yet, there are other
contributing factors responsible for the ‘flourishing’ of the oak tree. Nature has determined that the
acom will become an oak tree, not a peach tree, but even sull, it makes a difference whether the acom
has been planted in soil or the desert sand. The point here, of course, 1s that the environment 15 4
signiticant factor in influencing the possible range of trajectories, whether the oak tree flounishes or
wilts, but it cannor alter the fact that the acom 1s destined to become an oak tree, rather than a peach
tree. Similarly, in the case of a human being, one’s physiological facts circumscribe the possible
trajectories of his life, but the environment to which one belongs is not predetermined by these facts.
Although he credits ‘rulues’ as being an example of an ‘external causal factor’, Leiter 1s not
concerned with explaning the importance of moral values or ideals for understanding Nietzsche’s
affirmatve ethics. So, my task in dus chapter 1s to pick up trom where Leuer left off. In
acknowledging that ‘values’ (‘environment’) can mnfluence what we become within the himuts set by our
natural facts, we can question, as Nietzsche does, how our rergning values have mfluenced what we
have become and to whar extent these values (external causes) are conducwe to the flounshing of
human beings, erther collectively, as a parncular group, or tor certan individuals. The crucial pomnt
that needs to be recognized 1s that ralues matter even in light of Nietzsche’s tatahsm (Le. causal
essentialism)! Hence, his affirmative ethics will involve promoung those ideals conducive to human
flounshing even though Nietzsche realizes that this promonon will be constrained by the natural facts
about the person. To clarify then, Nietzsche’s promotion of moral ideals will matter, but he will only
be able to influence a select group of individuals, the fortunate few who possess the ‘nght’ nawural
facts (physiological constitution) but whose capacity for greamess has been hitherto thwarted by their
exposure to the ‘wrong’ social values.#? Nietzsche’s positive morality, then, nvolves his etfort to
orchestrate the flounshing of these potential ‘higher types’. In this chapter, | argue that Nietzsche
seeks to influence his select readership through a performatire jusufication where he presents the

character of Zarathustra (1883-1885), and later, his own heroic self from Ear Homo (1888) as

238 [bid, pp.223-24.
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exemplars of greamess whose influence will depend on their capacity to impart to his readers a pathos
for the ideal that they promote.

My reading of Nietzsche as an amti-roluntarist has been a theme expressed throughout this
dissertation, but 1s perhaps most forceful when it 1s contrasted with the popular portrayal of Nietzsche
as a prototypical philosopher of self-creation. To begin then, [ tum my attention to his atfirmanve
ideals, and discuss how they have been musinterpreted in the secondary literature. From there, [ tocus

on Nietzsche’s fatalism and the manner in which he hopes to convey his positive morality.

Nietzsche’s Ethic of Human Flourishing

Desptte his contempt for modermuty, Nietzsche retused to succumb to 1ts decadent mode ot valuaton.
In a letter to Paul Rée,? Nietzsche not only confesses to having a ‘private morality’, but reveals where
it can be found—Book [V of The Guay Saene enutled “Sancrus Januanus™. [ndeed, within the fitty
pages comprising Book [V, one finds the clearest expressions of his affirmanve ideals including: "amor
fat’, ‘eternal return’, ‘become what one 1s’, and ‘give sy to one’s character’, many ot which centre on
the theme of self-creation or self-fushioning.

Crucial for an understanding of Nietzsche'’s posinve morality 15 section 335 ot The Gay Saene
which, although receiving considerable attention, has been trequentdy musunderstood. In ths passage,
Nietzsche encourages his readers to stop dwelling on the “moral value of our acnons” and instead
“lmut ourselves to the punfication of our opions and valuanons and to the weation of our oun nea: tables
of what is good’ (GS, 335, KSA 3:563). Moreover, Nietzsche 1s adamant that the creation of these new
values ts reserved for those who “live in the presens” (335) indicating, contra Conway, that Nietzsche’s
affirmative ethic 1s advanced within modemity. As we read on, Nietzsche describes this contemporary
ethical task as follows: “We, however, sunt to become those ne ur—human beings who are new, unique,

mncomparable, who give themselves laws, who create themselves” (335). It 1s a commonplace within

%9 ‘Wrong' in the sense of ‘not conducive to their flounshing’.
2% See my discussion on Nietzsche’s reference to “merner Moral” from Chapter One.
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Nietzsche scholarship to interpret these remarks as the rallying-cry of the prototypical philosopher of
self-creation,™! as one who preaches the creation of one’s own self through an act of tree will.

Karl Jaspers’ imporrant study from 1936 provides one ot the earliest readings ot Nietzsche as a
champion of self-creation. According to Jaspers, “Nietzsche...never doubts that man 1s tree and that
he develops himself” and that “man’s freedom has its own specitic meaning: the freedom of self-
realization is simply creation.””**? Nietzsche continues to be heralded within contemporary circles as zbe
philosopher of self-creanion. For instance, 1if we consider Alexiander Nehamas’ influential and “creative’
study, Nietgsohe: Life as Literature, the author clums that Nietzsche’s ‘maxim’ to “become those we
are...human beings who create themselves” (GS, 335) is the central theme of Thus Spoke Zarathusira
which s “constructed around the idea of creaung one’s own selt.”® This alleged voluntansm s
essential to Nehamas’ aesthetic model of interpretation which mauntains thar Nietzsche viewed lite
iself from the perspective of the artist. According to Nehamas, this aesthenc ideal 15 caprured in our
voluntary etforts to give ‘stvle’ to our lives. In place of a descapuve ideal of human tlounshing,
Nehamas proposes that Nietzsche wrote an autobtography, Ewe Homo, n an “eftort to create an
artwork out of himself...His great innovation was to accomplish this end by saying thar to create
oneselt i1s the most important goal n hfe...”">

Let us now retumn to section 335 of The Gay Saence to determuine whether value-creation 1s an
inherendy voluntanistic project. To begin with, 1t should be noted thar in hus reference to this passage,
Nehamas had simply quoted a few sentences which made it appear that those “who give themselves
laws, who create themselves” (335) do so by dint of an act of will. We can see, however, trom the
remainder of the passage that there is reason o teject this reading. Nietzsche goes on to explan:

To that end [self-creation] we must become the best leamers and discoverers of

everything that 1s lawful and necessary in the word: we must become physiasts n

M E.g Kad faspers (1965), Alexander Nehamas (1985), Richard Rorty (1989), Peter Bedkowitz (1995), J.P.
Hattingh (1996), Derek Collins (1997). Two exceptions are Brian Leiter (1998) and Dantel Conway (1997).

292 Kal Jaspers, Nietzsche: An Introduction to the Understanding of his Philosophtcal Activaty, trans. C.F. Wallraff and F|.
Schmitz, Baltimore: John Hopkins University Press, 1997, p.154. Odgnally published as Niergsche: Einfiibrung in
das 1 erstindnis seines Philosophierens, Walter de Gruyter and Company, 1936.

293 Alexander Nehamas, Nietzsche: Life us Lateratire, 1985, p.174.

24 Ibud, pp.8, 233-34.



order to be able to be veators in this sense—while hitherto all valuations and tdeals
have been based on sgnorunce of physics or were constructed so as to comradict it.

Therefore: long live physics! (GS, 335, KSA 3:563-64)
What Nietzsche means by ‘creation’ s a specific reliance on science to determine what 1s ‘lawtul and
necessary in the world’. If this sounds odd, then it is only because the passage hus not been considered
in its entirety. After asserting earlier that “‘every action 1s unknowable”, Nietzsche admuts that “our
opinions, valuations, and tables of whart is good cerrainly belong among the most powertul levers in
the involved mechamism of our actions, but that in any parncular case the law of their mechamism 1s
indemonstrable” (335). If we can utilize science to establish the etfects of these ‘powertul levers’ on
our actions, then we can with relative certainty idenuty a ‘Tawful’ parrem berween the acnions etfected
by certain values. So, when Nietzsche exhorts us to create ‘our own new tables ot what 1s good’, he
wants us to draw on these scientific results, in order to idenuty those values which will causally
determune actions 1 a new and life-enhancing manner. The creanon of new values then does not
accur trom within a voluntanistic standpomnt. Science cannot reveal the faws behind the mechamisms
of our actions tor these are indemonstrable, but since values can be causal determunants ot our
actions, we can ascerrain which values prove salutary for the nonon of human tlounshing that
Nietzsche advances. The “type’ ot ndividual who one 1s may be a fact of nature, but this does not rule
out certan environmental determunants such as social values.® Since Nehamas refuses to take
seriously Nietzsche’s comments on physiology, he fails to appreciate Nietzsche’s tatlism. >

Another passage ftrequently cited to support the view that Nietzsche 15 a proponent of self-

creation is section 290 of The Gay Sience. Nietzsche writes:

One thing is needful—To ‘give stvle’ o one’s character—a great and rare art! [t 1s

practiced by those who survey all the strengths and weaknesses of their nature and

then fit them into an artistic plan untl every one of them appears as art and reason

and even weaknesses delight the eve. Here a large mass of second nature has been

added; there a piece of onginal nature has been removed—both umes through long

295 It should be pointed out that even the ‘choice’ to create the values which will causally determine one’s life
trajectories is, itself, determined by the ‘type’ of person one is.
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practice and daily work at it. Here the ugly that could not be removed 1s concealed;
there it has been reinterpreted and made sublime. Much that 1s vague and resisted
shaping has been saved and exploited for distant views...In the end, when the work
1s finished, it becomes evident how the constraint of a single taste govemed and
formed everything large and small. Whether this taste was good or bad s less

important than one might suppose, if only it was a single taste! (GS, 290, KSA 3:330)
Unlike section 335 with its various injunctions, this passage provides a desrpare account ot the
individual who ‘gwves style’ to his character. But, there is nothing in this passage which necessitates a
voluntaristic reading. In fact, one tinds just the opposite since the ‘pracuce’ of ‘surveying one’s
strengths and weaknesses and fitting them into an arustuc plan’ s ulumartely the result of “the
constraint of a single taste” which has “gorerned evervthing large and small” (290). This “single taste’ has
nothing to do with an individual’s tree choice over who he becomes, but rather, 1s an expression of
who one ts. Therefore, the ‘single taste’ ts a reflection of a parncular human ‘type’. In this case, 1t1s
only Nietzsche's ‘hugher tvpes’ who tit the description of “giving stvle’ to therr character. The tact that
Nietzsche relies on aesthetic expressions (e.g. fitung one’s strengths und weaknesses nto an unuic
plan) in his description of styling one’s life should not be construed as an endorsement of tree will,
since Nietzsche does not hold that human freedom s a prerequisite tor artisnc expression. In tact, he
clums that the artist’s realization that evervthing he does is of nessity 15 responsible for his creatiriey
(BGE, 213, KSA 5:148).%% Similarly, when he praises Goethe in Tuzkght of the Idols (1888) for having
“yeated himself” (T1, ‘Skirrmishes’, 49, KSA 6:151), this remark must be read within the context of that
work which is decisively fatalistc.2?8 Hence, Nietzsche's references to self-creation or creativity should

not be read as requining free will.

2% Nehamas, Niezsache: Life as Literature, 1983, p.120.

97 “Artists seem to have more sensitive noses in these matters, knowing only too well that precisely when they
no longer do anything ‘voluntasily’ but do everything of necessity, their feeling of freedom, subtlety, full power,
of creative placing, disposing, and forming reaches its peak—in short, that necessity and ‘*freedom of the will’
then become one in them” (BGE, 213, KSA 5:148).

298 Responding to the moralist’s demand that “you ought to be such and such!”, Nietzsche wntes: “The single
human being is a piece of f@um from the front and from the rear, one law more, one necessity more for all that
is yet to come and to be” (T1, ‘Morality’, 6, KSA 6:87). And, presumably, he does not wish to excude Goethe!
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That Nietzsche’s affirmarve deals are intertwined with his fatalism 1s evident from his imperauve
to ‘become whar one 1s’. Borrowed from Pindarc’s Pythran 2, 73,2 the capacity to ‘become what you
are’ (y€vou " olog foor’) is, for Nietzsche, the most distinctive quality of human flounshing. Although
there are only five references’® to the expression in the published wnungs, the mjuncuon to *become
what one 15’ figures promunendy i Nietzsche’s affirmanve ethics. In parucular, the nonon of
‘becoming what one 15’ 1s so signiticant tor Nietzsche’s E.e Homo that he decided to subude the work:
“How One Becomes \What One Is” (167 mun aird. was man ist). It s thas texe, and not The Gay Scaence
(where the expression s introduced), which offers the best insights into the meaning of this
expression. Written as a sort of philosophical autobtography, Nietzsche begins bv announcing his
need “to say who [ um” (EH, P:l, KSA 6:257). What 15 interesung s that throughout Ece Homa,
Ntetzsche conunually discusses his lite in faradistic terms. For instance, he begins the tirst section
claming that “The good fortune of my existence, 1ts umqueness perhaps, hes i s farahey” (EH,
‘Wise’, 1, KSA 6:204). Later m the texr, he artributes hus stay n Rome © “some sort ot tatahry..ac
work” (EH, ‘Z’, 4, KSA 6:340). And, in the tinal chapter, Nietzsche remarks, “It1s my fate that [ have
to be the first decent human bemng” (EH, ‘Desuny’, 1, KSA 6:365).

Nierzsche's description of hus life as ‘tated’ 1s confirmed by the lone passage n Ece Homo where
he discusses the meaning ot ‘becoming what one 1s’. He wnites:

At this point the real answer to the question, how one becomes what ane &5, can no longer
be avoided. And thus [ touch on the masterpiece ot the art of self-preservation—af
selfishness... To become what one is, one must not have the tuntest notion what one

15...Morally speaking: neighbor love, living for others, and other things wz be a

2 The original text reads: genoi’ hofos essi mathon. Nietzsche leaves out the parnaple ‘mathor’, but this s not an
uncommon practice. During the early editorial process, even some Alexandnan scholars omitted the parnaple.
The inclusion of the participle would render the following English expression: “since you have learned what vou
are, become that person” or “become such a person as yvou have leamed to be.” I owe this point to Derek
Collins, “On the Aesthetics of the Deceiving Self in Nietzsche, Pindar, and Theognis”, Nietzsche-Siudien, 1997,
p-294.

30 [ was able to locate the following references: GS, 270: GS, 335 Z, [V, 1; EH, ‘Subude”. EH, ‘Cever’, 9. The
phrase also appears i letters. For example, in a letter to Lou Salomé dated end of August, 1882: “Lastdy, my
dear Lou, the old, deep, heartfelt plea: become the being you ard”, in Middleton, p.191. And, in a lerter to Carl von
Gersdorff dated November 24 and December 1, 1867, Nietzsche explains that he included the expression

‘become what you are’ as an epigram for an essay he had just completed entided: De fontibus Luertii Diogerds. See
Middleton, p.29.



protective measure for preserving the hardest self-concem. This 1s the exception
where against my wont and conviction, [ side with the ‘selfless’ drives: here they
work in the service of seff-lote, of self-discipline. The whole surface of consciousness—
consciousness s a surface—must be kept clear from all great imperauves. Beware
even of every great word, every great pose! So many dangers that the insunct comes
too soon to ‘understand itself—. Meanwhile the organizing ‘idea’ thart s destined to
rule keeps growing deep down—it begins to command; slowly 1t leads us back trom
side roads and wrong roads; it prepares singl qualites before giving any hint of the
domuinant task, ‘goal’ (Zied, ‘um’ (Zueck), ‘meaning’ (Sinn). (EH, ‘Clever’, 9, KSA
6:293-94)

For Nietzsche, ‘becoming what one ts’ requires that ‘one not have the faintest notion ahar one 1s', and
accompanying this state of ignorance 15 ‘selfishness’ or egosm (e.g. self-love, selt-discipline). The
emphasts on selfishness reintorces the idea that human excellence s a matter ot one’s personal well-
being. Nietzsche denies, however, that personal well-being is attamable through our voliional etforts.
In particular, he claims that consciousness ts not a contributing factor to one’s selt-development: 1t
must “be kept clear of all great imperatves” (9). There 15 no conscious etfort nvolved, then, in
becormuing what one 1s. Instead, it is drires which work in the service of self-love and selt-disapline. To
‘become what one s’ requires “the orgamzing ‘idea™ which grows “deep down—t begins
command” (9). The reference to “deep down” can be traced to Beyond Good und Eiil where Nietzsche
explains that although “leaming changes us...at the bottom of us, reully ‘deep down,’ there 1s
something unteachable, some granite of spintual fatnm, of predetermuned decision and answer to
predetermined selected questions” (BGE, 231, KSA 5:170). Therefore, the creauvity spoken of in
section 335 of The Gay Sdence is not the product of one’s tree will, but 15 a product ot one’s futed
physiological constitution. Nietzsche may speak of creauviry, self-mastery, self-discipline but the
mastery or disciplining of oneself is merely the product of another dnve (i.e. a ruling or commanding

drive).3%! [n the end, “our values...grow out of us with the necessity with which a tree bears fruit”

301 See Nietzsche’s discussion of the six means of combating the vehemence of a dave in Duybreuk 109. He
writes: “fhat one desires to combat the vehemence of a drve at all, however, does not stand within our power; nor
does the choice of any particular method; nor does the success or failure of this method. What is clearly the case
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(GM, P:2, KSA 5:248). Hence, one ‘becomes what one 1s’ without any concerted effort (i.e. no goal-
directed self-fashioning), because what one becomes is out of ‘necessity’, the result of unconscious
nstinctual operations.02

In his reading of this passage from Ewz Homo and section 290 of The Gay Saence, Derek Collins
idenufies a conflict between Nietzsche’s view of agency, and the imperatives of creating and giving
style to oneself. In particular, he explains that the goal of self-creation is compromused by Nietzsche’s
problematized notion of agency citing a “tension between Nietzsche’s goal-directed aestheucs ot the
self and his resistance to an overt systematization of those aesthetics.”3 Yer, the closest that Collins
comes to appreciating the fatalistic element in Nietzsche’s thought s the admission that what drives
selt-creation must be located outside of agency, adding thar, “the actual source tor this impetus 15 not
named” but that it is “somewhere in the depths.”34 But, Nietzsche s not silent about what lies hidden
‘in the depths’, and so it 1s the falure to treat seriously his views on physiology (especially his
reconceptualized ‘subject’) which perpetuates the voluntanstc readings in the secondary literature.
This oversight lead Collins to (mus)interpret the notion of ‘becoming what one 15’ as being identcal to
the creation of new tables of the good whereby “we will be actively nvolved in our own selt-
fashioning, n destroving and at the same ume creatng nommanve values.”S Following Nehamas,
Collins clams that “self-creation” and “giving stvle to one’s character” are “both organically related to
the process of becoming what one 15.”3%

Leslie P. Thiele offers 1 more plausible reading of *become what one 15’ (although he mustakenly
writes ‘become w40 one is),3" one which takes account of the significance of dnres in determuning the

nature of the individual. He writes: “Without doubt Nietzsche believed the individual to be a product

is that...our intellect is only the blind instrument of another drire which is a rival of the drive whose vehemence is
tormenting us” (D, 109, KSA 3:98). See also WP 481, KSA 12:315; WP, 966, KSA 11:289.

302 See Claudia Crawford, “Nietzsche’s Physiology of Ideological Caticism”, in Clavton Koelb (ed.), Netgshe us
Post-Modernist: Essays Pro und Contra, Albany: State University of New York Press, 1990, p.165.

303 Collins, 1997, p.299.

304 [hid, p.299.

305 Thid, p.277.

366 Thid, p.294.

307 Nietzsche does not write “zer” (who), but “mas” (what).
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of nature...the bearer of innate drives and valuations that can be netther created nor destroyed.”30
These drives cannot be created since human greatness is decided at birth, it 1s 2 matter of inhenitance.
According to Thiele’s interpretation, external influences (e.g. education and environment) are merely
the means of nurturing the greamess that in rare ndividuals has been predetermined, in the sume way
that “to produce an oak tree one must start with an acom, not a mustard seed.”? Only the noble
individual will be preoccupied with the development of his potennial which, as Thiele notes, s i1 never-
ending process of self-overcomings. Despite his sensitvity to the higher type’s fured existence, Thiele
denies any sort of tension:

This imperative of selt-development does not contradict Nietzsche’s tenet of innate
determination. Growth is nothing bur the rearrangement ot dnves...The plavers
remain the same, but thev are reorganized...Great swyle, tor Nietzsche, 1s not
something evervone can achieve. Organized mediocnty 1s sull mediocnity. Just as the
caliber of society’s hughest exemplars determines the value ot that society, so too the
caliber of the mnner dnves, assumung rthey are correctly ordered, determunes the

greatmess of the individual 310

There s much to admure tn Thiele’s discussion of Nietzsche’s maxim *become what one 1s’, but like
the previous commentators to whom [ have reterred, Thiele clasms that the herotc disposition s actve
i the cultvation of one’s excellence. But, for Nietzsche, the only hero (if it even mukes sense to call
‘i’ a hero) 1s the master or ruling drive, for only it is responsible for the ‘ordening’. it alone accounts
for individual greamess. In the end, Thiele associates Nietzsche’s dictum “Become who you are” with
“living one’s life as a work of art.”3!! Yet, he departs from traditional voluntanstic readings n cluming
that “the self s not so much created as untolded.”!2

Daniel Conway, on the other hand, has contributed significandy to debunking the tradinonal
reading of Nietzsche us a ‘radical voluntanst’. In his examunatnon of Nietzsche’s cnuque of

voluntarism, Conway mentions Nietzsche’s opposition to the ‘traditional’ view of human agency as
\ PP )

308 Leslie P. Thiele, 1990, p.207.
309 [nd, p.208.

510 Thid, p.209-210.

311 [bid, p.215.
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“linked to the causal efficacy of the will” and he correctly idenufies Nietzsche’s notion of human
flounshing as an “expression of one’s physiological destiny.”3!3 Despite his concem to undermine
voluntaristic readings of Nietzsche, Conway argues on the basis of section 360 of The Gay Saence that
Nietzsche makes an allowance for the limited volinonal expression ot one’s nauve vitahity 3% In this
passage, Nietzsche draws a distinction berween ‘two kinds of causes’:

I have leamed to distinguish the cause of acnng from the cause of acting in 2
particular way, in a parucular direction, with a parncular goal. The tirst kind of cause
is 4 quantum of dammed up energy that 1s wating to be used up somehow, for
something, while the second kind is, compared to this energy, something quite
insignificant, for the most part a liede acadent in accordance with which this
quantum ‘discharges’ iwselt n one parncular way—a march versus a ton of powder.
Among these litdle acaidents and ‘matches’ [ include ‘purposes’... They are relanvely
random, arbitrary, almost indifferent in relation to the tremendous quantum of
energy that presses...to be used up somehow. People are accustomed to consider the
goal (purposes, vocanons, etc.) as the dring force, in keeping with a very ancient error.
but it 1s merely the direcung torce—one has mustaken the helmsman tor the steam.
And not even always the helmsman, the direcung force. [s the ‘goal’ (Zz), the
‘purpose’ (Zueck) not often enough a beaunfving pretext, a self-deception ot vamiy
atter the event that does not want to acknowledge that the ship 1s falbuzng the current
nto which 1t has entered acaidentallv? that it ‘wills’ to go that way becunse it—must?

that 1s has a direction, to be sure, but—no helmsman at all? (GS, 360, KSA 3:60)7-8)
Conway argues that human volition (however limited) enters the picture in Nietzsche’s account of the
second cause, the cause of acting in a particular way, where Nietzsche likens agency to a ‘direcung
force’. “The humble helmsman”, Conway observes, “cannot possibly generate sufficient energy to
propel the vessel he steers, but he can nevertheless influence the ship’s initral course and ulumate

destination.”3t5 But, Conway does not explain how such an ‘influence’ s possible given that Nietzsche

32 Ibid, p.215.

313 Daniel Conway, Nietgsche's Dangerous Game, 1997, p.52-3.
314 fbid, p.33.

315 Thid, p.55.
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considers the directing force (i.e. the volitional resources of the helmsman) as “‘quite insignificant”, as
a “lirde accident” compared to the driving force.3'¢

According to Nietzsche, it is 2 common prejudice to regard intentions or purposes as the ‘dnving
force’, since in actuality they are merely the ‘direcung torce’, hence “‘one has mustaken the helmsman for
the steam” (360). Conway mustakenly claims, however, that the reference to the helmsman as the
‘directing force’ implies some level of volition. But, for Nietzsche, the volitional activity tradinonally
artributed to the helmsman is “a self-deception of vamity” suggesting instead that the helmsman’s
course is predetermined, the ship goes that way because it “zuse”, and that in the final analysis there 1s
“no helmsman at all”. Recall for instance, Nietzsche’s description of the higher type: “a well-tumed
out human bemng...must perform certan actons...he carnes the order, which he represents
physologically” (TT, ‘Errors’, 2, KSA 6:89). Nietzsche even describes his own overcoming ot
decadence as outside the sphere of volinon: I ook myselt in hand, I made myself healthy agan: the
condition for this—every physiologist would admit thist—is that one be healthy at hottor” (EH, "Wise’, 2,
KSA 6:266).

The preceding remarks sutfice to discredir the view that Nietzsche 15 1 ‘radical voluntueist’. At the
same nme, [ have shown that human tlounshing 1s essenually the product of one’s physiological
constitution. | would like to retum now to a discussion of Nietzsche’s affirmanve ‘ideals’ trom the
fourth book of The Guay Saence which centre on the atitnde to life exemplitied by the “higher tvpe’. In
the opening section of Book IV Nietzsche announces: “I want to learn more and more to see s
beautiful what 1s necessary in things; then [ shall be one of those who muke things beautitul. Amor faur:
let that be my love henceforth!” (GS, 276, KSA 3:521). The same senument 1s conveved by
Nietzsche’s ‘doctrine’ of the etemnal rerum3!” from section 341 of The Guy Scenc. In that tamous

passage, the thought of etemal retum is presented as a ‘test’ of some sort. Nietzsche asks us to

316 By ‘driving force’, Nietzsche presumably means the subconscious network of daves and impulses.

317 The idea that whatever happens, has happened an infinite aumber of tmes in the past, and will connnue to
happen infinitely, precisely in the same way as it is happening now. There is a voluminous amount of secondary
literature on the ‘eternal retumn’ and [ have no interest in adding to it. My discussion of etemnal return s limited
to how the ‘doctrine’ relates to Nietzsche’s positive morality.



imagine being approached by a2 demon who proposes the idea of etemal return, and then questions
our response to the thought “how well disposed would you have to become to yourself and to life &
crave nothing more fervently than this ultimate confirmation and seal” (GS, 341, KSA 3:570)7 And, in Ece
Homo, Nietzsche refers to the thought of eternal return as “a formula of the highest atfirmaton” (EH,
‘BT", 2, KSA 6:311). The twin teachings of ‘amor tan’ and ‘eternal return’ are intended to capture the
exemplary individual’s attitude towards life in contrast to Chasnaniry’s hostlity towards life.

But, why does Nietzsche think that human flounshing rests on one’s capaaty to affirm, embrace,
and to love life in its torality? One might admire his monvanon to erase ressentiment and the asceuc
ideal from the world’s stage without agreeing with him that ‘amor fan’ and ‘eternal return’ are
adequate replacements for the ascetic wdeal. [r seems to me thar i true ‘test’ of character or greamess
does not involve an affirmaton of life i all its colours®® for cleardy there are objecnionable and
disastrous teatures of existence which we should acknowledge as such, instead ot calling “good...even
the most terrible and quesnonable qualines of life” (WP 1050, KSA 13:224). A nobler aturude would
be to affiem life i spite of its objectionable elements, to prefer that certun events not happen, but in
case they do, to face them with strength and courage. My suggeston implies the recogmtion and
overcoming ot mushaps, whereas Nietzsche's ideal does not even regard them as mushaps. In tact,
Nietzsche has no grounds for conceiving them as ‘mushaps’. Instead, his ideal amounts to the
beautfication and glorification of even the most hideous aspects of existence, an deal which may be
based on his view of the inter-relatedness of events.3” Finally, one may question why such a proud
atheist as Nietzsche would choose the capacity to atfirm the continual tuming upside down ot ‘the
eternal hourglass of existence’ as 1 measure of greatness. It is rather odd, as Simon May observes, that
“Nietzsche does not make the affirmation of a fimte existence, his test of strength...”% especilly

given his remarks from the opening section of Schopenbaner as Educator: *‘In his heart every man knows

318 One could presumably affirm etemal retum out of weak motives (e.g. fear of death). So, it doesn’t appear that
eternal return is a reliable indicator of the atttude to life of exemplary individuals.

319 See Zurathustra, “Have you ever said Yes to a single joyz O my friends, then you said Yes too to &4 woe. All
things are entangled, ensnared, enamored; if ever you wanted one thing twice, if ever you said, “You please me,
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quute well that, being unique, he will be in the world only once and that no imaginable chance will tor
a4 second ume gather together into a unity so strangely vanegated an assortment as he 1s: he knows 1t
but he hides it like a bad conscience” (SE, 1, KSA 1:337).32

Nietzsche never expressed any concem or doubr over the legitimacy of his formula for the
atfirmation of life. He confidendy and repeatedly expressed his ideal in terms of an affirmation of the
world as 1t 1s, without subtraction or exception, and desinng its etemal repention—and baptized 1t
with the name ‘Dionysus’. The doctrine of ‘amor tan’ was the accepted formula (the highest state a
philosopher can attain) underlying Nietzsche’s Dionysiism. For Nietzsche, the Dionysan was
emblematic ot the overflowing Hellenic insunct, whose excess of energy generated a ‘Saying-Yes' to
life. But lest we forget, Nietzsche wnsists that he s the philosopher embodying the doctrine of “umor
Jar'”—‘that one wants nothing to be difterent, not forward, not backward, not in all etermty” (EH,
‘Clever’, 10, KSA 6:297). Indeed, he states that “amor fati 1s my inmost nature” (EH, "CW, 4, KSA
0:363). Surely, one mght clum, he has tooled no one n mantaning the posture of an exemplary
human being. [n facr, reading Nietzsche's self-portrmit trom Ece Homo gives the impression that he
suftered trom delusions of grandeur in addition to his ilness-related suffenngs. While 1t 1s undenable
that he embellished his hife story, the capacity to influence others does not depend on his aun success
AT AttAININg greamess.

In Ece Flomo, Nietzsche’s ‘noble lie’ did not extend to all tacets of his lite, as there 1s no evidence
to suggest that he was insincere i his descniption of his lite as tated, even 1t he grosslv exaggerared the
preaise details of his life. The crucial quesnon now is what is the relaon between Nietzsche's
affirmative ideals (famor fat’, ‘etemal return’, ‘become what one 1s”) against the backdrop of his

fatalism. How can we even extract an ethic rooted n fatalism?

happiness! Abide moment’ then vou wanted o back. All anew, all etemally, all entangled, ensnared,
enamored—oh then you loved the world” (Z, [V, 19:10, KSA 4:402).
330 Simon May, Nietzsche's Ethtes and bis War on ‘Moraity’, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999, p.121.
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Performative Justification: Zarathustra and Ecce Homo
[n ruling out individual autonomy, one wonders how an ethic can be derived from Nietzsche’s view of
the unaccountability for one’s actions. In the end, we seem to be left with the following (non-ethical)

consequence:

One may no longer praise, no longer censure, tor it 1s absurd to pruse and censure
nature and necessity. As he [the man of knowledge] loves a work of art but does not
praise it since it can do nothing for itself, so must he stand before the acnons of men
and before his own. He can admure therr strength, beauty, tullness, but he may not

find any ment in them. (HH. 107, KSA 2:103)
Moral qualities do not apply to objects of nature, including human beings. “We do not accuse nature
of immorality when tt sends us a thunderstorm and makes us wet: why do we call the harmtul mun
immoral? Because n the latter case we ussume a voluntanly commanding free will, in the tormer
necessity”” (HFH, 102, KSA 2:99).

In Eae Homo, Nietzsche presents himselt as an object of nature deserving admuranon—us 1t to
say: look at me, I am a gitt of nature, a physiological success, a healthy, exuberant, lite-atfirmung
human being who instincuvely chooses the ideal means for my tlounshing (e.g. the nght chmate,
recreation, diet, etc.)—ygreatness 1s my destiny!’ Leaving aside the selt-aggrandizement, how could
“adrmuration’ (for Nietzsche or anyone else for that matter) be the cornerstone of an ethics? In tact, the
Sflourishing of ‘herd morality’ suggests that the tvpes of individuals that Nietzsche glonties are precisely
those not admured by society in general. A more reasonable conclusion given Nietzsche's assertion that
human excellence s primarily inherent (inbom) 1s that his ‘ethics’ is merely reducible to the cussification
or categorzzation of different ‘types’ of human beings? In other words, Nietzsche can do no more than
‘grade’” human beings (‘healthy’ or ‘decadent’) according to their physiological success or fuilure, in the
same way that a jeweller ‘grades’ stones. The only message here, and it certainly does not appear to be

an ‘ethical’ one, is that vou, the individual, are tated to be the person you are. The problem with this

321 By this ime, Nietzsche was already familiar with the idea of etemal return but had not yer appropaated it as
his own. See, for instance, the preceding meditation, On the Uses und Disudvantages of History for Life, (KSA 1:261),
where Niemzsche attributed (a form of) the doctrine to the Pythagoreans.
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conclusion, however, is that it undermines Nietzsche's demand for a ‘revaluaton of all values’. And, 1t
is worthwhile noting that the strongest expression of Nietzsche’s fatalism occurs in the wntings of
1888, the same year that he emphasizes the task of ‘revaluation’.

The difficulty then is to explain how Nietzsche can promote an affimanve ethic, as well as
demand intelligibly a revaluation of values when the lives of human bemngs are scrpted according to
their physiological destiny. Like most philosophers, Nietzsche's goal to is persuade his readership, but
in clarming that a human being is a piece of fuum’** Nietzsche i1s not enuded to appeal to moral
while still speaking with an authoritative voice. I shall conclude this study by arguing that Nietzsche
does promote a positive morality which is consistent with his faralism, and which can uccount for his
project of a ‘reviluation of all values’.

Although couched in fatalistic terms, Nietzsche’s ethic of human tlounshing can only be jusntied
performatirely as opposed to the common emphasis on discursize justificanon. The promouon of human
excellence 1s not a matter of providing tormulas or principles descnibing what one “ought’ to do, but
by serving as a model to be emulated. Nietzsche's ethic can only succeed if he imparts to the reader 1
pathos for the ideal that he (supposedly) bodies forth.33 In what follows, I clam that there are two
texts responsible for Nietzsche’s performatire promotion of human excellence, Zarathustra and Ecz
Fomn.

Having introduced his major ethical ideals in Book [V of The Gay Saence (1882), Nietzsche
devoted his next work, Thus Spoke Zarathustra (1883-83), to the advancement of those ideals through
the character of Zarathustra. In the Prologue, informed by the death of God, Zarathustra becomes a
crusader of human excellence. Zarathustra preaches the ideal of the Ubermensch in an etfort to

convince his auditors that salvation s found in man, not God. But, Zarathustra’s error hes in the

=TI, *Errors’, 2, KSA 6:89.

333 My reading should not be confused with Nehamas' interpretation which claims that in Ece Homo, Nietzsche
presented himself as an ‘ideal character’, that he created himself as a work of art. Nehamas is wrong to view Eaxz
Homo as a voluntanstic expression of Nietzsche’s notion of human flourishing. This text, as [ have shown,
portrays a Nietzsche whose existence is descrbed as fated.
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assumption that the announcement of the death of God will automatically lead his auditors to a
revaluation of values. At this early stage in the text, Zarathustra relies on 4 voluntanst standpoimnt tor
the promotion of the Ubermensch ideal. Yet, there is also an an#-voluntaristic element at work here. For
example, the Prologue documents Zarathustra’s falure to convince his auditors to renounce their
belief in God even though they ‘*know’ that God 1s dead. This ‘knowledge’ does not suttice tor them
to abandon their belief in God. It is at this point that Zarathustra realizes that a refutanon of values 1s
useless if the individuals who live according to these values are mmable o reject them. When
Zarathustra descended trom the mountans to speak to the people, he had no idea that he would be
preaching to the ‘sick and decaying’. From there on in, he resolves to speak only to companions, not
to the people, realizing that a discursive cniuque alone lacks the ranstormanve ettect he desires.

At the end of Pare [, Zarathustra s i a rather sorry state having taded as an educator. Even
worse, Zarathustra himself was forced to abandon the Ubermensch deal having been touched by the
Soothsaver’s??* nihilistic prophecy: “A4 is empty. all is the sume. all has been”. In Part 111, however,
Zarathustra again promotes the Uhermensch ideal but realizes that his auditors will not be moved by
discourse. but only by his ability o present himself as a concrete example ot a flounshing,
iibermenschlich way of life. Stll, the problem 15 that Zarathustra's ambition to become an Ubermensch 1s
presented in a voluntanstc tashion (as 1 transtormanon requinng an act ot tree will) which perhaps
explains his lack of success at promoting human flounshing. At some pownt in Part [1I, Zarathustra
realized that the promotion of human excellence will require that he become the Ubermensch, and in
Part IV we encounter a Zarathustra personitving Nietzsche’s ideal of human flounshing. Although
Nietzsche does not reveal what triggered the transtormation, it ts sate to assume that Zarathustra must
have been ‘healthy at bottom’. Zarathustra’s promotion of human excellence will prove effecuve it it
succeeds in convincing his auditors that the life of Zarathustra s preferable to their own, a torm of
persuasion that discourse alone could not generate. The success of the ‘teaching’, then, depends on

the text’s (Zarathustra’s) capacity to influence Nietzsche’s readership to an alternanve way of lite.

324 The Soothsayer is an allusion to Schopenhauer.
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In Ecx Homo, Nietzsche decides to bring his Titerature’ to ‘lite’, presenung himself as a living
example of human flounshing. Just as Zarathustra seeved as a model to be emulated, Nietzsche now
hopes to convey to his readers a pathos tor human excellence by announcing who he 1s. By this ume,
however, his selt-portrait 1s painted 1 exclusively fatalisac terms. In order to derive an understanding
of how Nietzsche was blessed by nature, we need to consider his (self-protessed) sibermenschlich
qualites. He wntes:

What s 1t, fundamentally, that allows us to recogmze who has turned out welf That a
well-tumed-out person (ein uohlgerathner Mensch) pleases our senses, that he s carved
trom wood that 1s hard, delicate, and at the same ume smells good. He has a taste
only for what s good for him: his pleasure, his delight cease where the measure of
what 15 good tor lum s transgressed. He guesses what cemedies aval agunst what 1s
harmtul; he explows bad acadents to his advanrage; what does not kll him makes
him stronger. [nsuncuvely, he collects from evervthing he sees, hears, lives through,
hiy sum: he 15 a prnciple of selection, he discards much. He s always in his own
company, whether he associates with books, human beings, or landscapes: he honors
by chonsing, by udmitting, by trusting. He reacts slowly to all kinds of sumuli, with the
slowness which long caution and deliberate pride have bred in him: he examines the
sumulus that approaches him, he is far from meeung it halfway. He believes neither
in ‘mustortune’ nor in ‘guilt’; he comes to terms with himself, with others: he knows
how to forger—he 1s strong enough; hence evervthing st um out for his bese... ]

have just described mysef. (EH, Wise’, 2, KSA 6:267)
Nietzsche credits his greamess to being a ‘well-tumed-out person’ which amounts to beng a
phyitological success—bemng healthy ar bottom’. Ir should be emphasized though thar however
contagious this conception of greamess may be, 1t 1s powerless against the physiological fuleres3= As a
transformative doctrine, it has the potential to influence only the tew, Nietzsche’s higher tvpes. In all
likelihood, the majority ot people would not be transtormed by Nietzsche's self-portrait which he

knew quite well. For this reason, his efforts of performative persuasion are directed only to potential

325 [t should be noted that Nietzsche did not think that a discursive justfication, say, preaching a biological,
physiological teaching of the supenority of certain human beings, would be persuasive since having knowledge’
is not enough to secure acceptance. Just as Zarathustra failed to convince his auditors to forfeit their beliet in



candidates for human flourishing whose potential excellence has been thwarted by living within a
society whose values are inimical to their flourishing. The reigning, decadent social values are external
causal factors which place the higher type’s inherent, vitalistic affectve existence in a state of
remission (without undermining his ‘natural’ or inbormn greamess). Presumably, Nietzsche’s powers ot
persuasion would be reserved for those who possess this viral store of affective energy, but who have
thus far lacked the snmulus to 1gnite 1t

My reading of Nietzsche as offering 1 performarive justificanon of an ethic of human flounshing
15 consistent with his fatalism, and his demand for a revauation ot al values. [n the absence ot any
volitional resources on the part of humankind, Nietzsche recognized the importance ot implemenung
the night ‘conditions of existence’ to promote human flounshing. As an exemplar of human
flourishing in late modermuty, Nietzsche ok up the task of mtluencing performanvely those other
‘lucky strikes’, individuals whom nature endowed with a simulac sibermenschlich physical consutution.
The success of the revaluanon of values lies in the capacity of these modem-day exemplars ot
excellence to generate optimism for what humankind can become, unul the much sought-after arnval
of the ‘philosophical legislator’. [f Nietzsche fails to impart a pathos of excellence to his select
readership then their potential for greamess will be in vain, as will any hopes tor a revaluation ot all

values.

Conclusion

The aim of this chapter has been to show that Nietzsche has an affirmanve ethics. Yet, even his own
admission in his letters, notebooks, and published writings to having a ‘morality’, what he alternately
refers to as ‘my morality’, ‘private morality’, or ‘Dionysian morality’ will not prove convincing tor
many readers. Moral philosophy, they will insist, has to do with ‘human activites that are looked upon
as good/bad, right/wrong, correct/incorrect’, ‘conforming to the accepted rules of what 1s considered

right’, ‘having the capacity to be influenced by an awareness of nght and wrong, ‘the capacity t©o

God even when they ‘knew’ that God was dead, so too would Nietzsche if he relied exclusively on discourse.
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influence others according to rules of conduct judged right or wrong’ or ‘the manner in which one
behaves in relationship with others’.32¢ The lack of a carefully articulated pracucal ethics will certainly
disappoint many readers. Instead, Nietzsche shifts the emphasis from “actions’ to ‘actor’, specifically,
the ‘type’ of person whom nature has bequeathed. “It is not actions that prove him [the noble human
being]—actions are always open to many interpretations, always unfathomable... The noble soul has
recerence for iself” (BGE, 287, KSA 5:233). As we have seen, Nietzsche’s ethics 1s person-ornented,
centering on the type of human being who has ‘tumed-out-well’. In idenntying himselt as such a
person, Nierzsche has shown that his attirmatve deals are apphcable within modernity, even it hus
fundamental concern lies in the future-ortented (political) task of the insututnonahized production of
exemplary human beings.

The popular reading of Nierzsche as a philosopher of self-creanon was vehementy denounced n
favour of an ant-voluntaristic model of human flounshing. In addressing the challenge of providing a
positive morality amidst a faralistic view of human beings, [ argued that Nietzsche tums to a
perfarmative justification where he presents the character of Zarathustra, and later, his own life, as a
model of human excellence to be emulated by those similady consatuted. The question us to why we
should accept Nietzsche’s morality or why we should revalue values is a position that cannot be argued
tor. Commentng on his wntings, Nietzsche says that they are addressed to the tew, to “those who can
breathe the air of my writings...one must be made for it” (EH, P:3, KSA 6:258). To readers who
share Nietzsche’s moral sensibilities and value the flourishing of the higher type, his ‘teaching’ may
prove inspirational and transforming, and for those readers unmoved by his rhetornic, they reveal
themselves to be a different type of individual. Having boasted, “T am no man. [ am dynamite” (EH,
‘Destiny’, 1, KSA 6:363), Nietzsche lett it to the reader to determine whether he succeeded in igniting
a pathes of human flounishing or whether his musplaced confidence in a select readership reduced huim

to 1 mere ‘firecracker’.

And, so this explains Nietzsche’s motivation for offenng a performative justification.
326 Peter Angeles, Dicionary of Philosgphy, New York: Bames and Noble, 1981, pp.178-79.
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