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INTRODUCTION

THERE is no better introduction to the mature philosophy of Fried-
rich Nietzsche than Beyond Good and Euvil. Written during the
summer of 1885 and the winter of 1886, this work assumes a pivotal
position in his oeuvre. It was the first published work after the
monumental Thus Spake Zarathustra, which laid out central tenets
of Nietzsche’s philosophy in parabolic form. Conceived as a
parody of the Bible, the four books of Zarathustra presented the
reader with the activities and speeches of the eponymous hero, who
is surely Nietzsche’s spokesperson. Beyond Good and Evil covers
some of the same ground, but in this work Nietzsche does not
offer us a narrative and parables that require interpretation, but
rather a series of aphorisms. Nietzsche himself was conscious of
the affinities in content between Zarathustra and Beyond Good and
Evil. Writing to his colleague Jacob Burckhardt, the celebrated art
historian at Basle, he claimed that his new book ‘says the same
things as my Zarathustra, but differently, very differently’. But he
was also aware that Beyond Good and Evil represents a return to
earlier efforts from the 1870s and early 1880s, in which he did not
communicate with his reader through a persona. In his correspon-
dence Nietzsche called his new work a fifth Unumely Meditation,
referring to writings of the early 1870s in which he focused on a
central theme or person. And he told a prospective publisher that
he was ready to publish a second volume of Daybreak, a collection
of aphorisms that had originally appeared in 1881. Nietzsche
himself thus obviously saw Beyond Good and Evil in a variety of
contexts that related to prior endeavours, from his essayistic works
written while he was still a professor of classical philology in Basle
to the more monumental undertakings from his years of travel in
Switzerland and Italy.

While we may agree that Beyond Good and Evil has affinities
with several of Nietzsche’s previous writings, we should be a bit
wary of taking Nietzsche too literally when he makes claims about
it as a continuation of earlier books. We should note, for example,
that concepts central to Zarathustra are absent from Beyond Good
and Evil. The ‘superman’ or ‘overman’, which was Nietzsche’s
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catchy expression for an evolutionary overcoming of the current
state of the human species, or the quasi-scientific notion of ‘eternal
recurrence of the same’, a hypothesis that all events have already
occurred and will inevitably recur again and again, are nowherce to
be found in the new volume. There are ways in which Nietzsche
did indeed return to criticisms of German society found in the
Untimely Meditations, but Beyond Good and Evil is not as limited
in scope as these carlier essays were, and certainly more philosoph-
ically mature. While Nictzsche returns to an aphoristic style, such
as we find in writings from Human, All Too Human (1878-9) to
The Gay Science (1882), his new work represented a major step
away from his so-called positivistic phase with its reliance on a
scientific model, and towards a more sceptical, more intricate, and
more synthetic vision. Thus although philosophical arguments fun-
damental to Zarathustra are repeated in Beyond Good and Evil in a
less enigmatic form, and although many of the aphorisms that find
their way into the final text were sketched out in notebooks com-
posed prior to or during the period of Zarathustra’s composition,
Beyond Good and Evil represented a new and a final stage of
Nietzsche’s philosophy, a culmination of his thought and insight
into the human condition.

Considering that Beyond Good and Evil is a central work by one
of the most influential philosophers of the past century, it is sober-
ing and astonishing to realize that Nietzsche had difficulty finding
a publisher for it. Nietzsche’s publisher for the previous decade or
so had been Ernst Schmeitzner, but the two men, each for his own
reasons, had become increasingly discontented with their relation-
ship. Nietzsche was offended because Schmeitzner was devoting
more of his time and energies to anti-Semitic publications and
activities, and ignoring the promotion of Nietzsche’s books; Nietz-
sche objected to the anti-Semitic movement in Germany and was
particularly upset because his continued association with Schmeitz-
ner made it seem that he harboured similar racist sympathies.
Schmeitzner, for his part, was discontented with his author for the
simple reason that his writings did not sell very well. He therefore
tried to peddle the rights to Nietzsche’s works, but no publisher
was willing to meet his asking price. The tension between author
and publisher reached such an impasse that Nietzsche himself
published the fourth part of Zarathustra privately. Eventually Nietz-
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sche initiated legal proceedings in order to acquire the rights to his
work, and he pursued this goal to the end of his sane life in 1889
without success. In the spring of 1886 it was evident to Nietzsche
that Schmeitzner was no longer suitable as a publisher for Beyond
Good and Evil; but since he was unable to interest another publisher,
he was forced again to pay for the printing of his book using the
imprint of C. G. Naumann in Leipzig. On 21 July 1886, over two
years since the public appearance of his last book, the first copies
of Beyond Good and Evil appeared on the German book market.
Nietzsche had hoped to sell 300 copies in order to cover his costs,
but after a year just over 100 copies had been purchased.

One of the misconceptions surrounding Beyond Good and Euil
from the start is that it is a book concerning mainly moral philo-
sophy. The title leads the prospective reader to believe that
Nietzsche is dealing essentially with ethical issues, but the volume
that actually fits this description is The Genealogy of Morals, a work
Nietzsche published in 1887 in order to clarify certain issues in his
earlier book. The scope of Beyond Good and Evil is much broader,
encompassing reflections on epistemology, religion, art, and current
affairs. Why then did Nietzsche choose a title that suggests a more
limited focus on the critique of morality? The answer is twofold.
First Nietzsche believed that Beyond Good and Evil would be an
effective title for his new work. When we examine Nietzsche’s
notebooks we often find him experimenting with lists of prospective
books with different titles and section headers. The consummate
stylist, Nietzsche was extremely conscious of selecting appropriate
and striking titles for his writings. But Beyond Good and Euvil was
Nietzsche’s choice for another reason. The phrase occurs first in
volume one of Human, All Too Human, but he employs it more
frequently in writings of the early and mid-188os, especially from
Zarathustra onwards. In these works it has a significance in moral
philosophy, suggesting that we must call into question our tra-
ditional notions of good and evil as conventions rather than
absolutes. But it also contains religious overtones: the German word
Jenseits means not only ‘beyond’, but also refers to the afterlife. By
the 1880s Beyond Good and Evil came to mean more than a moral
imperative; it signified the place from which Zarathustra, and by
extension Nietzsche himself, proclaim their philosophy. Only when
we have stripped ourselves of our previous values and recognized
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their function in the economy of our own lives and our societies,
only when we stand ‘beyond good and evil’, can we begin to
understand the ‘philosophy of the future’ to which Beyond Good
and Evil is only a prelude.

If the perspective ‘beyond good and evil’ i1s not entirely without
preconceptions—and we shall see that Nietzsche harbours some of
the typical prejudices of his time—then it is at least programmatic-
ally non-dogmatic, and we should not be surprised to find
Nietzsche’s own preface emphasizing his opposition to doctrinaire
beliefs. He does this by employing an unusual metaphor. The text
opens with the comparison of truth and a woman: ‘Assuming that
truth 1s a woman’ (p. 3). By this time in his life Nietzsche had
alrcady acquired something of a reputation for an anti-feminist
attitude, although his remarks against women’s equality would
become more virulent still in his final writings. Even if we excuse
his most notorious misogynist remark—You are going to women?
Do not forget the whip!’—as emanating from an old woman whom
Zarathustra meets and not from Zarathustra himself, Zarathustra’s
own comments—for example, ‘Everything about woman is a riddle,
and everything about woman has one solution: that is pregnancy’—
are equally offensive. But at the opening of his new text Nietzsche
assumes a different attitude. Here he is using the stereotypical
notion of woman as an elusive being whom the philosopher must
woo. Formerly, however, philosophers were rather clumsy suitors,
and when they thought they had conquered truth with their dog-
matic assertions, they had in reality failed. Nietzsche depicts
himself on the threshold of a new era, one in which philosophers
will abandon their dogmatism, rejecting accepted truths both philo-
sophical (from Plato onward) and religious (in particular the
Judaeo-Christian tradition). The preface closes by announcing
the advent of new philosophers, variously called ‘free spirits’ and
‘good Europeans’, who will finally overcome the errors of their
predecessors and embrace the previously enigmatic truth.

It would be a mistake to think that the 296 aphorisms that follow
this preface are completely unsystematic attempts to capture this
elusive truth. The aphoristic style that Nietzsche adopted for the
writings of his middle period can easily produce the illusion of
arbitrary ordering. Beyond Good and Evil, however, is one of Nietz-
sche’s most rigorously structured works. Although each individual
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aphorism contains its own centre and logic, the nine sections or
chapters are cohesive units that relate to an essential thematic core.
Often Nietzsche will allude to themes that occurred in previous
sections or anticipate future discussions, and this technique of
retention and projection serves to weave together the entire text.
More than his previous aphoristic writings Beyond Good and Evil
is coherent as a totality as well as in its individual parts. Although
it covers the gamut of themes that find expression in Nietzsche’s
mature philosophy, it is a controlled and composed text, comparable
to an intricate piece of music or a finely woven tapestry. It rarely
displays the frenetic, driving power of his last works, written on
the brink of insanity, or the prophetic tones of Zarathustra, or the
enthusiastic naiveté of his earliest writings, but perhaps for precisely
these reasons, it is the most concise and compelling of Nietzsche’s
philosophical expositions.

Beyond Good and Evil opens with a section, ‘On the Prejudices
of Philosophers’, in which Nietzsche undertakes a critique of the
philosophical tradition in a most unusual fashion. Unlike previous
philosophers, Nietzsche does not select an issue or notion and
analyse it, in the process distinguishing his views from those of
previous writers and erecting a body of concepts that forms a
system of thought. Instead he calls into question the very basis of
philosophizing. In this section the targets for his sceptical approach
are philosophers themselves, their language, and the status of their
writings. Philosophers, he claims, merely pose as persons seeking
the truth. In actuality, the truths that they state are intimately
related to their beings, indeed, to their physiological constitution.
Philosophers are not objective; they are not distanced; their know-
ledge results from self-interest.

For they act as if they had discovered and acquired what are actually
their opinions through the independent unravelling of a cold, pure,
divinely unhampered dialectic. .. basically, however, they are using
reasons sought after the fact to defend a pre-existing tenet, a sudden
idea, a ‘brainstorm’, or, in most cases, a rarefied and abstract version of
their heart’s desire. (p. 8; Aphorism 5)

Philosophy is therefore the epitome of a personal statement; unlike
other more scientific forms of thought, it is always connected with
the philosopher himself. It is ‘the personal confession of its author,
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a kind of unintended and unwitting memoir’ (p. 8; 6). Other writers
in the nineteenth century had, of course, revealed that philosophers
or thinkers in general write from a definite perspective and defend
propositions of which they may not even be aware. Karl Marx, for
example, argued that systems of thought were ultimately ideological
reflexes that served to legitimize a dominant social order. Nictzsche
differs here from Marx, however, in that he downplays the social
situatedness of thought, but affirms even more strongly its uncon-
scious foundation.

One of the reasons that philosophers are not conscious of the
real basis of their philosophy has to do with the subterfuge of
language. In this first book Nietzsche repeatedly notes the preva-
lence of linguistic deception. Aphorism 16 is typical in this regard.
When philosophers employ foundational notions, such as Des-
cartes’s ‘I think’ or Schopenhauer’s ‘I will’; they believe they have
attained certainty or an immediate access to things as they really
are. Nicetzsche, however, sees in these notions only the seduction
of words. Although we may feel that the words ‘1 think’ are perfectly
intelligible, Nicetzsche points out that they raise innumerable ques-
tions and contain several dubious presuppositions. ‘If I analyse the
process expressed by the proposition “I think”, T get a scries of
audacious assertions that would be difficult if not impossible to
prove; for example, that / am the one who is thinking, that there
has to be a something doing the thinking, that thinking is an activity
and an effect on the part of a being who is thought of as a cause,
that an “I” exists, and finally, that we by now understand clearly
what is designated as thinking—that [ know what thinking is’
(pp. 16-17; 16). Ultimately, Nietzsche suggests, our philosophical
notions are tied to a subject-centred grammar that will not allow
us to conceive of a radically different relationship to the world. For
this reason the status of philosophical statements is not one of truth
or certainty, but rather an interpretation that we impose on the
world. Concepts are not givens, but inventions; antitheses are actu-
ally falsifications, since reality consists of gradations, not
oppositions; and sensations and experiences, rather than being cap-
tured by language, are levelled and distorted by it, made common
and generalizable. Nietzsche therefore insists that we are posing
the wrong questions of philosophy. Instead of interrogating foun-
dational concepts, we should be asking what function they play,
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why they are necessary, and how they are life-preserving or life-
promoting. Nietzsche’s sceptical retort to the philosopher who avers
the truth of the Cartesian cogito is simply: ‘it is improbable that
you are not in error, but then why must we insist on truth?’ (p. 17;
16).

Nietzsche’s unmasking of ‘the prejudices of the philosophers’ in
the first section of his book is followed by a sketch of the new
philosophers for whom his thought is a propaedeutic. The name
he gives to this future breed of philosopher is ‘free spirits’, a
term he had used frequently since the late 1870s. Indeed, the
subtitle to Human, All Too Human was ‘A Book for Free Spirits’.
Despite his decade-long elaboration of the ‘free spirit’, the reader
is apt to be confused about the exact nature of this term. In part
Nietzsche himself accounts for this difficulty by insisting on the
profundity of his thought and its inaccessibility to more mundane
interpreters. He begins Aphorism 27 with the simple statement
‘Making yourself understood is hard’ (p. 28; 27), and proceeds to
explain that his thought flows like the Ganges, while his contempor-
aries think like turtles or frogs. Continuing on this theme he insists
in Aphorism 40 that profundity loves masks and shuns even image
and parable, which would provide too direct an avenue to the
profoundest things. Even when a ‘secretive’ man does not con-
sciously don a mask, he will find that one has grown around him
‘thanks to the constantly false, that is to say, shallow interpretations
of his every word, his every step, every sign of life that he gives’
(p- 39; 40). In these passages Nietzsche is in part venting his
frustration for the poor reception and understanding of his own
philosophy among contemporaries; his thought remains a philo-
sophy of the future largely because he has found no philosophical
allies in the present. And his future disciples, the coming free
spirits, are vaguely defined because they have not yet taken on
definite contours.

None the less the second section of Beyond Good and Evil allows
us to detect certain characteristics that will be important for the
free spirit. Above all this new philosopher will assume a place of
superiority in the social and intellectual hierarchy. Nietzsche leaves
no doubt that a free spirit is a superior human being ‘delivered
from the crowd, the multitude, the majority, where he is allowed
to forget the rule of “humanity”, being the exception to it’ (p. 27;
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26). In several aphorisms he emphasizes a higher or loftier type
of human being, one who believes and demands an ‘hierarchy’
(Rangordnung) while disdaining democracy and equal rights. For
this reason Nietzsche’s most extended discussion of the free spirit
cautions that he not be confused with various sorts of ‘freethinkers’.
These ‘levellers’ and ‘scribbling slaves of the democratic taste’
(p- 40; 44) have falsely assumed the name free spirit and are the
very antithesis of what Nictzsche has in mind. The Nictzschean
varicty will be Versucher, a German word that has the dual meaning
of ‘experimenter’ and ‘tempter’. They will be adherents of the ‘will
to power’, a Nictzschean concept that cxplains ‘all mechanical
events, in so far as an energy is active in them’ as well as ‘our
cntire instinctual life” (p. 36; 36). The free spirit, like Nietzsche,
will write books for the chosen few since ‘books for the masses are
always bad-smelling books’ (p. 31; 30). Here and elsewhere in his
later thought Nietzsche emphasizes an hierarchical social order
based on an clusively defined notion of superiority. ‘In the end’,
Nictzsche claims, ‘things will have to be as they arc and always
have been: the great things are left to the great, the abysses to the
profound, tenderness and thrills to the sensttive, and to sum it up
in a few words, everything extraordinary to the extraordinary’ (p.
40; 43). In keeping with their elevated social and intellectual status,
freethinkers will also embrace a different brand of morality. In one
of the most suggestive aphorisms in this section (32), Nietzsche
outlines a history of moral thought. Originally actions were evalu-
ated by their consequences in a stage Nietzsche labels ‘pre-moral’.
Only later was this relationship reversed: actions in the moral
period, which had developed over the past ten thousand years,
especially in western Europe, were regarded in terms of their origins
rather than their results. Gradually the origin became identified
with intentions or moral character. But the transformation of moral-
ity has not yet run its course. In the future in which free spirits
will reign Nietzsche envisions a complete ‘overcoming of morality’.
In this ‘extra-moral’ stage ‘an action’s decisive value is demon-
strated precisely by that part of it that is not intentional; do we not
suspect that all of an action’s intentionality, everything that can be
seen or known about it, that can be “conscious” about it, is still
part of its surface and skin—which, like all skin, reveals something,
but /ides even more?’ (p. 33; 32). In this passage Nietzsche antici-
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pates the unconscious of psychoanalysis, but he also suggests a new
way to conceive of moral values, one that eradicates the notion of
free will and the autonomy of the subject.

Undoubtedly the free spirits to whom Nietzsche alludes will be
emancipated from traditional religion, which is the topic in the
third section. Nietzsche’s thoughts on religion had been developing
steadily since the early 1870s. Although he was the son of a Prot-
estant pastor, he had abandoned belief in the Christian deity rather
early in life, but in the 1870s and increasingly in the 1880s he came
to feel that religion in general, and especially Christianity, was
responsible for the debilitating state of humanity in modern times.
In Human, All Too Human religion was already characterized as an
unnatural attempt to reinterpret our experiences. And in The Gay
Science he had proclaimed in one of the most notorious aphorisms
in his oeuvre the death of God. What Nietzsche added in the 188os
to his basic anti-religious world-view—besides a more strident
rhetorical register—was an analysis of the psychology of the
religious individual and an understanding of the function of religion
in human society. In Beyond Good and Evil he maintains that
original Christianity represents ‘an ongoing suicide of reason’ (p.
44; 46), ascribing it to an Oriental slave revolt against Roman
antiquity. Like Freud after him, Nietzsche considered religion a
‘neurosis’ (p. 45; 47); it involves an unnatural self-denial and sacri-
fice. In one of his most interesting observations, Nietzsche compares
the history of ‘religious cruelty’ to a ladder with three important
rungs: the first entails the sacrifice of one’s loved ones to the deity;
the second demands the sacrifice of one’s own instincts or inner
nature; and the final rung, which we are now coming to know,
involves the sacrifice of God himself for the worship of ‘stone,
stupidity, heaviness, fate, nothingness’ (p. 50; 55). Nietzsche here
suggests that our modern penchant for science or nihilism, as
atheistic as it appears at first glance, is merely a replacement for
religious belief.

Nietzsche is not unaware of the advantages that religion has
brought to human society, even as it has debased human nature. It
has helped humankind to endure an otherwise intolerable existence
and has assisted us in constructing a viable social order by
demanding that we love each other. But religion also has other
essential socializing functions. For a particular group of people—
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Nietzsche mentions the Brahmans by name—religion provides a
spirituality that permits them to remove themselves from the
mundane and crude world surrounding them. For those who are
destined to be rulers it is one means for overcoming resistance in
their subjects, since it forms a common bond with ordinary pcople
and pacifics them into obedience. It also serves as a pedagogical and
disciplinary device for the ascending classes, teaching them a certain
abnegation that ennobles their spirit and allows them to rise above
the common rabble. Finally, for the vast masses, religion provides a
solace for their suffering and the meaninglessness of their existence,
‘something that justifies their everyday lives, all the baseness, all
the semi-animal poverty of their souls’ (p. 55; 61). In general,
however, Nietzsche’s attitude towards religion is that it represents
a stage of human development that must be overcome. Christianity,
in particular, has led to a ‘degeneration of the European race’ (p. 56;
62), and the persistence of Christian belief is a sign that the human
being has not developed into a creature that is strong cnough
to achieve the type of sclf-contained nobility of spirit Nictzsche
CnVisions.

This renewed attack on Christianity is followed by a section
containing a scries of 125 shorter epigrams. Fach consists of a
sentence or two; in contrast to the other sections, there is no
extended discussion of a thought, only the core of an idca expressed
in the most pithy fashion. Written in the manner of the French
moralists, these maxims and reflections frequently relate to other
sections in the work. For example, we find maxims about epistem-
ology (64 or 8o) and about religion (104 or 168). But we also
encounter general social observations relating to women, love, hap-
piness, and human psychology. Although this section is therefore
the least interesting philosophically, it displays better than other
sections Nietzsche’s wit and insights into more mundane matters
of the heart and the soul. This short section thus assumes the
character of a true interlude, a break in the text that amuses
and relaxes the reader before and after the more philosophically
demanding reflections contained in the remainder of the book.

With Section V Nietzsche returns to the task of philosophy, and
to his aphoristic style, focusing here on issues he had previously
discussed in several writings. The first of these is the history of
morality. In a sense Nietzsche, despite his extensive consideration
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of morality and ethics, was not a moral philosopher since he does
not endeavour to write an ethical treatise or to propagate an ethical
system. He resembles rather an historian or genealogist of ethics:
his writings focus on the origin and function of moral value in
human history. Indeed, his chief objection to previous moral philo-
sophy is that it has sought to find a rational basis for morality in
human life and has thereby avoided the fundamental problem of
all morality. Nietzsche maintains that morality is neither rational
nor absolute nor natural. He observes that the world has known
many moral systems, each of which advances claims to universality;
all moral systems are therefore particular, serving a specific purpose
for their propagators or creators, and enforcing a certain regime
that disciplines human beings for social life by narrowing our
perspectives and limiting our horizons. Nietzsche does not simplis-
tically assert, however, that morals deprive us of our freedom. He
recognizes that there is no simple opposition between a constraining
morality and a complete licence for any action. Morality, in a sense,
has become ‘natural’ or necessary for the human being, even though
it violates basic human nature or instincts. Without morality human
society in general and European culture in particular would have
been impossible. But we should not confuse the necessity for some
kind of morality with the naturalness of any particular moral system
since in their essence all moral judgements are ultimately based on
capriciousness, irrationality, and the violation of natural, biological
drives.

Despite Nietzsche’s suggestion that there is no natural state of
humankind, no pre-moral epoch in which there were no internal
constraints on action, he often contrasts a quasi-mythological state
of affairs, associated vaguely with pre-Socratic Greece, with the
morality initiated by the Judaeo-Christian tradition. The Jews, he
asserts, ‘brought about that tour de force of a reversal of values’
(p. 83; 195); they negated a noble order in which richness, excess,
cruelty, and sensuality were validated, and substituted for it a value
system in which poverty, godliness, timidity, and spirituality hold
sway. This ‘slave revolt in morals’ (p. 83; 195) disdains as evil the
beast of prey and the man of prey, for Nietzsche the ‘most healthy
of all tropical plants and brutes’ (pp. 83—4; 197), while affirming
abstinence, pity, and a tolerance for suffering. The institution of
the Judaeo-Christian ‘herd’ morality has made modern Europe
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possible even as it has meant an impoverishment of possibilities
and human potential. Nietzsche reasons that there have always been
rulers and subjects, and he recognizes that a morality preaching
docile obedience is a necessity for the masses. He objects more
strenuously, however, to the ‘moral hypocrisy of commanders’ (p.
85; 199), who portray themsclves as the servants of the people, the
implementers of the constitution, or the instruments of the
common weal, in short, as a variation of the herd, rather than as
men exercising their unbridled will to power. The ubiquity of herd
morality will eventually annihilate strong and dangerous drives—
Nietzsche lists  ‘adventurousness, recklessness, vengefulness,
slyness, rapacity, lust for power’ (p. 87; 201) among them; and
‘everything that raises an individual above the herd and causes his
neighbour to fear him’ (p. 88; 201) will be condemned as evil. In
Furope of the nineteenth century herd morality masquerades as
the only true morality; its political components, the advocacy of
democracy, cqual rights, or even socialism dominate modern
nations. Nictzsche’s hope is that the future will bring a radical
revaluation of this herd morality that will teach humans ‘that their
future is their wifl| that the future depends on their human will,
and they will prepare the way for great risk-taking and joint experi-
ments in discipline and breeding in order to put an end to that
terrible reign of nonsense and coincidence that until now has been
known as “history”’ (pp. 9o—r1; 203). He calls for leaders, for free
spirits to liberate society from the debilitating effects of Christian-
European morality.

One might suspect that these leaders will come from the educated
elite, or even from the academy, but Nietzsche dispels this thought
in his discussion of ‘We Scholars’. This title is surely ironic;
by 1886 Nietzsche no longer identified himself with academia or
university affairs. Still, we should not forget that for the greater
part of his adult life Nietzsche was involved in higher education as
either a student or a professor. Although illness forced him to miss
several semesters of teaching even when he was employed at Basle
from 1869 to 1879, and compelled him to retire early thereafter, he
was familiar and concerned with educational matters throughout
his career. In ‘We Scholars’ he pursues a criticism of scholarly
activity that he had inaugurated in lectures and writings from the
early 1870s. Scholars must be carefully distinguished, Nietzsche
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asserts, from philosophers, with whom they have only a faint resem-
blance. The former are not noble in their heritage or thought
process; a scholar is ‘neither masterful nor authoritative nor even
self-sufficient’, but rather ‘industrious, patiently joining the rank
and file, conforming and moderate in his abilities and needs’ (p. 96;
206). These qualities will hardly strike the reader as unequivocally
desirable, and, indeed, it is Nietzsche’s purpose here to present
scholars as uncreative, diligent, and limited intellectual workers,
who sacrifice their own subjectivity for the sake of the dubious
ideal of ‘objectivity’ and the ‘scientific method’. They are the
educated counterpart to the followers of herd morality and form a
contrast to the truly original, daring, and genial philosophers Nietz-
sche envisions as the spiritual leaders of a new epoch. These new
philosophers, these men of ‘tomorrow and the day after tomorrow’
(p. 105; 212) distinguish themselves from both the scholarly caste
and the unimaginative philosophical labourers by their relentless
criticism of traditional values as well as their ability to create new
values. Ultimately only a select few will qualify for the title of
genuine philosopher.

What exactly will the free spirit, the new philosopher, the man
of genius, or the good of tomorrow and the day after tomorrow be
like? What features will he possess? How will he act differently in
the world? He will certainly operate beyond good and evil, not
adhering to the conventional moral codes of the Christian tradition.
But can we say more about him? Nietzsche broaches this topic in
his seventh section, entitled appropriately ‘Our Virtues’. Like most
utopian thinkers—and Nietzsche by dint of his vision of a better
society in future times qualifies as a utopian thinker—to a large
extent he defines the noble man of the future ex negativo. The free
spirit of tomorrow will no longer subscribe to the truths of today;
he will reject the average and the norm and validate the exception
and the extraordinary. He will disabuse himself of the illusion of a
disinterested and objective knowledge, understanding that know-
ledge is at bottom a function of the will to dominate. He will rid
himself of moralities that preach equality, democracy, the general
welfare, and utilitarian values, and affirm instead the natural hier-
archy Nietzsche captures repeatedly in the term Rangerdnung. He
will overcome the ‘historical sense’, ubiquitous in nineteenth-
century Europe, and appreciate in its stead ‘perfection and ultimate
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ripeness in any culture or art, the noble element in works and
people, their moment of silken seas and halcyon self-sufficiency,
the golden coldness shown by every thing that has reached perfec-
tion’ (p. 116; 224). More problematically Nictzsche propagates a
human being that will not feel compassion with the oppressed and
the unfortunate in socicty, and that will not seck to do away with
suffering, including his own suffering. Rather, the pity this future
man feels will involve the disdain for the manner in which the
human race has made itself small and petty, and he will nourish
suffering as the aid to ‘depth, mystery, mask, spirit, cleverness,
greatness’ (p. 117; 225). In a controversial aphorism Nictzsche even
ventures a reconsideration of cruelty as an essential part of human
nature. All higher culture, all great tragedy, everything sublime, all
knowledge, he contends, are ultimately based on cruelty, either
towards ourscelves or towards others. Above all, however, the ‘very
free spirits’ Nictzsche conjures up for his readers will be genuine
revealers of knowledge, the knowledge that we have repressed and
neglected in civilized Europe. The task Nietzsche assigns his free
spirits is ‘to return man to nature; to master the many conceited
and gushing interpretations and sccondary meanings that have here-
tofore been scribbled and painted over that eternal original text
homo natura’ (p. 123; 230). In terms of present values Nietzsche’s
free spirit will thus prove to be an ‘immoralist’ who affirms life
and aspires to the heights of culture and creativity.

Will women also be free spirits? Nietzsche does not provide us
with a definite answer, but he indicates at the end of the seventh
section that women are not to be evaluated on the same basis as
men. Indeed, the last eight aphorisms in this section are devoted
to a virulent criticism of women’s striving to attain equality and
self-reliance. We have already seen that Nietzsche tended towards
misogynist statements, a propensity that grew more noticeable in
the 1880s, and here he is obviously reacting to the first-wave
women’s movement in Germany and across Europe. He is also
repudiating the endeavours of women to secure admission to uni-
versities and professional careers; it was precisely during the last
third of the nineteenth century that women were first able to
matriculate on a regular basis at European institutions of higher
education. Nietzsche considers the trend towards women’s emanci-
pation as an ‘overall uglification’ of Europe (p. 124; 232). He makes
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it clear that women should not seek enlightenment, that there exists
an absolute and hostile antagonism between men and women, and
that the advocacy of ‘equal rights, equal education, equal ambi-
tions and obligations’ is ‘a typical sign of shallowness’ (p. 127;
238). Women who seek equality depart from their nature, which
Nietzsche identifies with ‘their genuine, predator-like, cunning
suppleness, their tiger’s claw beneath the glove, their naive egoism,
their ineducability and inner wildness, the mystery, breadth, and
range of their desires and virtues’ (p. 129; 239). Nietzsche prefaces
his aphorisms on women with the caveat that the truths he is going
to write belong to him alone (p. 124; 231). But we should note that
all his observations, whether they relate to epistemology or to
current events, have the same status: they are claims he advances
and wants to impress on his readers. His remarks on women are
one of the more unfortunate aspects of his writings, indicating both
a deep-seated prejudice that festered over time, and ultimately his
inability to apply his own critical philosophical demands to the long
tradition of male misogyny.

The penultimate section, entitled ‘Peoples and Fatherlands’, con-
tinues with themes related to current events, although it also deals
briefly with ancient civilization and outstanding individuals of the
nineteenth century. It opens and closes with an aphorism about
Richard Wagner, the great German opera composer with whom
Nietzsche was obsessed for most of his mature life, at first as a
disciple, but after about 1875 increasingly as an adversary. Nietz-
sche’s views on France and England, on which he expounds at
length, are apt to strike us as somewhat quirky and slightly preju-
dicial: the English are not a philosophical race, Nietzsche claims,
and even its most prominent intellectuals (Charles Warwin, John
Stuart Mill; Herbert Spencer) are called ‘respectable, but mediocre’
(p.- 144; 253). France, by contrast, is termed ‘still, even now, the
seat of the most spiritual and refined European culture and a great
school of taste’ (p. 145; 254); but it is difficult for Nietzsche to
justify his general claims with anything but subjective impressions
that often border on clichés. Ultimately Nietzsche appears to be
more interested in the Germans, to whom he devotes more space,
but about whom he is more derogatory. The German, he writes, is
an expert on ‘secret paths to chaos’; the celebrated profundity
ascribed to this nation is attributed to uncertainty, shiftiness, and
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lack of form (pp. 134—7; 244). Nietzsche is especially critical of
German anti-Semitism, with which he was personally acquainted
in the person of his sister’s husband, Bernhard Forster, as well as
his publisher, and he inverts several of the prejudices typically
levelled at the Jewish people. Nietzsche’s views on Jews were
complex, however, and not always flattering. While he believes that
they are ‘the strongest, toughest, and purest race now living in
Furope’ (p. 142; 2571), he also makes them responsible for slave
morality and its deleterious consequences. At one point he states
that the Jews could gain hegemony over all of Europe if they wanted
it, a statement that was as ludicrous in 1886 as it was during the
Third Reich, when it was part of Nazi propaganda. But Nietzsche’s
vision in this section 1s not to validate or to deprecate any particular
nation or people, but to proclaim the advent of a new united
Furope. What Nictzsche envisioned 1s nothing like the move
towards European unity we are experiencing in the late 19gos, but
rather, in keeping with his elitist political and social views, entails
‘the breeding of a new caste to rule over Europe’ (p. 143; 251).
Nictzsche’s good European thus emanates from an anti-nationalist
sentiment, but it does not betoken an end to hicerarchical social
structures.

In Nietzsche’s final section he turns to a question that has been
implicitly posed in earlier sections of the text: ‘What is Noble?’
The German term for noble is wvornehm, a word that has the
connotation of superior rank, of privilege by virtue of birth or
distinction, or of some natural superiority. Nietzsche makes it
obvious that genuine nobility in his sense has been damaged and
made undistinguishable ‘as the rule of the rabble begins, under this
heavy, cloudy sky that makes everything opaque and leaden’ (p.
172; 287). But he also emphasizes that the type of noble human
being he envisions is desirable, indeed, that human society without
noble men would be a miserable, inartistic, uncreative wasteland.
His fears about the disappearance of nobility are therefore the flip
side of his critique of modernity, which has led to the levelling of
creativity and distinction because of the democratizing trend and
the demands for equal rights. Nietzsche, continuing his anti-mod-
ernist polemic, opens this section by affirming the need for ‘a great
ladder of hierarchy and value differentiation between people’ (p.
151; 257). Searching for a time in which nobility reigned in human
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affairs as well as an explanation for the demise of aristocratic
regimes, he describes conflicting systems of values: one, associated
with a hierarchy based on natural superiority, is the product of the
nobility itself. The other, the result of the reactions of the slaves,
has endeavoured to debase everything grand in the human spirit.
Nietzsche’s vision may have some historical foundation—although
he gives few genuine historical illustrations to support his claims—
but it is shocking none the less. Life itself, he asserts at one point,
‘in its essence means appropriating, injuring, overpowering those
who are foreign and weaker; oppression, harshness, forcing one’s
own forms on others, incorporation, and at the very least, at the
very mildest, exploitation’ (pp. 152—3; 259). Nietzsche’s argument
is that these words evoke in us repulsion because of our own
adherence to a morality that has degraded noble values, which he
consistently regards as more natural and more life-affirming, more
creative and more vital. When Nietzsche’s advocacy of nobility is
interpreted simply as a call for more freedom and creativity, for
an end to repression and levelling of individual differences, his
philosophy quite rightly meets with general approval. But the darker
side of Nietzsche’s views should not be ignored: at times he affirms
a return to an aristocratic social order in which the happiness of
the vast majority would be sacrificed for an elite caste that will
produce and enjoy a European cultural renaissance.

Beyond Good and Evil is thus not an easy work to read. It is a
rich and sometimes frustrating text, one that is apt to elicit from
contemporary readers as many objections as affirmations. Its sig-
nificance lies not only in the stylistic excellence—Nietzsche was a
consummate artisan of the German language, a quality that is
evident in the fine translation that follows—and in its philosophical
brilliance, which is marred only occasionally by a failure to elaborate
a thought or idea fully. More importantly, Beyond Good and Evil
is a critical and reflective book, one that does not shy away from
conclusions even when they are offensive, one that dares to chal-
lenge conventional truths and present utopian and perhaps
dystopian visions. Behind the intricately woven themes, we sense
Nietzsche grappling with the thorniest of philosophical issues, as
well as with the various phenomena of modernity that appeared so
suddenly and intrusively in Germany and across the continent.
Nietzsche’s discussions of philosophical, political, and social issues
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inspired several generations of thinkers to emulate, validate, and
refute his contentions. No matter how we may evaluate his answers
to the topics he addresses in this brilliant book, we have to admire
his courage in daring to respond differently, and concede that his
responses have set in motion a chain of thought that continues to
occupy us today as much as it did him over a century ago. Nietzsche,
disappointed with his lack of a readership during his own lifetime,
commented that some people are born posthumously. The enor-
mous influence of the philosophy articulated in Beyond Good and
FEvil offers us overwhelming evidence that Nietzsche was correct at
the very least in what was almost certainly a prediction about the
fate of his own writings.



TRANSLATOR’S NOTE

IN undertaking this new translation of Beyond Good and Evil 1
have worked towards a semantic accuracy that is also historically
appropriate. Thus I have resisted the temptation to translate with
twentieth-century terms those psychoanalytic or postmodern
critical concepts anticipated by Nietzsche in this 1886 text and
have tried instead to use an English that is neither antiquated nor
anachronistically modern. Appreciating Nietzsche’s warning remark
in Aphorism 28 that ‘the hardest thing to translate from one lan-
guage to another is the tempo of its style’, I have nevertheless also
tried to capture something of the tempo of Nietzsche’s German in
this translation. Most German philosophical writing takes the form
of weighty building-blocks of variously declined nouns (unlike verb-
driven English prose), and this can also be true of Nietzsche; but
he usually sustains his arguments at an energetic allegro con brio.

Nietzsche’s punctuation is somewhat idiosyncratic, and has been
adapted here to retain the rhetorical thrust of his thinking without
being distracting to today’s reader. The most important such change
has been to make distinct paragraphs of those sections set apart (and
joined) by a long dash in Nietzsche’s more discursive aphorisms.
Recognizing that some sense of the grand wholeness of his thought
may be sacrificed as a consequence (see Aphorism 247 on periodic
sentences), [ nevertheless considered the gains in clarity and
accessibility to be more important.

While not being bound by any categorical consistency, I have
usually rendered the problematic word Geist (which can have the
sense of ‘spirit’, ‘mind’, ‘wit’; or ‘intellect’; depending on the
context) as ‘spirit’, for in Aphorism 44 especially, Nietzsche clarifies
the distinction between his own ‘freier Geist’ (free spirit) and other
‘freethinkers’. Traditional translations of concepts that are now
familiar and central to Nietzsche’s thought (self-overcoming,
perspective) have been retained.

The endnotes to the translation assume the reader’s familiarity
with prominent historical figures (Napoleon, Darwin) and Classical
literary texts (7he Odyssey), and elucidate those of Nietzsche’s
other allusions (Bentham, Lessing) that particularly further his
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arguments. The endnotes also provide translations of foreign-
language phrases and explain those of Nietzsche’s sometimes almost
maniacal puns and plays on words that could not be reproduced in
an English version.

This translation of Beyond Good and Evil is based on the Colli-
Montinari critical edition (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1968). Among
previous translations of the work, those by Walter Kaufmann (1966)
and R. J. Hollingdale (1973) are particularly admirable. My own
translation may differ from these two in its inclination to choose
Germanic rather than T.atinate renderings, its non-interpretative
endnotes, and its effort to capture the musical aspects of the text.
My chief aim has been to provide a fluent translation for the readers
of the Oxford World’s Classics series.

I owe a great debt of gratitude to many people for their help
with this translation: I thank Richard Eldridge, Randall Exon,
Dorothea Frede, Jay Geller, Scott Gilbert, Mark Kuperberg, Amy-
Jill Levine, John McNees, Rosaria Munson, Martin Ostwald, and
William Turpin for their expertise. Riidiger Bittner, especially, was a
key consultant throughout the process. For advice on style, heartfelt
thanks go (as usual) to Stephen Hannaford. This translation would
not have been possible without the generous support of Swarthmore
College. I am grateful to Judith Luna at Oxford University Press
for her sustained encouragement from beginning to end. Above all,
I would like to thank Joyce Crick, whose reading of the translation
n its formative stages was of absolutely critical importance: she
has corrected my errors, provided alternate renderings, and been
in general a vigilant and astute companion in this enterprise: the
quality of the translation is due in great measure to her wise
judgement. Any errors or infelicities that still remain are, of course,
my own.

In Aphorism 277 Nietzsche writes, ‘After we have finished
building our house, we notice that we have inadvertently learned
something in the process, something that we absolutely skould have
known before we—began to build.” I would only add that this
‘melancholy of everything completed’ applies equally well to trans-
lations.
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A CHRONOLOGY OF FRIEDRICH
NIETZSCHE

Friedrich Wilhelm Nietzsche born in Rocken (Saxony) on 15
October, son of Karl Ludwig and Franziska Nietzsche. His
father and both grandfathers are Protestant clergymen.

Birth of sister Elisabeth.

Birth of brother Joseph; death of father.

Death of brother; family moves to Naumburg.

Attends renowned boys’ boarding-school Pforta, where he excels
in classics. Begins to suffer from migraine attacks which will
plague him for the rest of his career.

Enters Bonn University to study theology and classical
philology.

Follows classics professor Ritschl to Leipzig University, where
he drops theology and continues with studies in classical phil-
ology. Discovers Schopenhauer’s philosophy and becomes a
passionate admirer.

Begins publishing career with essay on Theognis; continues
publishing philological articles and book reviews till 1873.
Military service in Naumburg, until invalided out after a riding
accident.

Back in Leipzig, meets Richard Wagner for the first time and
quickly becomes a devotee. Increasing disaffection with phil-
ology: plans to escape to Paris to study chemistry.

On Ritschl’s recommendation, appointed Extraordinary Pro-
fessor of Classical Philology at Basle University. Awarded
doctorate without examination; renounces Prussian citizenship.
Begins a series of idyllic visits to the Wagners at Tribschen, on
Lake Lucerne. Develops admiration for Jacob Burckhardt, his
new colleague in Basle.

Promoted to full professor. Participates in Franco-Prussian War
as volunteer medical orderly, but contracts dysentery and
diphtheria at the front within a fortnight.

Granted semester’s sick leave from Basle and works intensively on
The Birth of Tragedy. Germany unified; founding of the Reich.
Publishes The Birth of Tragedy out of the Spirit of Music, which
earns him the condemnation of professional colleagues. Lec-
tures ‘On the Future of our Educational Institutions’; attends
laying of foundation stone for Bayreuth Festival Theatre.
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Publishes first Untimely Meditation: David Strauss the Confessor
and the Writer.

Publishes sccond and third Untimely Meditations: On the Use
and Disadvantage of History for Life and Schopenhauer as Fdu-
cator. Relationship with Wagner begins to sour.

Meets musician Heinrich Koselitz (Peter Gast), who idolizes
him.

Publishes fourth and last Untimely Meditation: Richard Wagner
im Bayreuth. Attends first Bayreuth Festival but leaves carly and
subsequently breaks with Wagner. Further illness; granted full
year’s sick leave from the university.

French translation of Richard Wagner in Bayreuth published, the
only translation to appear during his mentally active lifetime.
Publishes Human, All Too Human: A Book for Free Spirits,
which confirms the break with Wagner.

Publishes supplement to HHuman, Al Too Human, Assorted
Opinions and  Maxims. Finally retires from teaching on a
pension; first visits the Engadine, summering in St Moritz.
Publishes The Wanderer and His Shadow. First stays in Venice
and Genoa.

Publishes Daybreak: Thoughts on the Prejudices of Moraliry. First
stay in Sils-Maria.

Publishes The Gay Science. Infatuation with lou Andreas-
Salomé, who spurns his marriage proposals.

Publishes Thus Spake Zarathustra: A Book for Everyone and No
One, Parts 1 and II (separately). Death of Wagner. Spends the
summer in Sils and the winter in Nice, his pattern for the next
five vears. Increasingly consumed by writing.

Publishes Thus Spake Zarathustra, Part 111

Thus Spake Zarathustra, Part I'V printed but circulated to only
a handful of friends. Begins in earnest to amass notes for The
Will to Power.

Publishes Beyond Good and Evil: Prelude to a Philosophy of the
Future. Change of publisher results in new expanded editions
of The Birth of Tragedy and Human, All Too Human (now with
a second volume comprising the Assorted Opinions and Maxims
and The Wanderer and His Shadow).

Publishes On the Genealogy of Morals: A Polemic. New expanded
editions of Daybreak and The Gay Science.

Begins to receive public recognition: Georg Brandes lectures
on his work in Copenhagen. Discovers Turin, where he writes
The Wagner Case: A Musician’s Problem. Abandons The Will to
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Power, then completes in quick succession: Twilight of the Idols,
or How to Philosophize with a Hammer (first published 1889),
The Antichrist: Curse on Christianity (f.p. 1895), Ecce Homo, or
How One Becomes What One Is (f.p. 1908), Nietzsche contra
Wagner: Documents of a Psychologist (f.p. 1895), and Dionysus
Dithyrambs (f.p. 1892).

Suffers mental breakdown in Turin (3 January) and is eventually
committed to asylum in Jena. Tivilight of the Idols published 24
January, the first of his new books to appear after his collapse.
Discharged into the care of his mother in Naumburg.
Elisabeth founds Nietzsche Archive in Naumburg (moving it
to Weimar two years later).

Mother dies; Elisabeth moves her brother to Weimar.
Friedrich Nietzsche dies in Weimar on 25 August.
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Prelude to
a Philosophy of the Future






PREFACE

ASSUMING that truth is a woman—what then? Is there not reason
to suspect that all philosophers, in so far as they were dogmatists,
have known very little about women? That if their aim was to
charm a female, they have been especially inept and inapt in making
advances to truth with such awful seriousness and clumsy insist-
ence? One thing is certain: she has not let herself be charmed—
and nowadays every dogmatism stands dejected and dispirited—if’
it is standing at all! For there are those who tauntingly claim
that it has fallen, that all dogmatism lies defeated, even more, that
it is breathing its last gasp. In all seriousness, there is good reason
to hope that all philosophical dogmatizing, however solemn, conclu-
sive, or definite its manner, may have been nothing but the infantile
high-mindedness of a beginner. And we may be very near to a time
when people will be constantly recognizing anew what in fact it
was that furnished the cornerstone for those lofty, unconditional
philosopher’s edifices once built by the dogmatists: some folk super-
stition from time immemorial (such as the superstition about souls,
which even today has not ceased to sow mischief as the superstition
about subject and ego);* some play on words perhaps, some
seductive aspect of grammar, or a daring generalization from very
limited, very personal, very human, all-too-human facts. The philo-
sophy of the dogmatists, we may hope, was only a promise reaching
across millennia—as astrology used to be, in whose service more
effort, money, wit, and patience were probably expended than for
any real science to date: it is to astrology and its ‘supernatural’
pretensions in Asia and Egypt that we owe the grand style in
architecture. It seems that in order to inscribe themselves into
men’s hearts with eternal demands, all great things must first
wander the earth as monstrous and fear-inducing caricatures: dog-
matic philosophy has been such a caricature, the teachings of
Vedanta in Asia, for example, or Platonism in Europe. Let us not
be ungrateful towards them, even though we must certainly also
admit that of all errors thus far, the most grievous, protracted, and
dangerous has been a dogmatist’s error: Plato’s invention of pure
spirit and of transcendental goodness. But now that this error has
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been overcome, now that Europe is breathing a sigh of relief after
this nightmare and in future can at least enjoy a healthier . . . sleep,
we, whose task is wakefulness itself, have inherited all the energy that
has been produced by the struggle against this error. Of course, in
order to specak as he did about the spirit and the good, Plato had
to sct truth on its head and even deny perspectivity, that fundamental
condition of all lif¢; indeed, in the role of doctor, we may ask:
‘What has caused such a canker on the most beautiful plant of
antiquity, on Plato? Did that wicked Socrates corrupt him after all?
Might Socrates really have been the corrupter of youth? And
deserved his hemlock?’

But the struggle against Plato, or—to put it more clearly, for
the ‘common people’—the struggle against thousands of years of
Christian-ecclesiastical pressure (for Christianity is Platonism for
the ‘common people’) has created a splendid tension of the spirit
in Europe such as the carth has never seen: with this kind of
tension in our bow, we can now shoot at the most remote targets.
To be sure, Europeans experience this tension as distress, and there
have alrcady been two claborate attempts to loosen the bow, once by
means of Jesuitism, and a second time by means of the democratic
Enlightenment: with the help of freedom of the press and ncews-
paper reading, these attempts probably did in fact make it harder
for the spirit to experience itself as ‘distressed’! (The Germans
invented gunpowder—my respects! But they also cancelled that out
by inventing the press.) But we who are not sufficiently Jesuits, nor
democrats, nor even Germans, we good Europeans and free, very
free spirits—we have it still; all the distress of the spirit and all the
tension of its bow! And perhaps the arrow, too, the task, who
knows? the target . . .

Sils-Maria, Upper Engadine
FJune 1885



SECTION ONE
ON THE PREJUDICES OF PHILOSOPHERS

I

THE will to truth, which will seduce us yet to many a risky venture,
that famous truthfulness about which all philosophers to date have
spoken with deference: what manner of questions has this will to
truth presented for us! What strange, wicked, questionable ques-
tions! It is already a long story, and yet doesn’t it seem to be just
getting started? Is it any wonder that we finally grow suspicious,
lose patience, turn round impatiently? That we learn from this
Sphinx how to pose questions of our own? Who is actually asking
us the questions here? What is it in us that really wants to ‘get at
the truth’

It is true that we paused for a long time to question the origin
of this will, until finally we came to a complete stop at an even
more basic question. We asked about the value of this will. Given
that we want truth: why do we not prefer untruth? And uncertainty?
Even ignorance?

The problem of the value of truth appeared before us—or did
we appear before it? Which of us here is Oedipus? Which the
Sphinx? It is a rendezvous, so it seems, of questions and question
marks.

And would you believe that in the end it seems to us as if the
problem had never yet been posed, as if we were seeing it for
the first time, focusing on it, daring it? For there is daring to it,
and perhaps no daring greater.

2

‘How could something arise from its opposite? Truth from error,
for example? Or the will to truth from the will to deception? Or
altruism from egoism? Or the wise man’s pure, radiant contem-
plation from covetous desire? Such origination is impossible;
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whoever dreams of it is a fool, or worse; those things of highest
value must have a different origin, their own; they cannot be derived
from this perishable, seductive, deceptive, lowly world, from this
confusion of desire and delusion! Rather, their basis must lie in the
womb of existence, in the imperishable, in the hidden god, in
the “thing in itself”*—and nowherce else!’

Judgements of this kind constitute the typical prejudice by which
we can always recognize the metaphysicians of every age; this kind
of value judgement 1s at the back of all their logical proceedings;
from out of this ‘belief” of theirs, they go about seeking their
‘knowledge’, which they end by ceremoniously dubbing ‘the truth’.
The metaphysicians’ fundamental belief is the belief in the opposition
of values. It has never occurred even to the most cautious among
them to raise doubts here at the threshold, where doubts would be
most necessary, even though they have vowed to themselves: ‘de
omntbus dubitandum’ * For may there not be doubt, first of all,
whether opposites even exist and, sccond, whether those popular
value judgements and value oppositions upon which metaphysicians
have placed their scal may be no more than foreground evaluations,
temporary perspectives, viewed from out of a corner perhaps, or
up from underneath, a perspective from below* (to borrow an
expression common to painters)? However much value we may
ascribe to truth, truthfulness, or altruism, it may be that we need
to attribute a higher and more fundamental value to appearance, to
the will to illusion, to egoism and desire. It could even be possible
that the value of those good and honoured things consists precisely
in the fact that in an insidious way they are related to those bad,
seemingly opposite things, linked, knit together, even identical
perhaps. Perhaps!

But who is willing to worry about such dangerous Perhapses?
We must wait for a new category of philosophers to arrive, those
whose taste and inclination are the reverse of their predecessors’—
they will be in every sense philosophers of the dangerous Perhaps.

And to speak in all seriousness: I see these new philosophers
coming.
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3

Having long kept a strict eye on the philosophers, and having
looked between their lines, I say to myself: the largest part of
conscious thinking has to be considered an instinctual activity, even
in the case of philosophical thinking; we need a new understanding
here, just as we’ve come to a new understanding of heredity and
the ‘innate’. Just as the act of birth is scarcely relevant to the entire
process and progress of heredity, so ‘consciousness’ is scarcely
opposite to the instincts in any decisive sense—most of a philo-
sopher’s conscious thinking is secretly guided and channelled into
particular tracks by his instincts. Behind all logic, too, and its
apparent tyranny of movement there are value judgements, or to
speak more clearly, physiological demands for the preservation of a
particular kind of life. That a certainty is worth more than an
uncertainty, for example, or that appearance is worth less than
‘truth’: whatever their regulatory importance for us, such evalu-
ations might still be nothing but foreground evaluations, a certain
kind of miaiserie* as is required for the preservation of beings like
us. Given, that is, that man is not necessarily the ‘measure of all
things™ . . .

4

We do not object to a judgement just because it is false; this is
probably what is strangest about our new language. The question
is rather to what extent the judgement furthers life, preserves life,
preserves the species, perhaps even cultivates the species; and we
are in principle inclined to claim that judgements that are the most
false (among which are the synthetic a priori judgements)* are the
most indispensable to us, that man could not live without accepting
logical fictions, without measuring reality by the purely invented
world of the unconditional, self-referential, without a continual
falsification of the world by means of the number—that to give up
false judgements would be to give up life, to deny life. Admitting
untruth as a condition of life: that means to resist familiar values
in a dangerous way; and a philosophy that dares this has already
placed itself beyond good and evil.
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What provokes us to look at all philosophers with a mixture of
distrust and contempt is not that we are always uncovering how
guileless they are—how often and casily they lose their grasp or
their way, in short how childish and childlike they are. It is rather
that they are not honest enough, however loud and virtuous a
racket they all make as soon as the problem of truthfulness is
touched upon, even from afar. For they act as if they had discovered
and acquired what are actually their opinions through the indepen-
dent unravelling of a cold, pure, divinely unhampered dialectic
(whereas mystics of every order, who are more honest, and more
toolish, speak of ‘inspiration’); basically, however, they are using
reasons sought after the fact to defend a pre-existing tenet, a sudden
idea, a ‘brainstorm’, or, in most cases, a rarefied and abstract version
of their heart’s desire. They are all of them advocates who refuse
the name, that is in most cases wily spokesmen for their prejudices,
which they dub ‘truths’; and they are wery far from having a
conscience brave enough to own up to it, very far from having the
good taste to announce it bravely, whether to warn a foe or a friend,
or simply from high spirits and self-mockery. We have to smile at
the spectacle of old Kant’s hypocrisy,* as rigid as it is chaste, as he
lures us onto the dialectical backroads that lead (or better, mislead)
us to his ‘categorical imperative’ * for we are fastidious and take
no small amusement in monitoring the subtle wiles of old moralists
and moral preachers. Or take that hocus-pocus of mathematical
form in which Spinoza armoured and disguised his philosophy
(‘the love of As wisdom™ ultimately, if we interpret the word
correctly and fairly), to intimidate at the outset any brave assailant
who might dare to throw a glance at this invincible virgin and
Pallas Athena—how this sickly hermit’s masquerade betrays his
own timidity and assailability!

6

Little by little T came to understand what every great philosophy
to date has been: the personal confession of its author, a kind of
unintended and unwitting memoir; and similarly, that the moral
(or immoral) aims in every philosophy constituted the actual seed
from which the whole plant invariably grew. Whenever explaining
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how a philosopher’s most far-fetched metaphysical propositions
have come about, in fact, one always does well (and wisely) to ask
first: ‘What morality is it (is 4e) aiming at?’ Thus I do not believe
that an ‘instinct for knowledge’ is the father of philosophy, but
rather that here as elsewhere a different instinct has merely made
use of knowledge (and kNOwledge!)* as its tool. For anyone who
scrutinizes the basic human instincts to determine how influential
they have been as inspiring spirits (or demons and goblins) will find
that all the instincts have practised philosophy, and that each one
of them would like only too well to represent itself as the ultimate
aim of existence and as the legitimate master of all other instincts.
For every instinct is tyrannical; and as suck seeks to philosophize.

Admittedly, things may be different (‘better’; if you like) with
scholars, the truly scientific people; they may really have something
like an instinct for knowledge, some small independent clockwork
which, when properly wound up, works away bravely without neces-
sarily involving all the scholar’s other instincts. That is why a
scholar’s real ‘interests’ generally lie elsewhere entirely, in his family,
say, or in the acquisition of wealth, or in politics; indeed it is almost
a matter of indifference whether his little machine is located in this
branch of science or that, or whether the ‘promising’ young worker
turns out to be a good philologist or a mushroom expert or a
chemist: what he eventually becomes does not distznguish him.
About the philosopher, conversely, there is absolutely nothing that
is impersonal; and it is above all his morality which proves decidedly
and decisively who he is—that is, in what hierarchy the innermost
drives of his nature are arranged.

7

How malicious philosophers can be! I know of nothing more ven-
omous than the joke that Epicurus* made at the expense of Plato
and the Platonists: he called them ‘Dionysiokolakes’. Literally and
primarily, this means ‘flatterers of Dionysus’, that is, the tyrant’s
appendages and toadies; but it also suggests: “They are all actors,
there is nothing genuine about them’ (for ‘Bionysiokolax’ was a
popular term for an actor). And the latter meaning contains the
real malice that Epicurus fired off at Plato: he was annoyed by
the mannered grandiosity, the theatricality that Plato and his pupils
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deployed so well, and that Epicurus did not! Epicurus, the old
schoolmaster of Samos, sat tucked away in his little garden in
Athens and wrote three hundred books—out of fury and ambition
against Plato—who knows?

It took one hundred years for Greece to realize who this garden-
god Epicurus had been.

Did it realize?

8

In every philosophy there is a point when the philosopher’s ‘convic-
tion’ makes its entrance; or, in the language of an old mystery play:

adventavit asinus
pulcher et fortissimus.*

9

You want to /rve ‘according to nature’® Oh you noble Stoics,* what
decett lies in these words! Imagine a creature constituted like nature,
prodigal beyond measure, neutral beyond measure, with no purpose
or conscience, with no compassion or fairness, fertile and desolate
and uncertain all at once; imagine Indifference itself as a power:
how could you live according to this indifference? To live—isn’t
that precisely the desire to be other than this nature? Doesn’t life
mean weighing, preferring, being unjust, having limits, wanting to
be Different? And even if the real meaning of your imperative
‘to live according to nature’ is ‘to live according to life’—how could
vou do otherwise? Why make a principle out of something that you
already are and needs must be?

The truth is something else entirely: while you pretend to delight
in reading the canon of your law from nature, you want the opposite,
vou curious play-actors and self-deceivers! In your pride you want
to dictate your morality, your ideals to nature, incorporate them
into nature, of all things; you demand that nature be ‘according to
Stoics’; you would like to make all existence exist in accordance with
your own image alone—for the great and unending glorification and
universalization of Stoicism! With all your love of truth, you force
yourselves to stare so long, so constantly, so hypnotically at nature
that you see it falsely, that is, stoically, and you become incapable
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of seeing it otherwise. And then out of some unfathomable arro-
gance you conceive the lunatic hope that because you know how to
tyrannize yourself (Stoicism is self-tyranny), nature too can be tyr-
annized: for isn’t the Stoic a part of nature? . . .

But this is an old, eternal story: what took place back then with
the Stoics is still taking place today, whenever a philosophy begins
to believe in itself. It always creates the world according to its own
image, it cannot do otherwise; philosophy is this tyrannical drive
itself, the most spiritual form of the will to power, to ‘creation of
the world’, to the causa prima.*

10

The zeal and subtlety (I would almost like to say ‘cunning’) with
which everyone in Europe today is raising the question ‘of the real
and the apparent world’ give us cause for thought and for list-
ening—and anyone who hears only a ‘will to truth’ in the
background certainly does not have the sharpest ears. In a few rare,
isolated cases a will to truth really may have played a part, an
extravagant or adventurous mood, a metaphysician’s craving for the
lost cause, a will that ultimately prefers a handful of ‘certainty’ to
a whole wagonload of beautiful possibilities; there may even be
some puritanical fanatics of conscience* who would rather lay down
their lives for a certain Nothing than for an uncertain Something.
But however valiant the gestures of such virtue, this is nihilism,
the sign of a despairing, mortally weary soul. With stronger, more
vital thinkers, still thirsty for life, things are different: they take
sides against appearance and are already pronouncing the word
‘perspectivist’ with arrogance; they take the credibility of their own
body about as seriously as the credibility of the appearance that
‘the earth stands still’. They seem to be ready cheerfully to let
drop from their hands their surest possession (for what do we
believe in more surely than our bodies?) and who knows whether
at bottom they might not want to regain something that they once
possessed even more surely, something from the old homestead of
belief of earlier times, the ‘immortal soul’ perhaps, or ‘the old
god’—ideas, in short, that led to a life that was better, more robust
and serene, than the one our ‘modern ideas’ can lead to? In this
question, there is mistrust of modern ideas, disbelief in everything
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constructed yesterday and today; there may be a slight element of
disgust and contempt, from those no longer able to tolerate the
highly eclectic conceptual bric-a-brac that today’s so-called posi-
tivism brings to the market place; those with more fastidious taste
arc revolted by the fairground motley and frippery of all these
reality-philosophists, who have nothing new or genuine apart from
their motley. We should credit the sceptical anti-realists and know-
ledge-microscopists of today with at lcast this much, I think: we
have secn nothing to refute their instinct to escape from modern
reality—their retrograde backroads arc no concern of ours! What
is important about them is not that they want to go ‘back’, but that
they want to go-——amway! With a little more strength, more buoyancy,
courage, artistry, they would want to go heyond—and not back!

II

People today are trying, it seems to me, to divert attention from
Kant’s real influence on German philosophy, trying especially to
evade what he himself considered his great value. Kant was most
proud of his table of categories; holding it in his hands he said,
‘This 1s the most difficult thing that ever could be undertaken for
the benefit of metaphysics.’

But let us understand what this ‘could be’ really implies! He was
proud of having discovered in man a new faculty, the faculty to
make synthetic a priori judgements. Granted that he was deceiving
himself about his discovery: nevertheless, the development and
rapid flowering of German philosophy stem from this pride
and from the rivalry of his disciples to discover if at all possible
something worthy of even more pride—and in any event ‘new
faculties’!

But let’s think about it, it is high time. ‘How are synthetic a
priori judgements possible?’ wondered Kant, and what did he
answer? They are facilitated by a faculty* unfortunately, however,
he did not say this in four words, but so cumbersomely, so venerably,
and with such an expense of German profundity and ornateness
that people misheard the comical niaiserie allemande* in such an
answer. They were ecstatic about this new faculty, in fact, and the
rejoicing reached its height when Kant discovered a moral faculty
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in man as well. (For at that time Germans were still moral, and
not yet ‘real-political’.*)

There followed the honeymoon of German philosophy; all the
young theologians of the Tiibingen Stift* headed right for the
bushes—they were all looking for ‘faculties’. And what all didn’t
they find, in that innocent, rich, still youthful era of the German
spirit when the malicious elf Romanticism was still piping and
singing, back when no one yet had learned to distinguish between
‘inding’ and ‘inventing’!* They found above all a faculty for the
‘extra-sensual’: Schelling christened it ‘intellectual intuition’,* thus
meeting the dearest desires of his essentially pious-desirous
Germans. One can do no greater injustice to this whole arrogant,
enthusiastic movement (which was youth itself, however audaciously
it may have cloaked itself in grey, senile concepts) than to take it
seriously and treat it with anything like moral indignation. Enough,
people grew older—the dream vanished. The time came for them
to rub their foreheads: they are rubbing them still today. They had
been dreaming, and the first among them had been old Kant.
‘Facilitated by a faculty’—that’s what he had said, or at least that’s
what he had meant. But what kind of an answer is that? What kind
of explanation? Isn’t it rather simply repeating the question? How
can opium make us sleep? It is ‘facilitated by a faculty’, the virtus
dormitiva, answers that doctor in Moliére,

quia est in eo virtus dormitiva
cujus est natura sensus assoupire.*

But answers like these belong in comedy, and for the Kantian
question ‘How are synthetic .a priori judgements possible?’ it is
high time to substitute another question: ‘Why is the belief in
such judgements necessary?’—it is time to understand that for the
purpose of preserving creatures of our kind, we must believe that
such judgements are true; Wwhich means, of course, that they could
still be false judgements. Or to put it more clearly, and crudely and
completely: synthetic a priori judgements should not ‘be possible’
at all; we have no right to them, in our mouths they are only false
judgements. Yet the belief in their truth happens to be necessary
as one of the foreground beliefs and appearances that constitute
the perspective-optics of life.

And, finally, remembering the enormous effect that ‘German



14 Beyond Good and Evil

philosophy’ exercised throughout Europe (one understands, I hope,
why it deserves quotation marks?), let no one doubt that a certain
virtus dormitiva had a part in it: amidst the noble men of leisure,
the moralists, mystics, artists, the partial Christians, and political
obscurantists of every nation, people were delighted that German
philosophy offered an antidote to the still overpowering sensualism
pouring into this century from the previous one, in short: ‘sensus
assoupire’ . . .

12

A regards materialistic atomism,* hardly anything has ever been
so well refuted; in all Europe there is probably no scholar so
unschooled as to want to credit it with serious meaning, apart from
a handy cveryday uscfulness (that is, as a stylistic abbreviation).
This we owe primarily to the Pole Boscovich,* who along with the
Pole Copernicus* achieved the greatest victory yet in opposing
the appcarance of things. For while Copernicus convinced us to
believe contrary to all our senses that the carth does not stand still,
Boscovich taught us to renounce the last thing that ‘still stood’
about the earth, the belief in ‘substance’, in ‘matter’, in the bit of
earth, the particle, the atom: no one on earth has ever won a greater
triumph over the senses.

However, we must go even further and declare war, a merciless
war unto the death against the ‘atomistic need’ that continues to
live a dangerous afterlife in places where no one suspects it (as
does the more famous ‘metaphysical need’).* The first step must
be to kill off that other and more ominous atomism that Christianity
taught best and longest: the atomism of the soul. If you allow me, I
would use this phrase to describe the belief that holds the soul to
be something ineradicable, eternal, indivisible, a monad, an atom:
science must cast out tAis belief! And confidentially, we do not need
to get rid of ‘the soul’ itself nor do without one of our oldest, most
venerable hypotheses, which the bungling naturalists tend to do,
losing ‘the soul’ as soon as they’ve touched on it. But the way is
clear for new and refined versions of the hypothesis about the soul;
in future, concepts such as the ‘mortal soul’ and the ‘soul as the
multiplicity of the subject’ and the ‘soul as the social construct of
drives and emotions’ will claim their rightful place in science. By
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putting an end to the superstitions that proliferated with nearly
tropical abundance around the idea of the soul, the new psychologist
has of course seemed to cast himself into a new desolation and a
new distrust—it may be that the old psychologists had it easier,
merrier—but he knows that he is thereby also condemned to
inventing, and—who knows?—perhaps to finding—

13
Physiologists should think twice before deciding that an organic
being’s primary instinct is the instinct for self-preservation. A living
being wants above all else to release its strength; life itself is the
will to power, and self-preservation is only one of its indirect and
most frequent consequences.

Here as everywhere, in short, we must beware of superfluous teleo-
logical principles! And this is what the instinct for self-preservation
is (which we owe to the inconsistency of Spinoza).* Such are
the dictates of our method, which in essence demands that we be
frugal with our principles.

14

I't now may be dawning on five or six thinkers that even physics is
only a way of interpreting or arranging the world (if I may say so:
according to us!) and not a way of explaining the world. But in so
far as it relies on our belief in the senses, physics is taken for more
than that, and shall long continue to be taken for more, for an
explanation. Our eyes and fingers speak for it, appearance and
palpability speak for it: to an era with essentially plebeian tastes
this is enchanting, persuasive, convincing, for it instinctively follows
the canonized truth of ever-popular sensualism. What is clear, what
‘clarifies’? First, whatever can be seen and touched—you have to
take every problem at least that far. Conversely, the magic of the
Platonic method consisted precisely in its resistance to sensuality,
for this was an aristocratic method, practised by people who may
have enjoyed senses even stronger and more clamorous than those
of our contemporaries, but who sought a higher triumph by mas-
tering them, by tossing over this colourful confusion of the senses
(the rabble of the senses, as Plato called it) the pale, cold, grey nets
of concepts. There was a kind of enjoyment in Plato’s manner of
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overpowering and interpreting the world different from the one
currently offered us by physicists, including those Darwinists and
anti-teleologists among the physiological workers with their prin-
ciple of the ‘least possible energy’* and the greatest possible
stupidity. ‘Where man has nothing more to sce and grasp, he has
nothing more to scek’—that imperative certainly differs from
Plato’s, but it may be exactly right for a hardy, industrious future
race of machinists and bridge-builders who have only dirry work
to do.

5

In order to practise physiology with a good conscience, you have to
believe that the sense organs are not phenomena in the philosophical
idealist sense, tor then they could not be causes! This is sensualism
as a regulative hypothesis at least, if not as an heuristic principle.

What’s that? And other people are actually saying that the
external world is created by our sense organs? But then our body,
as part of this external world, would be the creation of our sense
organs! But then our very sense organs would be—the creation of
our sense organs! It secms to me that this is a complete reductio
ad absurdum* assuming that the concept causa sw* is something
completely absurd. It follows that the outer world is not the creation
of our sense organs—?

16

There are still some harmless self-scrutinizers who think that there
are ‘immediate certainties’, as for example, ‘I think’; or, in Schopen-
hauer’s superstition* ‘I will’—as if perception could grasp its
object purely and nakedly as the ‘thing in itself’ without any
falsification on the part of the subject or of the object. But I shall
repeat a hundred times over that the ‘immediate certainty’, like
‘absolute knowledge’ and the ‘thing in itself’, contains a contradictio
in adjecto:* 1t’s time people freed themselves from the seduction of
words! Let the common people think that perception means
knowing-to-the-end,* the philosopher must say to himself, ‘If I
analyse the process expressed by the proposition “I think”, I get a
series of audacious assertions that would be difficult if not impos-
sible to prove; for example, that 7 am the one who is thinking, that



On the Prejudices of Philosophers 17

there has to be a something doing the thinking, that thinking is an
activity and an effect on the part of a being who is thought of as
a cause, that an “I” exists, and finally, that we by now understand
clearly what is designated as thinking—that I know what thinking
is. For if I had not already decided it for myself, how could I
determine that what is going on is not “willing” or “feeling”? In
short, saying “I think” assumes that I am comparing my present
state with other states that I experience in myself, thereby estab-
lishing what it is: because of this reference back to another
“knowledge”, there is, for me at least, no immediate “certainty”
here.’

Thus, instead of that ‘immediate certainty’ that the common
people may believe in, the philosopher gets handed a series of
metaphysical questions: these are actually the intellect’s questions
of conscience, such as, ‘Where does my concept of thinking come
from? Why do I believe in cause and effect? What gives me the
right to talk about an “I”; and beyond that an “I as cause”, and
beyond that yet an “I as the cause of thoughts”?’ Anyone who dares
to answer such metaphysical questions promptly by referring to a
kind of epistemological intuition (like someone who says, ‘I think,
and know that this at least is true, real, and certain’) will be met
with a smile and two question marks by the philosopher of today.
‘My dear sir,’ the philosopher may suggest, ‘it is improbable that
you are not in error, but then why must we insist on truth?’

17

As regards the superstition of logicians, I never tire of underlining
a quick little fact that these superstitious people are reluctant to
admit: namely, that a thought comes when ‘it’ wants to, and not
when ‘I’ want it to; so it is falsifying the facts to say that the subject
‘I’ is the condition of the predicate ‘think’. There is thinking,* but
to assert that ‘there’ is the same thing as that famous old ‘I’ is, to
put it mildly, only an assumption, an hypothesis, and certainly not
an ‘immediate certainty’. And in the end ‘there is thinking’ is also
going too far: even this ‘there’ contains an interpretation of the
process and is not part of the process itself. People are concluding
here according to grammatical habit: “Thinking is an activity; for
each activity there is someone who acts; therefore—.” Following
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approximatcly the same pattern, ancient atomism looked for that
particle of matter, the atom, to complement the effective ‘energy’
that works from out of it; more rigorous minds finally learned to
do without this ‘little bit of carth’ and perhaps some day logicians
will even get used to doing without that little ‘there’ (into which
the honest old ‘T’ has evaporated).

18

“Iruly, a theory is charming not least becausc it is refutable: that is
just what attracts the better minds to it. It would seem that the
theory of ‘free will’, which has been refuted a hundred times over,
owes its endurance to this charm alone—someone is always coming
along and feeling strong enough to refute it.

19

Philosophers tend to speak about the will as if everyone in the
world knew all about it; Schopenhauer even suggested that the will
was the only thing we actually do know, know through and through,
know without additions or subtractions. But I continue to think
that even in this case Schopenhauer was only doing what philo-
sophers simply tend to do: appropriating and exaggerating a common
prejudice. As I see it, the act of willing is above all something
complicated, something that has unity only as a word—and this
common prejudice of using only one word has overridden the
philosophers’ caution (which was never all that great anyway). So
let us be more cautious for once, let us be ‘unphilosophical’. Let
us say that in every act of willing there is first of all a multiplicity
of feelings, namely the feeling of the condition we are moving away
from and the feeling of the condition we are moving towards; the
feeling of this ‘away’ and this ‘towards’; and then a concomitant
feeling in the muscles that, without our actually moving ‘arms and
legs’, comes into play out of a kind of habit, whenever we ‘will’.
Second, just as we must recognize feeling, and indeed many kinds
of feeling, as an ingredient of the will, so must we likewise recognize
thinking: in every act of will there is a commanding thought, and
we must not deceive ourselves that this thought can be separated
off from ‘willing’, as if we would then have any will left over!
Third, the will is not merely a complex of feelings and thoughts,
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it is above all an emotion, and in fact the emotion of command.
What is called ‘freedom of the will’ is essentially the emotion of
superiority felt towards the one who must obey: ‘I am free, “he”
must obey.” This consciousness lies in every will, as does also a
tense alertness, a direct gaze concentrated on one thing alone, an
unconditional assessment that ‘now we must have this and nothing
else’, an inner certainty that obedience will follow, and everything
else that goes along with the condition of giving commands. A
person who wills: this person is commanding a Something in
himself that obeys, or that he thinks is obeying.

But let us now consider the strangest thing about the will, about
this multifarious thing that the common people call by one word
alone. In any given case, we both command and obey, and when
we obey we know the feelings of coercion, pressure, oppression,
resistance, and agitation that begin immediately after the act of
will. On the other hand, we are in the habit of ignoring or over-
looking this division by means of the synthetic concept ‘I’. Thus,
a whole series of erroneous conclusions and therefore of false
assessments of the will itself has been appended to willing in such
a way that the person who wills now believes with complete faith
that willing ss enough for action. Because in the vast majority of
cases, willing has only occurred when there is also the expectation
that the effect of the command—that is obedience, action—will
follow, this impression has been translated into the feeling that there
is a nmecessary effect; suffice it to say, the person willing thinks with
some degree of certainty that will and action are somehow one: he
attributes his success in carrying out his willing to the will itself
and in this way enjoys an increase in that feeling of power that
accompanies any kind of success. ‘Freedom of the will’—that is
the word for that complex pleasurable condition experienced by the
person willing who commands and simultaneously identifies himself
with the one who executes the command—as such he can share in
enjoying a triumph over resistance, while secretly judging that it
was actually his will that overcame that resistance. Thus the person
willing adds to his pleasurable feeling as commander the pleasurable
feelings of the successful executing instrument, the serviceable
‘underwill’ or under-soul (our body after all is nothing but a social
structure of many souls). L'effet c’est moi:* what is occurring here
occurs in every well-structured happy community where the ruling



20 Beyond Good and Fuil

class identifies with the successes of the community as a whole. As
we have said, every act of willing 1s simply a matter of commanding
and obeying, based on a social structure of many ‘souls’; for this
reason a philosopher should claim the right to comprehend willing
from within the sphere of cthics: ethics, that is, understood as the
theory of hicrarchical relationships among which the phenomenon
‘life’ has its origins.

20

That individual philosophical concepts are not something isolated,
something unto themselves, but rather grow up in reference and
relatedness to one another; that however suddenly and arbitrarily
they seem to emerge in the history of thought, they are as much a
part of one system as are the branches of fauna on one continent:
this 1s revealed not least by the way the most disparate philosophers
invariably fill out onc particular basic schema of possible philo-
sophies. Under some unseen spell they always run around the same
orbit: however independent they may feel, one from the other, with
their will to criticism or to system, something in them is leading
them, driving them all to follow one another in a certain order
an inborn taxonomy and affinity of concepts. In truth their thinking
is much less an act of discovery than an act of recognizing anew,
remembering anew, a return back home to a distant, ancient uni-
versal economy of the soul from out of which those concepts
initially grew: philosophizing is thus a kind of atavism of the highest
order. This easily explains the strange family resemblance of all
Indian, Greek, and German philosophizing. Wherever linguistic
affinity, above all, is present, everything necessary for an analogous
development and sequence of philosophical systems will inevitably
be on hand from the beginning, thanks to the shared philosophy
of grammar (I mean thanks to being unconsciously ruled and
guided by similar grammatical functions), just as the way to certain
other possibilities for interpreting the world will seem to be blocked.
Philosophers from the Ural-Altaic linguistic zone (where the
concept of the subject is least developed) will most probably look
differently ‘into the world’ and will be found on other paths than
Indo-Germans or Muslims: and in the last analysis, the spell of
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certain grammatical functions is the spell of physiological value
judgements and conditions of race.

This by way of a rejection of Locke’s superficiality* concerning
the origin of ideas.

21

The causa sui* is the best internal contradiction ever devised, a
kind of logical freak or outrage: but because of man’s excessive
pride we have come to be deeply and terribly entangled with this
particular nonsense. The yearning for ‘freedom of the will’ in the
superlative metaphysical sense that unfortunately still prevails in
the minds of the half-educated, the yearning to bear complete and
final responsibility for one’s own actions and to relieve God, the
world, one’s ancestors, coincidence, society from it—this is really
nothing less than being that same causa sui and, with a daring
greater than Miinchhausen’s,* dragging yourself by your hair out
of the swamp of nothingness and into existence. Now, if someone
can see through the cloddish simplicity of this famous concept ‘free
will’ and eliminate it from his mind, I would then ask him to take
his ‘enlightenment’ a step further and likewise eliminate from his
head the opposite of the non-concept ‘free will’: I mean the ‘unfree
will’ which amounts to a misuse of cause and effect. One should
not make the mistake of concretizing ‘cause’ and ‘effect’ as do
the natural scientists (and whoever else today naturalizes in their
thinking . . .), in conformity with the prevalent mechanistic foolish-
ness that pushes and tugs at the cause until it ‘has an effect’; ‘cause’
and ‘effect’ should be used only as pure concepts, as conventional
fictions for the purpose of description or communication, and
not for explanation. In the ‘in itself’ there is nothing of ‘causal
associations’, of ‘necessity’, of ‘psychological constraint’; the effect
does not follow ‘upon the cause’, no ‘law’ governs it. We alone are
the ones who have invented causes, succession, reciprocity, rela-
tivity, coercion, number, law, freedom, reason, purpose; and if we
project, if we mix this world of signs into things as if it were an
‘in itself’, we act once more as we have