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INTRODUCTION

Nietzsche’s criticisms were directed against whatdckons as the progressive ‘moral’
disintegration of late 19 century Germany. He described morality as “thetritoe of the
relations of supremacyerrschafts-Verhaltnissg¢runder which the phenomenon of ‘life’ comes
to be.™ This definition, however, is broad and mired intéguity, and as will be pointed out
later, escapes multitudinoumoralities’ available throughout Nietzsche’s corpus which haenb

culled by scholars, such as Heidegger and Soldmon.

He wished to be called an immoralist in that higjget was not to promote any morality
but to undermine traditional morality, which he ased of decadence. In thus dislodging
previously unchallenged moral claims anchored enghlightenment constancy in reason it was
imperative for him to act as though a physiciart thagnoses the ills of society and prescribes
radical changes to salvage humanity from such ¢mmdby examining the birth of different
values, the particular values that these valuessoafir evinced for humankind, as well as an
account of their evolution. Comparisons too hadéofixed to ascertain commonalities and
differences in the standards of moral valuationpeafples across epochs and localitiésd for
this purpose he employagenealogical method to arrive at the originrsprung of man’s
morality. In Section 32 ofBeyond Good and Evihe charts out three stages of moral
development in human history: 1) pre-morabrinoralischg¢;, 2) moral (moralischg; and 3)

post-moral &ussermoralische each having their nuances in interpretationsexpdanations.

In the pre-moral period, which occupied the longest in history, the morality of the
action was weighed based on the consequences tibe at question engendered, so that the

motivation in agency, and the circumstances sudimgnthe action is unimportant. During this
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stage life was subordinated to customs, to whatzkldhe designated as “morality of mores”
(Sittlichkeit der Sitte People had to assimilate and tailor their actsoaling to the existing
traditions of a society; to be sure some of thesdittons are bequeathed uninterruptedly to the
following generations for the perpetuity of humaogress, whilst some are abrogated, whenever
necessary, as part of the evolutionary adaptati@nsure that customs are yet germane with the
demands of the times. The custom initially funcéidnfor the preservation of life, for the
maintenance of a community or people—it has notlindo with determinations of good and
bad and moral imperatives. Every practice whicimftome to time arises in a community should
receive a dispassionate acceptance from all peaplé,was blindly taken that to do otherwise
could be deleterious insofar as gods of anceswaship to whom pre-moral peoples oREBT

for their lives and for the munificent graces thegre provided—debt in NietzscheGn the
Genealogy of Moral$ias ramifications as well as psychological analetical implications—
may serve punishment/s for disobedience. This pumésit thereby tends to elicit conformism
with a herd’s dictates from among all persons ia tommunity, who should forgo their
individuality and must instead embrace collectivag their inevitable identity. As regards
good/bad bifurcation, which in this period the sabjstill lacked moral imputation of guilt, good
pertained to a practice that is habitually done passed from one compeer after another to the
point that such practice has already acquired fenae’, therefore all the more precluding
people from drifting away from normatively doing ©®n the other hand, bad pertained to any
change, hence deviation, from what is customarange [i]s the very essence of immorality
(Unsittliche.”® One was considered immorainsittlich) when one uses one’s sense of judgment
or moral instinct instead of passively followingtmoral sensibilities of a given cultlt&e this

as it may, this era played a significant role innfeamoral development, for instance, in the
formation of a common character of ‘humanity’ thenchmarked and remained a constituent

element for all people.

The next period, moral, spanned the last ten thmlgaars and marked the transition
from a morality based on customs to that of annind@-oriented mode for evaluating actions,
and represented a ‘reversal of perspective’ inabnagdt underscored the individual’s autonomy
in valuations as against merely adhering with tsialdished precepts originating frasbove

that is, from a transcendental source or from @eistic instigations. It is during this stage that



people became conscious of themselves not as decilees which must kowtow with the
crowd, but an ‘individual’ who has a free will (&b which Nietzsche considered as modeling
what is ‘moral’ in the narrower sense, and ofteadleg to dogmatic perversion), and can
therefore adjudicate and legislate whatever is godaad for themselves. Corollary to this is the
fact that people have become subject to moral jwignthat they are accountable for every act
they do; that amidst their reveling power of widlim no case are they empowered to exercise it
absolutely, but must defer to a greater Reagdternunf); and that transgressions to the
authority of Reason in moral valuations ought to dmastened justly correspondent to the
gradation of the act thus violated. Nietzsche hawvesaw a fundamental flaw in the moral
period; he maintained that despite the peoplekskselwledge in human actions they can never
know the epistemological source or conscious adesus of the motives which prompts them to
action—what they hold to be antecedents or motfgesing from their autonomous agency) are
merely symptomatic of a value rooted in an uncansesource. This criticism led him to posit a

new period, the extra-moral.

In extra-moral period it was again necessary toaklbn a reversal and fundamental
shift in values, owing to another self-examinatmiman. Nietzsche located the value of an
action in what is ‘unintentional’ in it since evénjng about an action which is ‘intentiorfa#ind
about which we are conscious of is just a surfawk $0 needs to be vivisected further. The
consequence of the view that the “morality of iti@ms” merely reveals the external is that
‘what one ig that is, one’s individual character, thoughtsl @nives, remain hidden and operate
on the unconscious level. For Nietzsche moral \wlaee indicative of one’s physiological
constitution; they are like images projected iniaron from which one could get an insight into
the actual physiological processes, specificallywogs excitations, occurring in the person.
Values are physiological demands for the preservain of a certain type of life.Nietzsche
states, “The standpoint of value is a standpointcohditions for the preservation and
enhancement of complex forms of relative life-diamratwithin the flux of becoming.? In this
sense, values can be looked at in two ways: asrad@bint, and as a demand or condition.
Valuing as a standpoint implies the espousal otdam perspective or paradigm in making
sense of the world, whereas value as a demandhditmm, denotes the factual life about human

beings, i.e. what can only be falsified or ignoreat never eradicated; as nourishment is



necessary for the body, so values are ineludibi®@nly for the success of a particular group, but
more so for the survival of humankintiUltimately, for his evaluation of moralities hdieel on

a conception of life based on the will to powesé&rve as his moral standard, and determiner of
an order of rank. So an apposite understandingisotititical project requires an exegesis on
‘life.” Life is described as a multiplicity of foes connected by a common mode of struggle and
inequality. Living organisms are systems of forogganized along the lines of commanding and
obeying. Simply put, some forces command and otbbey. The conception of life itself has
acquired a normative role which can be gleaned fsach pronouncements as “the instinctual
life is the development of the will to power” orathgood is that which “heightens the feeling of
power in man, the will to power, power itself.” Weay say that a healthy and ideal morality for

Nietzsche is that which does not thwart or condémeriinstinct of life.’

As a ‘sign-language,” morality or moralities canly be gauged semiotically with
physiology as a point of reference; hence theyeaetuated according to their overall affects—
regression or decadence, or the affirmation ofigxemplified in humanity’s functioning.
Nietzsche’s extra-moral stance is aimed at a sedfanming of moralitydie Selbstiberwindung
der Moral), which however must not be completely severednftbe standards of the moral
period but must be discerningly/selectively assateidl with them in an effort to found a new
moral paradigm that is ideal for the growth of agtter humanity” as opposed to a “human, all
too human” state of existenagnfnensch

Indeed, he considered it possible to approximatesetwes to a “higher humanity”
through living an affirmative life-becoming what we aremediated by the practice of life-
enhancing values, which affirm power as the highase. “Becoming what one is,” the ideal
for life-enhancement, then, underscoeisical naturalism (Lamarckism) about values: values
are historically determined, so that an individsgossible values are limited by the particular
type of person he is, and the range of values heapable of pursuing indicates the type of
person he i$* Thus what one is and how one fares is necesshslfunction of nature, nurture,
and life-circumstances. A life-denying ethic can d&rcome by willing it, more exactly, by
affirming one of morality’s highest values, i.eutlt’® However, such overcoming is not

empowered to just about anybody but by the epadif ithat has willed its necessity. For just as



one’s inheritance of an ethic is the product ofeatain history, so one’s overcoming of it can

occur only at a particular historical moment.

Simon May fleshed out three criteria for life-enb@ment in his reconstruction of
Nietzsche’s moral philosophy: power, sublimationd dorm-creation. Power is an explanatory
concept and, as already explained, a standardlo¢.v@he drive for power accounts for all our
values and urges including those that are selteftpand self-denying. Sublimation requires
discipline that hones and refines the instinctharatthan simply suppresses them and that
enhances the range and alertness of the sensehaltces life insofar as it enables us to harness
the creative ends and drives (and the values thpyess) whose violence might otherwise
paralyze or annihilate us. Lastly, form-creatioferg to that which invites a love of world and
life. It is found in valuations that glorify lifeachieved through philosophy} works of art the
beautify it (achieved by the creative artiét)and one’s own character that is pleasing to
ourselves (achieved by giving style to one’s chrcFor a maximal life-enhancement to be

achieved, these three must come together genially.

Nietzsche’s history of morals, then, is instruménita utilizing past experiences to
construct the future. A self-overcoming would eintae recognition that our understanding of
morality has evolved. Of course, the dominancehef talues belonging to the moral period
would be usurped by the extra-moral period. Bshibuld come as no surprise that this ‘natural
history of morals’ was not intended as a stricthpersonal, descriptive account of the evolution
of morality. That Nietzsche’s preoccupation witbus moralibusvas not restricted to a mere
‘history’ is evident in his major work on moral®n the Genealogy of Moral$o which | now

turn my attention.

Master vs. Slave Morality"

On the Genealogy of Moralss a polemic concerned to reveal the origin of maral
prejudices. In outline, the story told by its fiestsay is this: in the beginning were the knightly-
aristocratic masters who determined for themsethas they were ‘good’ and that the weak
unfortunates who lacked masterly qualities wereconsequence ‘bad.” Not surprisingly, the



numerous and miserable bad grew increasingly riegenit their lot until in a surprising and
underdescribed stroke of genius, th@ssentimenbecame creative. The fruit of this creative
ressentimentvas an unheard of new morality—slave morality—atHleart of which is the claim
that those who had previously been regarded ashedtand bad in fact embody all that is truly

good in and about humanity. The masters, meanwdnig,it is said, not good but “evil.”

The slaves or men agessentimersg hatred is universal; they falsify the objecttbéir
hatred, the master or sovereign individual, in orderender him inescapably blamewortfiy.
They assign whoever they resent to a corruptingrealled the phenomenal, in contrast to a
truly ‘real’ transcending it altogether. They likese posit a god who saves the weak and damns
the strong. And they invent all sorts of philosaahiconcepts, viz. essence and metaphysically
free will, so that those who possess strength neasnade to feel constitutionally guilty and yet
still capable of choosing to repudiate what thegsoapably are. That is to say, with the aid of
such fictiond’ in the last ‘modus’ indicated, the slave is ablel¢spise and to take revenge upon
his enemies in effigy, which then brings abouspiritualization of revenge.”*® In addition, as
ressentimenis impossible to satisfy, slave’s revenge musghisginary.

The priority of the noble/master morality is firstentioned in the middle ddn the
Genealogy of MoralsEssay |, 82. Nietzsche declares that,

...the judgment good didot originate with those to whom “goodness” was shoRather it was
the “good” themselves, that is to say, the nobtayegxful, high-stationed and high-minded who
felt and established themselves and their actiomsgaod, that is, of the first rank, in
contradistinction to all that is low, low-mindedyramon and plebeian. It was out of this pathos of

distance that they first seized the right to crealees and to coin names for things.

Above all else, then, noble morality is self-essti®d, it “develops from a triumphant
affirmation of itself® it is the morality of self-glorificationSelbstverherrlichung It is wrong

to think that morality originates in the favoraldssessment of self-sacrifice and unegoistic
behavior generally, or that morality has alwayde@sipon the value of utility. For Nietzsche,
noble morality is essentially bound up with an exnaimt transcendence of the standpoint of

utility, a loft disregard for the values of merendfort and survivaf®



A crucial part of what the nobles affirm about tlssives, therefore, is their ability to
raise themselves above the common crowd and itsecorfor comfort and survival. Nietzsche
speaks of an “aristocratic value-equation accordimgvhich “good = noble = powerful =
beautiful = happy = God-beloved"We see from this that at the bottom of the sdifraftion
of Nietzsche’s nobles is their delight in their oalaundant energy and abilities. Nobles seek to
give expression to their felt fullness of power drygaging in certain sorts of activity, initially
one that demand strenuous physical effort and wevéhking large and dramatic risks—war,
adventure, and hunting, for example. By the vecy fhaat they choose to engage in them, nobles
take themselves to honor such activities, and tihey instinctively begin a cycle of self-
reinforcement by honoring themselves for being sodgat these honorable pursuits. They set
deliberately exigent standards of excellence aed think well of themselves when they pass

with supreme aplomb.

Because the criteria of nobility are self-appointadble values are, in the end, self-
generated and self-grounded. But because measupirtg these criteria is often a matter of
readily ascertainable fact, not datable opiniortalee superiority in respect of strength, daring,
or prowess, for example, can to a great degredilmnated objectively, we can nevertheless
specify certain features of noble lives that actdan their favorable self-evaluation: namely,
their ability to hit the target they have set fbemselves. The most important feature of the
activities through which nobles characteristicatignifest their zest for life is, | suggest, that is
“free,” engaged in for its own sake, not demandegd naterial circumstance or external
authority. Noble morality, | shall say, is a monalof intrinsic value, of lives lived for the saké
the happiness inseparable from engaging in actodsactivities deemed worthwhile in and of
themselves, together with the honor consequent epoalling at such actions and activities in

the eyes of one’s peefs.

The powerful physicality and hearty ferocity of Migche’s early nobles is of a piece
with their “crude, coarse, external, narrow, antbggtherunsymbolicdl habits of mind??
Although the master do value distinguishable queslitand activities intrinsically, they
experience each element in their “value-equatiapart of an indivisible, tangible whole; they
experience the several elements through the bitehe single Urwert’ of being and doing as
we do. As a result, readers ©h the Genealogy of Moratsannot experience life as Nietzsche
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imagines the originators of noble morality to haxgerienced it; their form of life is practically
inaccessible to modern men and women. It does aldwf from this, though, that the

perspective of master morality is epistemically vaikable to inhabitants of the modern world.
Master values are not so bizarre as to renderubtfial that we can understand what it might

have been like to live in accordance with them.

In On the Genealogy of Moralge are informed that:

[ln the majority of cases [those who feel themsslto be men of a higher rank] designate
themselves simply by their superiority in power (d4bBe powerful,” “the masters,” “the
commanders”) or by the most clearly visible sigfishis superiority, for example as “the rich,”

“the possessors.” ... But they also do it by a typatearacter trait: ... They call themselves, for

instance, “the truthful®

Nietzsche’s point here is not that the primitivebles assumed strict causal connections
interlinking power, wealth, truthfulness and cowagor that they regarded the relevant nouns as
synonymous terms. If they had held the latter viewyould be questionable whether we could
understand their form of life at all. Any group tluld not see that being disposed to tell the
truth and being wealthy are two different thingsudobe at least as odd as a group that seemed
to recognize no distinction between, say, beingtftd foot and being a good cook. If they had
held the former view, it would seem that they woliéve had to accept the truth of conditionals
such as: (a) if one who is poor and weak were tmine rich and powerful. But on Nietzsche’s
account, these conditionals would have been sgarng&tlligible to anyone, master or slave,
living in the epoch of “pure” master morality. Aritl these claims could have been made
intelligible to the masters, they would have regelcthem, just as the members of a present day
teenage “in crowd” would reject the claim that ifeodresses like the in crowd, one will acquire
the desired traits of its membéraNietzschean nobles before the advent of slave lityotacitly

held a very crude “unity of the virtues” thesis.

The early nobles are too intellectually primitivelie able to defend, or even articulate,
their sense that their several virtues naturallptge together, and it is just this incapacity that
will render their world vulnerable to the corrosiidluence of slave morality. The inability

discursively to account for themselves certainljicates that the early masters are unreflective;



but it does not entail that their favorable selélexation is merely a groundless prejudice. In fact,
we have seen that Nietzsche’s claim that the ongjithe opposition of “good” to “bad” is found
in “the pathos ofdistance presupposes that the self-exaltation of the magdtas a significant
basis in fact rather than fiction or delusion. Ksehe is not himself to the noble identification of
“superior in certain respects’—better at runningmping, hunting, dancing, fighting or
commanding for example—with “just plain superidtifitrinsically better for all,” but he clearly
does regard the achievements of the nobles incegpéhe relevant activities and virtues to be
real, matters of (pre)-historical fact rather tishieer mystification. It is indeed largely becaulse o
this basis in fact that the pejorative view of #i&vish “other” entailed by noble morality is held
by Nietzsche to be something of a logically necgsaéterthought; to the nobles, “the bad” are
simply those who lack the distinctive ensemble ebidhble qualities that they have. The
distinction introduced by the slave revolt in mayalbetween good and evil, marks a radically

different sort of contrast.

Nietzsche takes pain to emphasize that when slavalists deny that the masters are
good, they are using a different sense of the Wgodd” from that embodied in master morality,
and that in order to think of the masters as &wd,slaves must first “dye [them] in another color,
interpret [them] in another fashion, see [them]amother way, through the venomous eye of
ressentimer®® When the eye of ressentiment looks at the noliledoes not see the tightly
wound skein of power, wealth, courage, truthfulresg the like that the nobles themselves had
perceived; it sees instead only cruelty, tyranagtfllness, insatiability, and godlessn&s®nce
the ressentiment of the weak has become creatvgiaen birth to a new kind of morality, the
slaves are able when they look at themselves ngeloto see unrelenting, unredeemed misery
and wretchedness, but rather a new kind of goodiesstituted by the voluntary cultivation of

patience, humility and justicé.

The most important accomplishment of slave mordtityNietzsche is not its turning the
tables on the masters and deeming the erstwhiledhé good and erstwhile good to be evil;
what is most important about slave morality is ihdbes this by inventing a new type of values,
impartial value. Slave morality is the morality of impartial valure that it is the morality of
value chosen by an (allegedly) impartial subjectrenprecisely a subject who is in himself
neither master nor slave but can freely chooseet@mbe and to evaluate either as the one or as
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the other. Slave moralists, says Nietzsche, “maimnta belief more ardently than the belief that
the strong man is freéo be weak and the bird of prey to be a lamb—fioistthey gain the right
to make the bird of pregccountableor being a bird of prey?®

The idealized relationship between nobles and stbjhat Nietzsche imagines to have
been the norm throughout pre- and early historyiest obviously exemplified in the pre-history
of one particular culture, that of classical Greddetzsche’s model for the ethos of primeval
man is unmistakably the ethos of Homeric man. $®onbt surprising to find Nietzsche’s central
claim splendidly illustrated by Odysseus’s treattridnThersites in Book Two of thidad. After
Thersites berates Agamemnon for his part in therguaith Achilles and bemoans the fate of

the Achaeans in the war, Odysseus intervenes hatliollowing pronouncement:

Fluent orator though you be, Thersites, your wads ill-considered. Stop, nor stand up alone
against princes. Out of all those who came benilah with Atreides | assert there is no worse
man than you are. Therefore, you shall not lift ygur mouth to argue with princes, cast
reproaches into their teeth, nor sustain the hoimggo You argue nothing but scandal. And this
also | will tell you, and it will be a thing accotighed. If once more | find you playing the fool as
you are now, nevermore let the head of Odysseuwmndiis shoulders, let me nevermore be called
Telemachos’ father, if | do not take you and saipay your personal clothing, your mantle and
your tunic that cover over your nakedness, and gendthus bare and howling back to the fast

ships, whipping you out of the assembly place withstrokes of indignity®

Odysseus’s message is chillingly clear: neithewnibers nor the well-being of Thersites (and his

ilk) are of the slightest concern to the commandeis heroes.

In light of the “pathos of distance” separating tfubles from the inferiors, it needs to be
asked how slave morality, how this sublimely subslave revolt succeeded in a way
unparalleled by any political or economic revolttieé poor and the weak against the strong and
the wealthy. The chief explanatory mechanism offdrg theGenealogyis guilt; masters lose
their grip on their own morality by being made &lf guilty for being masters and adhering to
master morality. As Nietzsche puts it, “men reflssentimerit could achieve “the ultimate,
subtlest, sublimest triumph of revenge ... if thegcaeded in forcing their own misery, forcing
all misery, into the consciencesf the fortunate so that one day the fortunateabetp be

ashamed of their good fortune and perhaps saidécanother: ‘it is disgraceful to be fortunate;
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there is too much misery®* How, though, was the job begun? It may be thafiteestep is to
persuade the nobles that they are accountabléédarlives and their values, but it still needs to
be asked how masters could ever be persuaded diirgyby slaves, given that they rarely
speak to them at all and tend, when they do, t@min the imperative mood.

Nietzsche’s nobles are not inarticulate, but rathalectically incompetent It is only
because they are articulate that they can be arguedyranting that they are free to choose
whether and how to allow expression to their deieypeges to act, and it is only because they are
dialectically incompetent that they can be argueim igranting this point, which Nietzsche

himself believes to be false and pernicious.

A precondition of the masters’ being coaxed intaraiing the slave morality was their
having already developed amongst themselves thetiggaof settling certain issues by
persuasion rather than by force. Not only doesz¥akte represent his nobles as articulate, he
also describes them as, in their relations with amther, wonderfully “resourceful
[erfinderisch in consideration, self-control, delicacy, loyalpride, and friendship.” By frightful
contrast, in their relation with the bad or theealthey could (and often apparently did) behave
“not much better than uncaged beasts of préyfaster morality thus operates (without a second
thought) according to a double standard; conduwadtwould not become a noble in his dealings
with peers is not regarded as similarly disgracefsia-vis those beyond the pafeBefore the
advent of slave morality, this double standardekimot to have given the nobles any pause;

they practiced it, Nietzsche would have us believea good conscience.

Nobles are infected with bad conscience when tleepime convinced—more accurately
“half-convinced”—that they are not simply respoisilfor certain things as nobles, but are
responsible for being noble, for living the livéey do. When this happens they are halfway to
being (half)convinced that they are not justifiedtihinking of themselves in the way they had
done. The inability of the masters to justify thetres before the bar of the impartial value is the
result principally of their inability intellectugllto defend two features of their outlook: the
double standard that allows the bad or the alierbdotreated ignobly, and the powerful

physicality that infuses the activities that noblakue intrinsically.
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Bad Conscience

Nietzsche introduces the bad conscience early onhén second treatise. The bad
conscience, we read in section 17, originates wpleeoppressed by intruders, the notorious
“pack of blond beasts of prey, a conqueror- andtenaace”, which “puts its terrible claws on a
perhaps numerically vastly superior, but formlesd spreading population.” Thereby these
intruders bring the “most thorough of all change®in has lived to s€&.The idea seems to be
that people are living more or less by themself@kwing heir instincts for food, shelter, sex,
and as Nietzsche emphasizes, their drives for agigme Then some groups get organized, and
start oppressing others that do not. Nietzschstmshat these conquests happen abruptly. In the
course of long, gradual colonization, wild driveaytbecome domesticated, which might soften
the impact of the change. As it is, the instinatsndt gradually become domesticated, but are
vehemently tuned inward3.The oppressed are prevented from letting thetirics act against
others, and Nietzsche must have in mind here thtints for aggression, i.e., “enmity, cruelty,
the lust for pursuit, for raid, for change, for ttastion”*® The oppressed are forced to redirect
these instincts inwards since otherwise they aeathned with severe punishment. So from now
on, the oppressed treat themselves in ways sitifdrose in which they used to treat others, and
to ways in which they themselves are still treabgdthe oppressors. Nietzsche presents the
image of an incarcerated animal that beats itsaif on the bars of its cagéHe calls this
inward-direction of previously outward-directedtinsts theinternalization (Verinnerlichung)
of man, and regards it as the origin not only of the banscience, but also of what should come

to be called the soul, which is a creation of Glarsty.

There is a point that should make us pause wheahng&lietzsche’s own account of the
origin of the bad conscience. One may wonder whérre, and to whom all this happened. In
particular, who was oppressed and who were theespprs? Nietzsche does not indicate which
era he is thinking of. All we can tell is that reetalking about a ‘pre-historic’ time before the
development of state-like communities, but alsmieethe rise of Christianity, since Christianity
appears when the consequences of the conquesireadyain placé® To see why this lack of
specificity should not worry us, it is helpful tecall that, on his postcard to Overbeck from

January 1888, Nietzsche points out that he isrfan fexplaining Christianity in terms of only
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one psychological categofy.In view of that point, | submit that Nietzschelstdrest is in
exploring how morality , i.e., Christian moralitgpuld have arisen in the course of human
history when only basic assumptions about humanchmdggy are in place. Moreover,
Nietzsche’s concern is to show how moral phenoneendd have arisen in ways that are not
only surprising, but appalling. As far as the depahent of the early form of the bad conscience
is concerned, these assumptions are about aggresstincts. The historical presentation serves
only as a medium for exploring the effects of spslychological assumptions. Put differently,
theOn theGenealogy of Moralss a polemic $treitschriff which is the subtitle of the work), and
its ultimate goal is to contribute to the ‘revaioat of values.” To that end, then, Nietzsche
focuses only on the most significant parts of thstohnical events at issue, i.e., the moral

psychology that figures in the genealogy of moyalit

The effects of the development that leads to thly darm of the bad conscience are
immense. It is only at this stage of the developnoéthe mental that much of what we associate
with human intellectual and spiritual activity beees possible. Among other things, Nietzsche
points out that it is only through the rise of thieer form of the bad conscience that we can
understand ‘contradictory notio&'such as selflessness, self-denial, and self-gzeak ideals.
More generally, only from now on can we understéme ‘un-egoistic’ as a value. But why
would he claim that? The same theme concerned $tie¢zas early dduman, All Too Humah
section 57, where he discusses examples of behmatantiating such values: a good author
with a concern for his subject wishes that anothight come and destroy him by discussing the
subject more clearly; or a soldier wishes to diehiis victorious country. A necessary condition
for values such as selflessness to be comprehensithat a single person to be thought of not,
as he says, a plurality within a unity. But onlyteafthe oppression of instincts is there a
sufficiently rich inner life to allow for such ideaFrom then on, a person is, for better or worse,
a plurality owing to the presence of different ammnpeting instincts. According to Nietzsche,
there is still nothing un-egoistic, but we can naweast see how it was entirely absurd any more
to develop such a notion: a person becomes praisath-egoistic or selfless if a drive within
himself that is beneficent to others leads to actibis in this way that the internalization of

instincts and its consequences render the idealftéssness ay least intelligibie.
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The development of the early form of inner worldaalprovides the foundations for
reflectiveness. Nietzsche does not speak abouwdcteféness explicitly. Rather, he says that a
person now gives himself a share and can envisdgal ‘and imaginative events’ as part of a
vision. It seems to be this more advanced degreatefnalization that Nietzsche also has in
mind in Beyond Good and Evilection 257, where we read that without internéibraculture is
impossible. In contrast to slaves suffering froms thternalization, the beasts of prey are ‘wholer
men’, since they do not suffer from inner conflicte to the oppression of instincts. Yet this also
means that they fail to contribute to the developinaoé culture, which is prompted by the growth
of the mental. The oppressors initiate the devetaprthat leads to the growth of the mental, but
it is the slaves who bring about cultural achieveteeand do so in virtue of being slaves.
Eventually, there are no beasts of prey left sinadue course they get absorbed into the form of
life created by their slaves and thus by the eestant that they themselves sfdrt.

Indebtedness to Ancestors and God$

Nietzsche starts discussidgbtor-creditor relationships® immediately after raising his
initial question about the origin of the bad coesce as a feeling of guilt early on in the
treatise’® Having debts is a purely juridical relationshimdawhatever emotional or moral
connotations the concept of guilt may have, thaseat pertain to this original relationship of
having debts. One variant of this relationshiphis debt of the offspring towards the ancestors in
virtue of the latter's contributions to the flouring of the tribé’’ On the strength of these
achievements the offspring owe sacrifices to theestors, just as they would owe gratitude to
living benefactors. The offspring’s debts grow thmore they succeed, and eventually, the
ancestors transfigure into gods. Debts towardssdoieon the side of successful clans spread
through mankind via their conquests for the suteditbopulation receives and continues the

tradition of giving sacrifices to the ancestorstaf conqueroré®

Nietzsche tells us at the beginning of section#t tip to that point there is no moral
connotation to the notion @chuld(guilt). Guilt comes into existence after the old form of the
bad conscience and indebtedness have merged. fBue bgroceed to discuss this next step in
the development of the bad conscience, we showld aaloser look at Nietzsche’s remarks on
the debtor-creditor relationship for doing so wllove illuminating for his understanding of
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morality. As Nietzsche puts out in section 4, thisr@an old idea that originates in the debtor-
creditor relationship, namely, the idea that ewdagnage has its equivalent and can be paid off in
some way. The origin of this idea is that a deltbo cannot pay his creditor is forced to give
the creditor something else that he owns. This amagunt to letting the creditor inflict torture
on the creditor. As Nietzsche informs us in secipthe reason why inflicting pain can have this
function is because people actually enjoy watchorgure or inflicting pain themselves. An
individual's relationship with his community is alsa debtor-creditor relationship. The
community grants him protection, and in turn regsithat he individual pay back his debts
towards the community by way of respecting certailes of conduct. For all these debtor-
creditor relationships, there is a background agsiom that the people involved are roughly
equally powerful®® These ideas give rise to an idea of justice asraiple both for interaction
among individuals and for communities as a whahel, this idea is that “everything can be paid

off, and everything must be paid off.”

The reason why this is worth elaborating is becdbese thoughts provide him with a
naturalistic approach to at least simple moral sod®@epending on how one interprets the
background assumption that people are supposed toughly equally powerful, this principle
may account for more than very simple moral coddsit is right that such forms of conduct
can indeed be regarded as moral codes, then, ntermahat the purpose of th@n the
Genealogy of Moralss, Nietzsche cannot intend to dismiss all of rigrawWe should keep in
mind that Nietzsche has developed here a viewgmm which he can account for codes that
one may classify as moral, but without appeal tioomg such as guilt, and without any appeal to

Christianity. So these moral codes are thoroughtyigded in this world, so to spe#k.

Bad Conscience and Guilt: How they are Combined

We have followed Nietzsche through his discussafrtbe two elements from which the
current meaning of the bad conscience descendspddeconscience as the result of the
internalization of instincts and the indebtednesgadds. We have now reached section 21, where
these two elements are combined to give rise tdo#ueconscience as a feeling of guilt. At the
beginning of section 21, Nietzsche says that henwhsyet told us anything about the actual
moralization of the notions of debts and duty. Asdxplains in brackets, this moralization is
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brought about through the pushing-back of thosenstinto the conscience with the concept of
God® Our next task is to explain this pushing back bé tindebtedness into the bad

consciencé®

It is clear on textual grounds that Nietzsche thitthkat an explanation of the ‘pushing-
back’ requires a third element in addition to thdebtedness to the ancestors and gods and the
early form of the bad conscience, that is, thetjpmesence of these two elements by itself does
not lead to the moralization of the notions of debd duty’* This third element is Christianity,
and it is through the interaction of Christianititwthe early form of the bad conscience and the
indebtedness that the bad conscience as a fediiggild arises. Let us focus, then, on how
Nietzsche introduces Christianity. The stage islsethe concluding remarks of section 20,
where Nietzsche finishes his story about the dgretnt of indebtedness towards ancestors and
gods with the Christian ‘maximal God.” Throughowcgon 21, then, we find key terms of
Christian theology (e.g. eternal punishment, Adaereditary sin, etc.), and that section ends
with a reference to the Christian God sacrificimgs$elf out of love for his “debtors”. In the light
of all this, it is clear that the notion of God ttihe bad conscience gets involved with is the
Christian notion of God. The aforementioned keymerof Christian theology then provide
valuable hints for the interpretation of section®2$imilar considerations can also be made with

respect to section 22.

Roughly speaking, my account of the ‘pushing-baskthis: Christianity, notably the
ascetic priest discussed in the third treatisegnitsr what Nietzsche calls an ethical world order,
i.e., a comprehensive metaphysical and ethicabokitfocused on the notion of the omnipresent,
omniscient, omnipotent God who both creates thddvand everything in it and gives divine
commandments regulating the proper conduct of feiatares. This ethical world order provides
a meaning for suffering and misery. Let me cal thccount the Christian story. The ‘pushing-
back’ of the indebtedness into the bad conscieagaldausibly understood as a psychological
consequence of accepting the Christian story. dtse@tance gives rise to an entirely new
sentiment, namely guilt, which is so strong thatitisglf it gives rise to a new kind of moral
psychology. What used to be a sense of having dewtards ancestors and gods is now
transformed, that is, ‘pushed back’, into a muchrenentrenched, much more profound, and
much more demanding sentiment. So Christianityraats with the indebtedness towards the
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gods and ancestors by transforming this into a semtiment (which may not have arisen
otherwise). The original form of the bad consciemgerelevant to this account because it

provides a kind of psychology that is capable afdoicing such a sentiment in the first place.

Here then is the Christian story in more deta# firunders of Christianity find oppressed
people tormented by internalized instincts and Hy general misery of living the life of the
oppressed. These people suffer, and they are segufoin an explanation of why life is like that.
As Nietzsche says in the third treatise of @rethe Genealogy of Moralthey are looking for a
culprit, somebody to blame for their misfortuR€<Christianity names one, claiming that the
oppressed themselves are to blame. What at firgtappear to be a rather peculiar claim looks
more plausible once it is embedded into the Clanséthical world order. Christian metaphysics
describes a divine order according to which thiagd beings have their special place in the
functioning of the whole by the will of God, andcaeding to which there are good and bad
character traits and right and wrong actions, whach good or right insofar as they are in
harmony with the divine order. Many of man’s nalurestincts, in particular the instincts for
aggression, come to be seen as dispositions tateitte divine order, that is, as sih&Vithin
this framework, the suffering that the instinctsismmay be seen as the pain from the struggle of
the good inclinations against the bad ones, or fmsma of preliminary punishment already on
earth for the presence of bad dispositions. Chngiy thus gives a meaning to the suffering by

explaining why it is perfectly in order.

There is, however, much more to the Christian stbtgn is God’s creature, and so by
violating God’s commands he acts against what Hesisand foremost, that is, he acts against
his very own nature. By thinking of God as givingnumandments regulating the lives of his
creatures, Christianity creates a point of viewnfravhich the ultimate judgment is passed in
view of how man conducts himself with respect te #thical world order. Being condemned
from that point of view means being condemned withrestrictions. This should be taken quite
literally, for eternal punishment is among the ¢mms that threaten the transgressors.

Now, finally, we are in a position to see what heshing-back’ of the indebtedness into
the bad conscience amounts to and how this leadguilt Prior to the development of

Christianity, religion is a practice of sacrifice@sancestors and gods as an expression of gratitude
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for their contributions to the thriving of the teb Failing to pay one’s debts by no means
decreases one’s worth as a person, simply bechese is no point of view from which one’
overall worth as a person is assessed. In the t@nristory, debts to God are immense, and they
are not even individually acquired, but come alevith the very fact of one’s being human
through hereditary sin. Moreover, any thought afeeming them seems absurd since man’s
nature is full of dispositions to violate the digiorder and thereby to increase his indebtedness
to God for, recall, this point explains the suffigriin the first place. The original indebtedness is
thereby transformed into a much more profound, muoubre persistent and much more
tyrannizing sentiment, a sentiment that can onigeaonce there is a privileged point of view
from which one’s worth as a person is assessed.ofigeal indebtedness turns into a deep
sense of being a complete failure with respecthatvone is first and foremost, namely, God’s
creature. It is in this way that the sense of hgudebts is ‘pushed back’ into the inner wo¥ld,
i.e., into the bad conscience at the early stadpe ifdebtedness has turned into guilt. As a
consequence of the ‘pushing-back’ the bad conseiéfixes itself firmly, eats into him [the
debtor], spreads out, and grows into a polyp imebeeadth and depth® The feeling of guilt is

so dominant in the inner space that constitutesttteabad conscience is ultimately identified

with this feeling of guilt. So the bad conscienseadeeling of guilt has finally emergéd.

Yet by providing a meaning for the suffering insthivay, the ascetic priest has succeeded
in relieving the pain while poisoning the woGhdhat is, the suffering is not meaningless any
more, but the price to pay is the bad conscienaefasling of guilt. To understand the meaning
of suffering, man has to condemn himself. Evenyidlie existence of guilt is accepted to such
an extent that even the accused in witchcraftstriktims of this way of giving meaning to life,
would believe in its reality* The only temporary relief to the ever growing goil humankind
is what the guilt of humankind is what Nietzschéiscthe stroke of genius of Christianity, i.e.,
God sacrificing himself for the guilt of m&h.However this temporary relief also implies that
man’s guilt, from then on, is so great that evea #frongest conceivable means could not
possibly relieve it*

Ascetic Ideal
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Nietzsche goes on to describe the whole varietysottic ideals and practices which the
priest has promoted to preserve a declining lifel @ ensure its continued sickness. He relates
the innocent forms of the ascetic ideal which teswdards ‘self-narcosis’ and allow the slave to
avoid the reproach which his own existence offens. lin this category are the hermit’s fasting
and withdrawal from life; complete immersion in sefiorm of mechanical activity; and “petty
devotion to others"—an involvement in the commutitd of the herd which allows the
individual to forget himself in the shadow of sotmat grander. More dramatically, Nietzsche
then reviews the ‘guilty’ forms of asceticism: tpenitent's scourge, the hair shirt and starving
body, and the dancing epidemics of the Middle Adg¢s.claims that all ‘remedies’ sought to
deaden man’s secret suffering through the prodaaifcan orgy of feeling—although their final

effect has only been to weaken man even further.

At the end Nietzsche turns to the state of conteargoscholarship, to argue that in
modern times yet another version of the ascetialidas become dominant: one that is manifest
by the scholar’'s unselfish devotion of the ‘trutfdy which he is ready to sacrifice anything,
including himself. Thus he talks of “The proficignof our finest scholars, their heedless
industry, their heads smoking day and night, theny craftsmanship,” and he comments “how
often the real meaning of this lies in the desir&dep something hidden from oneself! Science
as a means of self-narcosis: do you have experiehteat?®We should notice, however, that
the ascetic ideal of the scholar is definitely mofunction of his religious belief. Indeed, in
several passages Nietzsche emphasizes that sotdl ddvotion to the ‘truth’ eventually leads
every good scholar away from the lie which supptresbelief in God; and in this respect, the
will to truth brings about the complete self-ovargng of Christianity and Christian morality.
Hence, in promoting this form of asceticism, Nietes's priest must survive the abandonment of
explicitly religious forms. Nietzsche suggest thecessity for a continual revision of the
genealogy of morals for the priest can always assnew masks, though the ultimate effect of

his machinations will always be the same.

Finally, then, as the heirs of all priests’ disasf remedies, Nietzsche gives us to
understand that the overall tendency of the pgigsibal has actually been to diminish man

completely, and to turn him into a timid herd animand he concludes that the continual
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suppression of the individual will has its issue'will-lessness’ as the basic characteristic of

modern life:

We can no longer conceal from ourselwdsatis expressed by all that willing which has takin i
direction from the ascetic ideal: this hatred & tuman, and even more of the animal, and more
still of the material, this horror of the sensekraason itself, this fear of happiness and beauty,
this longing to get away from all appearance, ckatgpcoming, death, wishing, from longing
itself—all this means-a will to nothingnessan aversion to life, a rebellion against the most

fundamental presuppositions of Iffe.
And again,

... the diminution and leveling of European man cibutss our greatest danger... We can see
nothing today that wants to grow greater, we susgheat things will continue to go down, down to
become thinner, more good natured, more prudente nsomfortable, more mediocre, more
indifferent, more Chinese, more Christian — thexe&d doubt that man is getting ‘better’ all the
time. Here precisely is what has become a fatéditfeurope—together with the fear of man have
also lost our love of him, our reverence for himar bopes for him, even the will to him. The sight

of man now makes us weary — what is nihilism todayis not that? — We are weanf man®’

Genealogy has revealed the will to nothingneshadundamental will of history, and
Nietzsche equates this will to nothingness, thest‘lwill of man,” with the progress of nihilism.
In other words, the meaning of nihilism is nothioitper than the triumph of the slave and the
continued destruction of the individual as suchdAas the artist of such history the priest is

finally revealed as the world-historical agent dfilism itself.

Conclusion

Nietzsche, indeed, revalues and inverts the estedi values. His genealogy is an
attempt to force the will of millennia upon newdka by recollecting all that was nonsense and
accident in our history, and showing how it may&#eemed with the return of the master or the
sovereign individual, as the fulfillment of the imidlual life. In this way Nietzsche suggests that
the slave may free himself from the cancerasfsentimentfor the will loses “its ill-will against
time,” when, as a sovereign will, it finally becosneapable of embracing every stage of its

accidental history as a necessary moment of itsapgropriation. And hence, on both the
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individual and world-historical levels, Nietzschetypology of masters and slaves is a

performative critique since it promotes the posisjbdf a transformation of type®¥.
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§20).
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stimuli, which are the triggers of all their mostdeiring valuations and practices which concerndinength in
others which he fears, in order to act. They expee reactive effects, viz. hatred, envy, jealoasyl attempt to
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22 My characterization of master morality as a maoyadif intrinsic value has evident affinities withrtAur
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do with contingent features of us. So for Kantwdytunconditioned good could not possibly be goodsome but
not for others, while the goods valued intrinsigdll Nietzsche’s nobles fit just this descriptitimey are thought to
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% At lbid., Il, §23, Nietzsche tacitly admits their anciente€k nobles were capable of acts that they
themselves would deem disgraceful. He insists, hewethat such occurrences had to be rare, andthieat
possibility had to explained by appeal to a puzgbort of divine intervention: “[H]ow is it posdid?. How could it
actually have happened to heads suctvebave, we men of aristocratic descent, of the besiety, happy, well-
constituted, noble, and virtuous?'—thus noble Gseelsked themselves for centuries in the face ofyeve
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31 NietzscheGM, 1, §14.
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% 1n GM I's most incendiary passage concerning the prdpeasnobles to exempt themselves from their
own standards of civilized behavior and returnhi® innocence or a “predator conscience,” Nietzsgeaks of the
nobles’ releasing their pent-up aggression das"Fremdé (the foreign or alien), rather than on their indes.
Furthermore, the fact that the marauding warrioesdepicted as “returning from a disgusting preioessf murder,
arson, molestation, and torture, exhilarated andisturbed of soul, as if it were no more than adsti prank,
convinced that the poets will have much to singuaifor a long tine to come’i{id.), suggests that Nietzsche has in
mind an expedition such as that of the Greeks twy Tather than a day to day diet of less dramatigalities
inflicted upon the weak by the strong. | do nogrdfore, think it obvious that master morality’subte standard
entailed that dealings between nobles and thewrslitates were governed by no remotely humane atdadat all.

* Ibid.

% strangely, Nietzsche compares the immensity of évient with the change inflicted upon the water
animals when those started living ashore. Yet chatiogk a long time to be complete. Maybe Nietzshhd
Lamarckian tendencies and thought of that transiticterms of fish being stranded. Or maybe thepm@mson does
not include the abruptness, but merely the immegrndithe change. But this is contradicted by the, teshich says
the water animals’ instincts were undone at a stipkt einem Malg One may argue that Nietzsche did think of a
gradual change. One may then also say that hig pbiput the final €ndgultig enclosure into society and peace
discussed there is the outcome of a process. Mietss insistence on the abruptness may then beiagpl in
evolutionary terms: even though all this took ‘amdotime,” from the point of view of the history tfie human
species, it was abrupt. | think, on balance, thidexnce for the abruptness-view is stronger.

%8 |bid.
37 Cf. Ibid., 1N, §20.
%8 | bid.

% The Portable Nietzscheelected and trans, with an introduction and s)dféalter Kaufman (New York:
The Viking Press, 1954).

0 pid., §18.

! NietzscheHuman, All Too Humantrans. with an afterword, Gary Handwerk (StanfaZ@: Stanford
University Press, 1995).

2 Cf. alsold., The Gay Science: With a Prelude in Rhymes and Afpeh Songstrans. Walter Kaufmann
(New York: Vintage Books, 1974), §21 for an elaltimra on the same them@&he Gay Sciencshall be hereafter
referred to a$59. In general, just as in society people are oma@dy others, so inside, one part of the soul is
oppressed by other parts. Nietzsche takes thettten of people s a model of the development dhaar life. See
alsoBGE 8§19, where Nietzsche talks about the body as mneonwealth of many soulsGesellschaftsbau vieler
Seelelh GS 8354 is also relevant, where Nietzsche emphagizmdmportance of language with respect to the
emergence of reflectiveness.

*3 This account suggests that the oppressors theessdty not undergo the internalization of instinttat
is, they do not develop this early from of the lsadscience. Indeed, in section 17, Nietzsche sgylcily that it
was not in them that the bad conscience grew. Heweélseems that Nietzsche does not think thahisntime,
there are still any ‘beasts of prey’ around, orrepeople much like the ‘beasts of prey’ in not Ingvideveloped a
bad conscience. But of that is so, then the oppreshemselves must have developed a bad consa@erotually.
This is also plausible on account of Nietzsche'si@tory because he assumes that the oppressorsetvemare
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assumed to have some degree of social organizatimhthus must have some system of social conrintheir

‘pack’ to persist. What Nietzsche says in sectiérof the first treatise about the nobles shouldyappre as well:
they are “sternly held in check by custom, worshigage, gratitude, even more by mutual surveillamzkjealousy
inter pares.”) Moreover, once they erect a staddr tthegree of social organization is reinforced tlsat even the
instincts of the oppressors themselves are opposed strongly than before. It is possible to assumaever, that
the bad conscience does not arise as abruptlyeim tis in the oppressed, and that the inward s&lgghuses is
less vehement.

**In the pre-moral stage, the power attributed &dteditor reflected the power of society. Worsfigod
was seen as society’'s strength. In the moral steggety has developed real power which it musibaitie to
someone; ancestors founded and empowered the wibiesintold sacrifices and accomplishments. Lagtlythe
post-moral period, society’s triumphs has outs&ghpven the empowering capacity attributed to gaeegéstors, so
that gods are seen as grand enough to dispensemunficence.

> The debtor-creditor contractual relationship i$ anly the historical origin of the feeling of guile.g.
NietzscheGM, II, 84 and 8§8), but can also be used to modeh#tere of guilt. Furthermore, it does not reqtirat
for the debtor, the promise to repay is an “obl@aupon his own consciencebid., Il, 85), but it does presuppose
a notion of personal accountability. If it is takém be just a mechanical transaction enforced leyttieat of
punishment, then it could not explain guilt.

% Cf. Ibid., 11, §4.
*"bid., §19.

*8 |bid., §20.
*bid., §8.

0 Readers who think of Nietzsche as a perspectiviatsense that might require the addition of tiheeegb
‘seemingly’ to ‘naturalistic’ here are referred the discussion of the relevance of Nietzsche's geativism.
Nietzsche’s discussion itself (as well as Nietz&liscussion ofGenealogy of Moralsn Ecce Hom, | think,
warrant a naturalistic reading of t@nealogy Cf. “Ecce Homo”, trans. Walter Kaufmann,@n the Genealogy of
Morals; Ecce Homped., with commentary, Kaufman (New York: Vintageoks—Random House, Inc., 1967), pp.
312-313.

*1 | do not elaborate much on Nietzsche’s thoughtsiapunishment and cruelty. His ideas of punishment
had an impact on Michel Foucault, and for that seashere is a good deal of discussion about thieeady. Cf.
Michel Foucault, “Nietzsche, Genealogy, Historyfy The Foucault Readered. Paul Rabinow (New York:
Pantheon Books, 1984).

2 Even though Nietzsche speaks here about the msblaick of the indebtedness into conscience rather
than into the bad conscience a little later. Thesmay assume that Nietzsche is not after the czintetween the
conscience and the bad conscience, but still tikait the bad conscience by itself.

>3 Two notes are in order here: first in the secaadtise of th&GM, Nietzsche develops three stages about
the origin of theism. | do not elaborate on themehbut since they are important they should atlba mentioned.
The first is the thesis on the transfiguration afrshipped ancestors into gods, presented in setfloithe second
occurs in section 16. After the creation of the badscience (which, recall, is the most significeiminge that has
occurred so far), Nietzsche says that from nowhenspectacle on earth needed divine spectatorsiar to receive
the appropriate kind of appreciation. So here Niglie seems to suggest that the origin of our bigli€fod lies in
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the amazement that people senses at their owhuthan condition, which, as Nietzsche says theygiezd as too
fine, wonderful, and paradoxical simply to happem sbme arbitrary planet. Again we encounter a point
proximity to Freud, even though none of there tleglanations is quite the same as the one ofteydereud in his
The Future of an lllusionFor Freud, gods have three tasks: “they mustceseethe terrors of nature, they must
reconcile men to the cruelty of Fate, particulatyit is shown in death, and they must compensate for the
sufferings and privations of which a civilized lifa common has imposed on them”. Sigmund Freud,edam
Strachey, and Peter Gajhe Future of an IllusiofiNew York: W.W. Norton & Co., 1989), p. 22.

Second, the account that | developed is in harmwitty Clark except in one important point. Clark say
that “one of the major factors behind [the develeptrof] a purely spiritual God was the need foreapon against
the self—a standard of good we could never livetopand in relation to which we could enjoy judging
condemning, and chastising ourselves.” | think thés of characterizing the development misplacessthurce of
the activity. It seems that Nietzsche does indé@uktthat Christianity is responding to a need anieg for the
suffering. But this need is not by itself the néeda standard of good as Clark describes it. Tardard of good is
the specifically Christian response to an unspedcjfiest for meaning, i.e. a response propagatethéascetic
priests (who are discussed in the third treatiather than in the second treatise). That thereidh & (probably
fairly small) group of people who bring about trevdlopment of guilt by propagating a very speaifisponse to an
unspecific quest is, | think, an important conttibn to Nietzsche’s point that the development afltgis an
accidental matter. Cf. Maudemarie Clark, “NietzssHenmoralism and the Concept of Morality,” Mietzsche,
Genealogy, Morality: Essays on Nietzsche’s ‘Gengalof Morals, ed. Richard Schacht (Berkeley: University of
California Press, 1994).

** Nietzsche'’s account of the early form of the badstience and indebtedness actually needs a third
element to lead to the bad conscience as a feefilggilt. The reader is invited to verify this brying to explore
ways in which these two former elements by thenesebould possibly do so.

%5 Curiously, in addition to eternal punishment, Adamd hereditary sin Nietzsche also lists ‘unfreadsd
the will’ as such a key term. This is strange beede repeatedly blames Christianity for inventirnfgee will with
the intention to find man guilt (Cf. NietzschBwilight of the Idols or, How to Philosophize wahHammey trans
with an introduction and notes, Duncan Large, OX®iorld Classics, (Indianapolis: Hackett, 1997he Four
Great Errors”, 87, and the theory of the soul ie finst treatise). Moreover, IBGE 821, Nietzsche explains that
guilt and free will are intimately connected. Byusing to place oneself into a causal web leadingrie’s character
traits and deeds become guilty oneself.

1d., GM, IlI, §15.

5" Ibid., 1I, §20.
%8 |bid., Il, §16.
*bid., I, §21.

% Nietzsche also speaks abaiiame (cf. ibid., Il, §7). He says there that the darkening of thavees
over man has increased with the increase of mémaime before man. The context here is cruelty.dirsethat this
is an early allusion to the Christian point of viéwwm which practices entailed by the naturalistiea of justice
would condemned for the inclination to enjoy cryalt among those that are condemned as sinful,santheir
presence in man’s character gives rise to embanegsi.e., to shame of man before man.

%1 \bid., 1I, §15.
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62 Cf. NietzscheGS §250, andsM, IIl, §16. However, Christianity does not only effsanctions, but also
some incentives, including the eternal life for &gbr in accordance with the divine commandmentsIdC, The
Antichrist with an introduction by E. Haldmean-Julius (GitaKansas: Haldeman-Julius Publications, 1930), §43
where Nietzsche mockingly states that Christiamipens up the possibility for an eternal life “evdtgter and
Paul”.

51d.,GM, II, §21.

% As noted earlier, Ridley sets himself the taskvefiving the three treatises into one consistematiae.
He is fully aware that this attempt faces exegeitiifficulties and considers various ways of resodvthem [cf.
Aaron Ridley,Nietzsche’s Conscience: Six Character Studies ftoen‘Genealogy’ (Ithaca: Cornell University
Press, 1998), chapter 1, section vi]. The apprdfzathhe decides to follow implies that he cannatarstand guilt as
connected to Christianity in the way | suggest héféaus Christianity also plays no role in his agtoof the
‘pushing-back’, contrary to textual evidendsd., p. 32.) | do not think that this is the routedfatiow. Giving up on
the close connection between Christian guilt ands@ianity (or more generally, transcendental cgiseas Ridley
says) conflicts with what Nietzsche saysG, Il, §21. Ridley may consider such a conflict fivice to pay for
finding a unified narrative in the three treatisBst Nietzsche’s emphasis on the importance of Sfianity on the
postcard, in the section ddenealogy of Moral$n Ecce Homaand in section 21 and the surrounding text, is too
much cumulative evidence against this view for pinee to be acceptable. Moreover, Ridley ascriloeshuch
confusion to Nietzsche’s remarks on the conceudf, claiming that Nietzsche’s use is “infuriagiy changeable”
(op. cit, p. 35). Then Ridley goes on to say: “Sometimesubes it as synonym for the bad conscience — which
settles nothing (e.g., in Nietzsch@M, Il, 84). Sometimes he ties it extremely to religi as when he glosses the
moralization of guilt as “the involvement of tl&d conscience with the concept of goddid., I, §21) — which
appears to make guilt dependent on prior transceabdmoves. Sometimes he suggests that religionsepds, such
as sin arise through “the exploitation of the sewofsguilt” by “the priest...” {bid., 820) — which implies that guilt
feelings are already there to be exploited,” etis.rMy account, Nietzsche’s way of talking about glaibks more
consistent, as | hope is clear now. (T&ehildgefuhlin ibid., 1ll, 8§20, is again a sense of having debts, or
indebtedness rather than a feeling of guilt, ardctbntext there supports that claim.) In think fla&thfulness to the
text in individual treatises should have priorityeo the attempt to find a consistent narrativedibithree treatises
simultaneously. (That should be so in particulahd alternative implies giving up on Nietzsche'sphasis on the
role of Christianity.) For the absence of such arateve is consistent with the artificial separatiof topics
announced on the postcard to Overbeck.

% bid., 111, §23.
% pid., 11I, §28.
5 Ibid., I, §12.

% See Gilles Deleuze\ietzsche & Philosophytrans. Hugh Tomlinson (New York: Columbia Univigrs
Press, 1983), pp. 114-116 for an account of Nie&'saypology, and the possibility of such a transfation.
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