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Friedrich Nietzsche (1844-1900) was a German
| philosopher and a forerunner of Existentialism. De-
| scended through both of his parents from Lutheran
| ministers, Nietzsche was raised in a devout Christian
| home and was known as “the little Jesus” by his
' schoolmates. He studied theology at the University of
- Bonn and philology at Leipzig, becoming an atheist
in the process. At the age of twenty~four he was ap-
. pointed professor of classical philology at the Univer-
' sity of Basel in Switzerland, where he taught for ten
. years until forced by ill health to retire. Eventually
. he became mentally ill. He died on August 25, 1900.

. Nietzsche believes that the fundamental creative
| force that motsvates all creation is the will to power.
. Weall seek, not happiness, but to affirm ourselves, to
. flourish and dominate. Since we are essentially un-
' equal in ability, intelligence, and imagination, it fol-
. lows that the fittest will survive and be victorious in
. the contest with the weaker and the baser. Great
beauty inheres in the struggle of the noble spirit as-
- cending to his pinnacle on the trunks of lesser beings,
including lesser human beings. But this process is
hampered by Judeo-Christian morality, which Niet-
zsche labels “slave morality.” Slave morality, which
is the invention of the jealous priests, envious and re-
sentful of the power and excellence of the noble spirit,
makes us become meek and mild, so that we believe
the lie that all humans have equal worth. He some-
times, as in our reading, refers to this as the ethics of
“resentment.”

Nietzsche’s idea of an inegalitarian aesthetic-ethic
assumes the thesis that “God is dead.” God plays no
vital role in our culture—except as a protector of the
slave morality, including the idea of the equal worth of
all persons. If we recognize that there is no rational

Reprinted from The Complete Works of Nietzsche, ed.
Oscar Levy, vols. 10 and 11 (New York: T. Foulis, 1910).
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basis for believing in God, we will see that the whole
edifice of slave morality must crumble and with it the
notion of equal worth. In its place will arise the
morality of the noble person based on the virtues of
high courage, disciplined passion, pride, and intelli-
gence, in the pursuit of affirmation and excellence.

We begin this section with Nietzsche’s famous de-
scription of the madman who announces the death of
God; we then turn to selections from Beyond Good
and Evil, The Genealogy of Morals, and The Twi-
light of the Idols.

The Madman and the Death of God

Have you ever heard of the madman who on a
bright morning lighted a lantern and ran to the
marketplace calling out unceasingly, “I seek God!
I seek God!”—As there were many people stand-
ing about who did not believe in God, he caused a
great deal of amusement. Why! Is he lost? Said
one. Has he strayed away like a child? said an-
other. Or does he keep himself hidden? Is he
afraid of us? Has he taken a sea-voyage? Has he
emigrated’—the people cried out laughingly, all
in a hubbub. The insane man jumped into their
midst and transfixed them with his glances.
“Where is God gone?” he called out. “I mean to
tell you! We have killed him,—you and I! We are
all his murderers! But how have we done it? How
were we able to drink up the sea? Who gave us the
sponge to wipe away the whole horizon? What
did we do when we loosened this earth from its
sun? Whither does it now move? Whither do we
move? Away from all suns? Do we not dash on
unceasingly? Backwards, sideways, forwards, in
all directions? Is there still an above and below?
Do we not stray, as through infinite nothingness?
Does not empty space breathe upon us? Has it not
become colder? Does not night come on continu-
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ally, darker and darker? Shall we not have to light
lanterns in the morning? Do we not hear the noise
of the grave-diggers who are burying God? Do we
not smell the divine putrefaction’—for even
Gods putrefy! God is dead! God remains dead!
And we have killed him! How shall we console
ourselves, the most murderous of all murderers?
The holiest and the mightiest that the world has
hitherto possessed has bled to death under our
knife,—who will wipe the blood from us? With
what water could we cleanse ourselves? What lus-
trums, what sacred games shall we have to devise?
Is not the magnitude of this deed too great for us?
Shall we not ourselves have to become gods,
merely to seem worthy of it? There never was a
greater event,—and on account of it, all who are
born after us belong to a higher history than any
history hitherto!”—Here the madman was silent
and looked again at his hearers; they also were
silent and looked at him in surprise. At last he
threw his lantern on the ground, so that it broke
in pieces and was extinguished. “I come too
early,” he then said, “I am not yet at the right
time. This prodigious event is still on its way, and
is travelling,—it has not yet reached men’s ears,
Lightning and thunder need time, the light of the
stars needs time, deeds need time, even after they
are done, to be seen and heard. This deed is as yet
further from them than the furthest star,—and
yet they have done it”—1It is further stated that
the madman made his way into different churches
on the same day, and there intoned his Requiem
aeternam deo. When led out and called to account,
he always gave the reply: “What are these
churches now, if they are not the tombs and mon-
uments of God?”’— . . .

What Is Noble?

Every elevation of the type “man” has hitherto
been the work of an aristocratic society and so it
will always be—a society believing in a long scale
of gradations of rank and differences of worth
among human beings, and requiring slavery in
some form or other. Without the pathos of dis-
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tance, such as grows out of the incarnated differs
ence of classes, out of the constant outlooking ang
downlooking of the ruling caste on subordinaeg
and instruments, and out of their equally constapg
practice of obeying and commanding, of keeping

down and keeping at a distance—that other more

mysterious pathos could never have arisen, the |
longing for an ever new widening of distance
within the soul itself, the formation of ever
higher, rarer, further, more extended, more com-
prehensive states, in short, just the elevation of
the type “man,” the continued “self-surmounting

of man,” to use a moral formula in a supermoral
sense. To be sure, one must not resign oneself to
any humanitarian illusions about the history of
the origin of an aristocratic society (that is to say,

of the preliminary condition for the elevation of

the type “man”): the truth is hard. Let us ac-

knowledge unprejudicedly how ever higher civili-

sation hitherto has originated/ Men with a still

natural nature, barbarians in every terrible sense

of the word, men of prey, still in possession of un-

broken strength of will and desire for power,

threw themselves upon weaker, more moral, more

peaceful races (perhaps trading or cattle-rearing

communities), or upon old mellow civilisations in

which the final vital force was flickering out in

brilliant fireworks of wit and depravity. At the

commencement, the noble caste was always the

barbarian caste: their superiority did not consist

first of all in their physical, but in their psychical

power—they were more complete men (which at

every point also implies the same as “more com-

plete beasts”).

Corruption—as the indication that anarchy
threatens to break out among the instincts, and
that the foundation of the emotions, called “life,”
is convulsed—is something radically different ac-
cording to the organisation in which it manifests
itself. When, for instance, an aristocracy like that
of France at the beginning of the Revolution,
flung away its privileges with sublime disgust and
sacrificed itself to an excess of its moral senti-
ments, it was corruption:—it was really only the
closing act of the corruption which had existed
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es, by virtue of which that aristocracy

ed step by step its lordly prerogatives

ed itself to a function of royalty (in the

its decoration and parade-dress). The

thing, however, in a good and healthy

cy is that it should not regard itself as a

sn either of the kingship or the common-

ut as the significance and highest justifi-

hereof —that it should therefore accept

sod conscience the sacrifice of a lesion of

als, who, for its sake, must be suppressed

ced to imperfect men, to slaves and in-

s. Its fundamental belief must be pre-

that society is not allowed to exist for its own

ut only as a foundation and scaffolding, by

‘of which a select class of beings may be

elevate themselves to their higher duties,

general to a higher existence: like those sun-

climbing plants in Java—they are called

tador,—which encircle an oak so long and

with their arms, until at last, high above

supported by it, they can unfold their tops
open light, and exhibit their happiness.

efrain mutually from injury, from violence,

exploitation, and put one’s will on a par with

t of others: this may result in a certain rough

ise in good conduct among individuals when

 necessary conditions are given (namely, the

al similarity of the individuals in amount of

fee and degree of worth, and their co-relation

thin one organisation). As soon, however, as

fie wished to take this principle more generally,

if possible even as the fundamental principle of

ty, it would immediately disclose what it re-

ly is—namely, a Will to the denial of life, a prin-

iple of dissolution and decay. Here one must

iink profoundly to the very basis and resist all

Entimental weakness: life itself is essentially ap-

ropriation, injury, conquest of the strange and

k, suppression, severity, obtrusion of peculiar

rms, incorporation, and at the least, putting it

ildest, exploitation;—but why should one for

er use precisely these words on which for ages a

sparaging purpose has been stamped? Even the

ganisation within which, as was previously sup-
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posed, the individuals treat each other as equal—
it takes place in every healthy aristocracy—must
itself, if it be a living and not a dying organisation,
do all that towards other bodies, which the indi-
viduals within it refrain from doing to each other:
it will have to be the incarnated Will to Power, it
will endeavour to grow, to gain ground, attract to
itself and acquire ascendancy—not owing to any
morality or immorality, but because it lives, and
because life s precisely Will to Power. On no
point, however, is the ordinary consciousness of
Europeans more unwilling to be corrected than
on this matter; people now rave everywhere, even
under the guise of science, about coming condi-
tions of society in which “the exploiting charac-
ter” is to be absent:—that sounds to my ears as if
they promised to invent a mode of life which
should refrain from all organic functions. “Ex-
ploitation” does not belong to a depraved, or im-
perfect and primitive society: it belongs to the na-
ture of the living being as a primary organic
function; it is a consequence of the intrinsic will
to Power, which is precisely the Will to Life.—
Granting that as a theory this is a novelty—as a
reality it is the fundamental fact of all history: let
us be so far honest toward ourselves!

Master and Slave Morality

In a tour through the many finer and coarser
moralities which have hitherto prevailed or still
prevail on the earth, I found certain traits recur-
ring regularly together, and connected with one
another, until finally two primary types revealed
themselves to me, and a radical distinction was
brought to light. There is master-morality and
slave-morality;—I would at once add, however,
that in all higher and mixed civilisations, there are
also attempts at the reconciliation of the two
moralities; but one finds still oftener the confu-
sion and mutual misunderstanding of them, in-
deed, sometimes their close juxtaposition—even
in the same man, within one soul. The distinc-
tions of moral values have originated either in a
ruling caste, pleasantly conscious of being differ-
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ent from the ruled—or among the ruled class, the
slaves and dependents of all sorts. In the first case,
when it is the rulers who determine the concep-
tion “good,” it is the exalted, proud disposition
which is regarded as the distinguishing feature,
and that which determines the order of rank. The
noble type of man separates from himself the be-
ings in whom the opposite of this exalted, proud
disposition displays itself: he despises them. Let
it at once be noted that in this first kind of moral-
ity the antithesis “good” and “bad” means practi-
cally the same as “noble” and “despicable”;—the
antithesis “good” and “evil” is of a different ori-
gin. The cowardly, the timid, the insignificant,
and those thinking merely of narrow utility are
despised; moreover, also, the distrustful, with
their constrained glances, the self-abasing, the
doglike kind of men who let themselves be
abused, the mendicant flatterers, and above all the
liars:—it is a fundamental belief of all aristocrats
that the common people are untruthful. “We
truthful ones”—the nobility in ancient Greece
called themselves. It is obvious that everywhere
the designations of moral value were at first ap-
plied to men, and were only derivatively and at a
later period applied to actions; it is a gross mis-
take, therefore, when historians of morals start
with questions like, “Why have sympathetic ac-
tions been praised?” The noble type of man re-
gards himself as a determiner of values; he does
not require to be approved of; he passes the judg-
ment: “What is injurious to me is injurious in it-
self”; he knows that it is he himself only who con-
fers honour on things; he is a creator of values. He
honours whatever he recognises in himself: such
morality is self-glorification. In the foreground
there is the feeling of plenitude, of power, which
seeks to overflow, the happiness of high tension,
the consciousness of a wealth which would fain
give and bestow:—the noble man also helps the
unfortunate, but not—or scarcely—out of pity,
but rather from an impulse generated by the su-
perabundance of power. The noble man honours
in himself the powerful one, him also who has
power over himself, who knows how to speak and
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how to keep silence, who takes pleasure in sub- |
jecting himself to severity and hardness, and has
reverence for all that is severe and hard. “Wotan |
placed a hard heart in my breast,” says an old}
Scandinavian Saga: it is thus rightly expresse
from the soul of a proud Viking. Such a type of
man is even proud of not being made for symp
thy; the hero of the Saga therefore adds warning
“He who has not a hard heart when young,
never have one.” The noble and brave who think
thus are the furthest removed from the mora
which sees precisely in sympathy, or in acting fo)
the good of others, or in désintéressement, th
characteristic of the moral; faith in oneself, prid
in oneself, a radical enmity and irony towas
“selflessness,” belong as definitely to no b
morality, as do a careless scorn and precaution
presence of sympathy and the “warm heart.”

is the powerful who know how to honour, it

their art, their doman for invention. The pi
found reverence for age and for tradition
rests on this double reverence,—the belief
prejudice in favour of ancestors and unfavours
to newcomers, is typical in the morality o
powerful; and if, reversely, men of “m
ideas” believe almost instinctively in “pr
and the “future,” and are more and more

in respect for old age, the ignoble origin of
“jdeas” has complacently betrayed itself

A morality of the ruling class, however, is
especially foreign and irritating to presen
taste in the sternness of its principle that
duties only to one’s equals; that one may
ward beings of a lower rank, toward all that §
eign, just as seems good to one, or “as the:
desires,” and in any case “beyond good 4

it is here that sympathy and similar sen
can have a place. The ability and obligati
ercise prolonged gratitude and prolo
venge—both only within the circle of e
artfulness in retaliation, raffinement of
friendship, a certain necessity to have encm
outlets for the emotions of envy, quar
ness, arrogance—in fact, in order to b
friend): all these are typical characteris i
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noble morality, which, as has been pointed out, is
not the morality of “modern ideas,” and is there-
fore at present difficult to realise and also to un-
earth and disclose.—TIt is otherwise with the sec-
ond type of morality, slave-morality. Supposing
that the abused, the oppressed, the suffering, the
unemancipated, the weary, and those uncertain of
themselves, should moralise, what will be the
common element in their moral estimates? Proba-
bly a pessimistic suspicion with regard to the en-
tire situation of man will find expression, perhaps
a condemnation of man, together with his situa-
tion. The slave has an unfavourable eye for the
virtues of the powerful; he has a skepticism and
distrust, a refinement of distrust of everything
“good” that is there honoured—he would fain
persuade himself that the very happiness there is
not genuine. On the other hand, those qualities
which serve to alleviate the existence of sufferers
are brought into prominence and flooded with
light; it is here that sympathy, the kind, helping
hand, the warm heart, patience, diligence, humil-
ity, and friendliness attain to honour; for here
these are the most useful qualities, and almost the
only means of supporting the burden of existence.
Slave-morality is essentially the morality of util-
ity. Here is the seat of the origin of the famous an-
tithesis “good” and “evil”:—power and danger-
ousness are assumed to reside in the evil, a certain
dreadfulness, subtlety, and strength, which do not
admit of being despised. According to slave-
- morality, therefore, the “evil” man arouses fear;
according to master-morality, it is precisely the
“good” man who arouses fear and seeks to arouse
it, while the bad man is regarded as the despicable
- being. The contrast attains its maximum when, in
‘accordance with the logical consequences of
fdave—morality, a shade of depreciation—it may be
slight and well-intentioned—at last attaches itself
10 the “good” man of this morality; because, ac-
Cording to the servile mode of thought, the good
14N must in any case be the safe man: he is good-
fatured, easily deceived, perhaps a little stupid,
" bonhomme. Everywhere that slave-morality
ns the ascendancy, language shows a tendency
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to approximate the significations of the words
“good” and “stupid.”—A last fundamental dif-
ference: the desire for JSreedom, the instinct for
happiness and the refinements of the feeling of
liberty belong as necessarily to slave-morals and
morality, as artifice and enthusiasm in reverence
and devotion are the regular symptoms of an aris-
tocratic mode of thinking and estimating.—
Hence we can understand without further detail
why love as a passion—it is our European spe-
cialty—must absolutely be of noble origin; as is
well known, its invention is due to the Provengal
poet-cavaliers, those brilliant, ingenious men of
the “gas saber,” to whom Europe owes so much,
and almost owes itself, . . .

There is an instinct for rank, which more than
anything else is already the sign of a high rank;
there is a delight in the nuances of reverence which
leads one to infer noble origin and habits. The re-
finement, goodness, and loftiness of a soul are put
to a perilous test when something passes by that is
of the highest rank, but is not yet protected by the
awe of authority from obtrusive touches and inci-
vilities: something that goes its way like a living
touchstone, undistinguished, undiscovered, and
tentative, perhaps voluntarily veiled and dis-
guised. He whose task and practice it is to investi-
gate souls, will avail himself of many varieties of
this very art to determine the ultimate value of a
soul, the unalterable, innate order of rank to
which it belongs; he will test it by its instinct for
reverence. Difference engendre haine [Difference
engenders hate.—ED.]: the vulgarity of many a
nature spurts up suddenly like dirty water, when
any holy vessel, any jewel from closed shrines, any
book bearing the marks of great destiny, is
brought before it; while on the other hand, there
is an involuntary silence, a hesitation of the eye, a
cessation of all gestures, by which # is indicated
that a soul fzels the nearness of what is worthiest
of respect. . . .

The revolt of the slaves in morals begins in the
very principle of resentment becoming creative
and giving birth to values—a resentment experi-
enced by creatures who, deprived as they are of
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the proper outlet of action, are forced to find their
compensation in an imaginary revenge. While
every aristocratic morality springs from a tri-
umphant affirmation of its own demands, the
slave morality says “no” from the very outset to
what is “outside itself,” “different from itself,”
and “not itself: and this “no” is its creative deed.
This reversal of the valuing standpoint—this #n-
evitable gravitation to the objective instead of
back to the subjective—is typical of “resent-
ment”: the slave-morality requires as the condi-
tion of its existence an external and objective
world, to employ physiological terminology, it re-
quires objective stimuli to be capable of action at
all—its action is fundamentally a reaction. The
contrary is the case when we come to the aristo-
crat’s system of values: it acts and grows sponta-
neously, it merely seeks its antithesis in order to
pronounce a more grateful and exultant “yes” to
its own self;,—its negative conception, “low,”
“vulgar,” “bad,” is merely a pale late-born foil in
comparison with its positive and fundamental
conception (saturated as it is with life and pas-
sion), of “we aristocrats, we good ones, we beauti-
ful ones, we happy ones.”

When the aristocratic morality goes astray and
commits sacrilege on reality, this is limited to that
particular sphere with which it is nor sufficiently
acquainted—a sphere, in fact, from the real
knowledge of which it disdainfully defends itself.
It misjudges, in some cases, the sphere which it
despises, the sphere of the common vulgar man
and the low people: on the other hand, due weight
should be given to the consideration that in any
case the mood of contempt, of disdain, of super-
ciliousness, even on the supposition that it f2/sely
portrays the object of its contempt, will always be
far removed from that degree of falsity which will
always characterise the attacks—in effigy, of
course—of the vindictive hatred and revengeful-
ness of the weak in onslaughts on their enemies,
In point of fact, there is in contempt too strong an
admixture of nonchalance, of casualness, of bore-
dom, of impatience, even of personal exultation,
for it to be capable of distorting its victim into a
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real caricature or a real monstrosity. Attengjg,
again should be paid to the almost benevolent yy
ances which, for instance, the Greek nobility jny
ports into all the words by which it distinguishg
the common people from itself; note how conjy
uously a kind of pity, care, and consideration iy
parts its honeyed flavour, until at last almost gf
the words which are applied to the vulgar mg
survive finally as expressions for “unhappy;’
“worthy of pity” . . .—and how, conversely
“bad,” “low,” “unhappy” have never ceased
ring in the Greek ear with a tone in which “upe
happy” is the predominant note: this is a heritage
of the old noble aristocratic morality, which re-
mains true to itself even in contempt. . . . The
“well-born” simply felt themselves the “happy”y
they did not have to manufacture their happin
artificially through looking at their enemies, or
cases to talk and lie themselves into happiness (a5
is the custom with all resentful men); and simi-
larly, complete men as they were, exuberant with
strength, and consequently necessarily energeti A
they were too wise to dissociate happiness fro
action—activity becomes in their minds necessar
ily counted as happiness (that is the etymology of
€V TPGTTELV)—all in sharp contrast to the “hap-
piness” of the weak and the oppressed, with their
festering venom and malignity, among whom
happiness appears essentially as a narcotic, 8
deadening, a quietude, a peace, a “Sabbath,” an.
enervation of the mind and relaxation of the
limbs,—in short, a purely passive phenomenon.
While the aristocratic man lived in confidence’
and openness with himself (Yev-vatog, “noble-
born,” emphasises the nuance “sincere,” and per-
haps also “naif ), the resentful man, on the other
hand, is neither sincere nor naif, nor honest aﬂd
candid with himself. His soul squints; his mind’
loves hidden crannies, tortuous paths and bac!i_
doors, everything secret appeals to him as hf’
world, his safety, his balm; he is past master in i
lence, in not forgetting, in waiting, in provisio
self-deprecation and self-abasement. A race ©
such resentful men will of necessity eventua“,y :
prove more prudent than any aristocratic race, It
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prudence on quite a distinct scale, as,
amount condition of existence, while
e among aristocratic men is apt to be
a delicate flavour of luxury and re-
'so among them it plays nothing like so
 part as that complete certainty of func-
governing unconscious instincts, or as
tain lack of prudence, such as a vehe-
valiant charge, whether against danger
y, or as those ecstatic bursts of rage,
ce, gratitude, by which at all times
have recognised each other. When the
t of the aristocratic man manifests it-
fills and exhausts itself in an immediate
yand consequently instills no venom: on
hand, it never manifests itself at all in
instances, when in the case of the feeble
k it would be inevitable. An inability to
jously for any length of time their ene-
ir disasters, their misdeeds—that is the
the full strong natures who possess a su-
of moulding plastic force, that heals
etely and produces forgetfulness: a good
f this in the modern world is Mirabeau,
d no memory for any insults and mean-
ich were practised on him, and who was
capable of forgiving because he forgot.
indeed shakes off with a shrug many a
hich would have buried itself in another;
in characters like these that we see the
ity (supposing, of course, that there is
ssibility in the world) of the real “love of
ies.” What respect for his enemies is
orsooth, in an aristocratic man—and such
ce is already a bridge to love! He insists
Ving his enemy to himself as his distinction.
llerates no other enemy but a man in whose
r there is nothing to despise and much to
On the other hand, imagine the “enemy”
resentful man conceives him—and it is
actly that we see his work, his creativeness;
conceived “the evil enemy,” the “evil one,”
deed that is the root idea from which he
olves as a contrasting and corresponding
€2 “good one,” himself—his very self!
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The method of this man is quite contrary to
that of the aristocratic man, who conceives the
root idea “good” spontaneously and straight away,
that 1s to say, out of himself, and from that mate-
rial then creates for himself a concept of “bad”!
This “bad” of aristocratic origin and that “evil”
out of the cauldron of unsatisfied hatred—the
former an imitation, an “extra,” and additional
nuance; the latter, on the other hand, the original,
the beginning, the essential act in the conception
of a slave-morality—these two words “bad” and
“evil,” how great a difference do they mark, in
spite of the fact that they have an identical con-
trary in the idea “good.” But the idea “good” is
not the same: much rather let the question be
asked, “Who is really evil according to the mean-
ing of the morality of resentment?” In all stern-
ness let it be answered thus:—;just the good man
of the other morality, just the aristocrat, the pow-
erful one, one who rules, but who is distorted by
the venomous eye of resentfulness, into a new
colour, a new signification, a new appearance.
This particular point we would be the last to
deny: the man who learnt to know those “good”
ones only as enemies, learnt at the same time not
to know them only as “evi/ enemies” and the same
men who . . . were kept so rigorously in bounds
through convention, respect, custom, and grati-
tude, though much more through mutual vigi-
lance and jealousy, . . . these men who in their
relations with each other find so many new ways
of manifesting consideration, self-control, deli-
cacy, loyalty, pride, and friendship, these men are
in reference to what is outside their circle (where
the foreign element, a foreign country, begins),
not much better than beasts of prey, which have
been let loose. They enjoy there freedom from all
social control, they feel that in the wilderness
they can give vent with impunity to that tension
which is produced by enclosure and imprison-
ment in the peace of society, they revert to the in-
nocence of the beast-of-prey conscience, like ju-
bilant monsters, who perhaps come from a
ghostly bout of murder, arson, rape, and torture,
with bravado and a moral equanimity, as though
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merely some wild student’s prank had been

played, perfectly convinced that the poets have

now an ample theme to sing and celebrate. It is

impossible not to recognise at the core of all these

aristocratic races the beast of prey; the magnifi-

cent blonde brute, avidly rampant for spoil and vic-

tory; this hidden core needed an outlet from time

to time, the beast must get loose again, must re-

turn into the wilderness—the Roman, Arabic,

German, and Japanese nobility, the Homeric he-

roes, the Scandinavian Vikings, are all alike in this

need. It is the aristocratic races who have left the
idea “Barbarian” on all the tracks in which they

have marched; nay, a consciousness of this very
barbarianism, and even a pride in it, manifests it-
self even in their highest civilisation (for example,
when Pericles says to his Athenians in that cele-
brated funeral oration, “Our audacity has forced a
way over every land and sea, rearing everywhere
imperishable memorials of self for good and for
evil”). This audacity of aristocratic races, mad,
absurd, and spasmodic as may be its expression;
the incalculable and fantastic nature of their en-
terprises, . . . their nonchalance and contempt
for safety, body, life, and comfort, their awful joy
and intense delight in all destruction, in all the
ecstasies of victory and cruelty,—all these fea-
tures become crystallised, for those who suffered
thereby in the picture of the “barbarian,” of the
“evil enemy,” perhaps of the “Goth” and of the
“Vandal.” The profound, icy mistrust which the
German provokes, as soon as he arrives at
power,—even at the present time,—is always still
an aftermath of that inextinguishable horror with
which for whole centuries Europe has regarded
the wrath of the blonde Teuton beast. . . .

.. . One may be perfectly justified in being al-
ways afraid of the blonde beast that lies at the core
of all aristocratic races, and in being on one’s
guard: but who would not 2 hundred times prefer
to be afraid, when one at the same time admires,
than to be immune from fear, at the cost of being
perpetually obsessed with the loathsome spectacle
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of the distorted, the dwarfed, the stunted, the en-
venomed? And is that not our fate? What pro-
duces today our repulsion towards “man”?—for
we suffer from “man,” there is no doubt about it.
It is not fear; it is rather that we have nothing
more to fear from men,; it is that the worm “man”
is in the foreground and pullulates; it is that the
“tame man,” the wretched mediocre and unedify-
ing creature, has learnt to consider himself a goal
and a pinnacle, an inner meaning, an historic
principle, a “higher man”; yes, it is that he has a
certain right so to consider himself, in so far as he
feels that in contrast to that excess of deformity,
disease, exhaustion, and effeteness whose odour is
beginning to pollute present-day Europe, he at
any rate has achieved a relative success, he at any
rate still says “yes” to life.

Goodness and the Will to Power

What is good?—All that enhances the feeling of
power, the Will to Power, and the power itself in
man. What is bad?>—All that proceeds from weak-
ness. What is happiness?—The feeling that power
is increasing—that resistance has been overcome.

Not contentment, but more power; not peace at
any price but war; not virtue, but competence
(virtue in the Renaissance sense, virtu, free from
all moralistic acid). The first principle of our hu-
manism: The weak and the failures shall perish.
They ought even to be helped to perish.

What is more harmful than any vice>—Practi-
cal sympathy and pity for all the failures and all
the weak: Christianity.

Christianity is the religion of pity. Pity opposes
the noble passions which heighten our vitality. It
has a depressing effect, depriving us of strength.
As we multiply the instances of pity we gradually -
lose our strength of nobility. Pity makes suffering
contagious and under certain conditions it may
cause a total loss of life and vitality out of all pro-
portion to the magnitude of the cause. . . . Pity
is the practice of nihilism.
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