Second essay: ‘Guilt’, ‘bad conscience’ and
related matters

I

To breed an animal which is able to make promises — is that not
precisely the paradoxical task which nature has set herse regard
,to humankind? is it not the real problem ¢f humankind?. . . The fact
that this problem has been solved to a large degree must seem all
the more surprising to the person who can fully appreciate the oppos-
ing force, forgetfulness. Forgetfulness is not just a vis inertiae, as super-
ficial people believe, but is rather an active ability to suppress, positive
in the strongest sense of the word, to which we owe the fact that
what we simply live through, experience, take in, no more enters our
consciousness during digestion (one could call it spiritual ingestion)
than does the thousand-fold process which takes place with our phys-
ical consumption of food, our so-called ingestion. To shut the doors
and windows of consciousness for a while; not to be bothered by the
noise and battle with which our underworld of serviceable organs
work with and against each other; a little peace, a little tabula rasa of
consciousness to make room for something new, above all for the
nobler functions and functionaries, for ruling, predicting, predeter-
mining (our organism runs along oligarchic lines, you see) - that, as
I said is the benefit of active forgetfulness, like a doorkeeper or

hope, pride, immediacy, without forgetfulness. The person in whom
this apparatus of suppression is damaged; so that it stops working,
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can be compared (and not just compared ) to a dyspeptic; he cannot
‘cope’ with anything ... And precisely this necessarily forgetful
animal, in whom forgetting is a strength, representing a form of robust
health has bred for himself a counter- devu:e, memory, with the help

mehere a promise is to be made: consequently, it is by
no means merely a passive inability to be rid of an impression once
it has made its impact, nor is it just md:W y giving your
word on some occasion and finding you cannot cope, instead it is an
active desire not to let go, a desire to keep on desiring what has been,
on some occasion, desired, really it is the will's memory: so that a
world of strange new things, cir arcumstances and even acts of will may
be placed quite safely in between the ong'mal ‘I will’, ‘I shall do’ and
the actual discharge of the will, its acr, without breaking this long
chain of the will. But what a lot of preconditions there are for this!
In order to have d that degree of control over the the future, man must

L e

means, in all, to be able to calculaie, compute = and before hiecan do
this, man himself will will really have to become reﬁaE}é, regiilar, aammatzc

[notwendig), even_in his own _self-im unage, so o that he, as someone

making 2 promise is, is “answerable for his own fufiire!
e,

e i

2

That is precisely what constitutes the long history of the origins of
responsibility. That particular task of breeding an animal which has
the right to make a promise includes, as we have already understood,
as_precondition and preparation, the more immediate task of hrst
makmg man to a certain degree undeviating [nofwendig], umiorm,

PEET_amongst_pecis, o fderly and consequently predic

immense amount of [abour involved in what I have called the morahty
of custom’ [see Daybreak, 1, 9; 14; 16]*, the actual labour of man on
himself during the longest epoch of the human race, his whole labour
before history, is explained and justified on a grand scale, in spite of
the hardness, tyranny, stupidity and idiocy it also contained, by this

* See below, supplementary material, pp. 142-6.
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fact: with the help of the morality of custom and the social straitjacket,
man was made truly predictable. Let us place oursélves, on the other
hand, at the end of this immense process where the tree actually
bears fruit, where so::lety and its morality of custom finally reveal what

the}r were sunply l‘ke means to: we then ﬁnd the swemgrz md:mdual as

we find 2 man with his own, independent, durab]e will, who has the
night to make a promise — and has a proud consciousneéss quivering in
évery muscle of @hat he has finally achieved and incorporated, an
actual awareniess of power and freedom, a feeling that man in general
has reached completion. This man Who is now free and who really
does have the right to take a promise, this master of the Sree will,
this sovereign — how could he remain ignorant of his superiority over
everybody who does not have the right to make a promise or answer
for himself, how much trust, fear and respect he arouses — he ‘merits’
all three — and how could he, with his self-mastery, not realise that
he has necessarily been given mastery over circumstances, over nature
and over all creatures with a less durable and reliable will? The ‘free’
man, the possessor of a durable, unbreakable will, thus has his own
standard of value: in the possession of such a will: viewing others
from his own standpoint, he respects or despises; and just as he will
necessarily respect his peers, the strong and the reliable (those with
the right to give their word), — that is everyone who makes promises
like a sovereign, ponderously, seldom, slowly, and is sparing with his
trust, who confers an honour when he places his trust, who gives his
word as something which can be relied on, because he is strong
enough to remain upright in the face of mishap or even ‘in the face
of fate’ —: so he will necessarily be ready to kick the febrile whippets
who make a promise when they have no right to do so, and will save
the rod for the liar who breaks his word in the very moment it passes
his lips.- The d = tion of the extraordinary privilege of
responsibility, the awareness of this rare freedom and power over him-
ﬂmﬁﬂ;;muned him to the depths and become
an instinct, his dominant instinct: — what will he call his dominant
instinct, assurmng “that he needs a word for it? No doubt about the

answer; vereign man calls it his conscience .
R v YOS O
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3

His conscience?. . . We can presume, in advance, that the concept
‘conscience’, which we meet here in its highest, almost disconcerting
form, already has a long history and metamorphosis behind it. To be
answerable for oneself, and proudly, too, and therefore to have e the
right to say ‘yes’ to oneself - is, as I said, a ripe fruit, but also a late
fruit: — how long must this fruit have hung, bitter and sour, on the
tree! And for even longer there was nothing to see of this fruit, —
nobody would have had the right to promise it would be there,
although it is certain that everything about the tree was ready and
growing towards it! — ‘How do you give a memory to_the animal,
man? How do you impress something upon this partly dull, dull, partly
idiotic, inattentive mind, this personification of forgetfulness, so that
it will stick?” . . . This age-old question was ot resolved with genfle
solutions and methods, as can be imagined; perhaps there is nothing
more terrible and strange in man’s pre-history than his technigue of
mnemonics. ‘A thing must be burnt in so that it stays in the memory:
only something which continues # hurt stays in the memory’ — that
is a proposition from the oldest (and unfortunately the Tongest-lived)
psychology on earth. You almost want to add that wherever on earth
you still find ceremonial, solemnity, mystery, gloomy shades in the
lives of men and peoples, something of the dread with which every-
one, everywhere, used to make promises, give pledges and com-
mendation, is still working: the past, the most prolonged, deepest,
hardest past, breathes on us and rises up in us when we become
‘solemn’. When man decided he had to make a memory for himself,
it never happened without blood, torments and sacrifices: the most
horrifying sacrifices and forfeits (the sacrifice of the first born betorgs
here), the most disgusting mutilations (for example, castrauoﬁ}" the
cruellest rituals o! religious cults (and all rehglons are, at “their

most fundamental, systems of cruelty) - all this has its onigin in that
pmﬁsfﬁrﬁa'—whlch discovered that pain was the most powerful
aid to mnemonics. The whole of asceticism belongs here as well: a
few ideas have to be made ineradicable, ubiquitous, unforgettable,
‘fixed’, in order to hypnotize t the whole nervous a and intellectual

tem through these ﬁxed ldeas - aqd asccuc proccdures anﬂfe-
styles are a method of frecmg those ideas s from c competmon with all
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other ideas, of making them ‘unforgettable’. The worse man’s
memory has been, the more dreadful his customs have appeared; in
particular, the harshness of the penal law gives a measure of l';ow
ml_.l_cl_.l_'t_rgilzl_e_ii had in conquering forgetfulness, and ;r;;é}zu'ng a few
primitive requirements of social life in the minds of these slaves of
the mood and desire of the moment. We Germans certainly do not
regard ourselves as a particularly cruel or hard-hearted people, still
less as particularly irresponsible and happy-go-lucky; but you’onl
have t-o look at our old penal code in order to see how difficult it wai
on ltl'us earth to breed a ‘nation of thinkers’ (by which I mean: the
nation ‘in Europe which still contains the maximum of reliability
solemnity, tastelessness and sobriety, qualities which give it the righ;
to breed all sorts of European mandarin). These Germans made a
memory 'for themselves with dreadful methods, in order to master
thleu' basic plebeian instincts and the brutal crudeness of the same:
think of old ('._?erman punishments such as stoning (- even the legen&
drops the millstone on the guilty person’s head), breaking on the
wheel (a ur'u'que invention and speciality of German genius in the
lf;ield of pur:;shmen.tl), impa}ing, ripping apart and trampling to death
y horses (‘quartering’), boiling of the criminal in oil or wine (still in
thtf fc:urteeqﬂl and fifteenth centuries), the popular flaying (‘cuttin,
strips’), cutting out flesh from the breast; and, of course coating thg
wrong-doer with honey and leaving him to the flies in tl;e scorchin
sun. With the aid of such images and procedures, man was evenl‘uallg
a'lllgwtgtrgtain five or six ‘I-don’t-warit-to’s” in his THémory, in éaﬁ?lecf
tion_with which a promise had been made, in order ..“l)... enjoy the
advantages of society — and there you arel With the aid of this sort
of memory, pgg,glg. finally came to ‘reason’T— Ah, reason, solemnity.
mastenr{g' of emotions, this really dismé'f?hing called reflection al;
these privileges and splendours man has: what a price had to be ;;aid

fi ! ies at the basis of all ‘goo
r}r:lrntghsf:rrn 'how » much blood and horror lies at the basis of all ‘good

—_————

4

F I‘-Iow, then, 'did that other ‘dismal thing’, the consciousness of guilt
bad conscience’, come into the world? — nd with this we rerun;
10'31.?1‘ gen:ealogsts of morality. I'll say it again - or maybe I haven’t
said it yet? — they are no good. No more than five spans of their own,
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merely ‘modern’ experience; no knowledge and no will to know the
past; still less an instifict for history, a ‘second sight’ which is so
necessary at this point — and yet they go in for the history of morality:
of course, this must logically end in results which have a more than
brittle relationship to the truth. Have these genealogists of morality
up tcme for example, the main moral
concept ‘Schuld’ (‘guilt’) descends from the very material concept of
Schulden” (debts’)? Or that punishment, as refribution, evolved quite
independently of any assumption about freedom or lack of freedom
of the will? — and this to the point where a high degree of humaniza-
tion had first to be achieved, so that the animal ‘man’ could begin to
differentiate between those much more primitive nuances ‘inten-
tional’, ‘negligent’, ‘accidental’, ‘of sound mind’ and their opposites,
and take them into account when dealing out punishment. That ines-
capable thought, which is now so cheap and apparently natural, and
which has had to serve as an explanation of how the sense of justice
came about at all on earth, ‘the criminal deserves to be punished
because he could have acted otherwise’, is actually an extremely late
and refined form of human judgment and inference; whoever thinks
it dates back to the beginning is laying his coarse hands on the psy-
chology of primitive man in the wrong way. Throughout most of
human history, punishment has not been meted out because the mis-
creant was held responsible for his act, therefore it was not assumed
that the guilty party alone should be punished: — but rather, as parents
still punish their children, it was out of anger over some wrong which
had been suffered, directed at the perpetrator, — but this anger was
held in check and modified by the idea that every injury has its
equivalent which can be paid in compensation, if only through the
pain of the person who injures. And where did this primeval, deeply-
rooted and perhaps now ineradicable idea gain its power, this idea
of an equivalence between injury and pain? I have already let it out:
in the contractual relationship between creditor and debtor, which is
as old as the very conception of a ‘legal subject’ and itself refers back
to the basic forms of buying, selling, bartering, trade and trafhc.

Y

5

To be sure, thinking about these contractual relationships, as can
be expected from what has gone before, arouses all kinds of suspicion
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and hostility towards the primitive men who created them or permit-
ted them. Precisely here, promises are made; precisely here, the person
making the promise has to have a memory made for him: precisely
here, we can guess, is a repository of hard, cruel, painful things. The
debtor, in order to inspire confidence that the promise of repayment
will be honoured, in order to give a guarantee of the solemnity and
sanctity of his promise, and in order to etch the duty and obligation
of repayment into his conscience, pawns something to the creditor
by means of the contract in case he does not pay, something which
he still ‘possesses’ and controls, for example, his body, or his wife,
or his freedom, or his life (or, in certain religious circumstances, even
his after-life, the salvation of his soul, finally, even his peace in the
grave: as in Egypt, where the corpse of a debtor found no peace from’
the creditor even in the grave — and this peace meant a lot precisely
to the Egyptians). But in particular, the creditor could inflict all kinds
of dishonour and torture on the body of the debtor, for example,
cutting as much flesh off as seemed appropriate for the debt: — from
this standpoint there were everywhere, early on, estimates which went
into horrifyingly minute and fastidious detail, legally drawn up estim-
ates for individual limbs and parts of the body. I regard it as definite
progress and proof of a freer, more open-handed calculation, of 4
more Roman pricing of justice, when Rome’s code of the Twelve
Tables decreed that it did not matter how much or how little a
creditor cut off in such a circumstance, ‘si plus minusve secuerunt, ne
Jraude esto’ ** Let’s be quite clear about the logic of this whole matter
of compensation: it is strange enough. The equivalence is provided
by the fact that instead of an advantage directly making up for the

wrong (so, instead of compensation in money, land or possessions of

any kind), a sort of pleasiire 1s given to the creditor as repayment and

which is prized all the higher, the lower and baser the position of
the creditor in the social scale, and which can easily seem a delicious

* “If they have cut off more or less, let that not be considered a crime.” This is from
the Third Table, section 6. Modern editions read a slightly different text here with
‘se’ (= sine) for ‘ne’: ‘If they have cut off more or less, let it be honestly done.’

Y P. Mérimée, Lettres ¢ une inconnue (Paris, 1874), 1. 8: “To do evil for the pleasure of
doing it’.

44

titbit to him, even a foretaste of higher rank. Through punishm.ent
of the debtor, the creditor takes part in the n‘jgiffs of the mmrm.' at
last he, too, shares the elevated feeling of despising and msltreatmgf
someone as an ‘inferior’ — or at least, when the actual power o
punishment, of exacting punishment, is already transferred to the
‘authorities’, of seeing the debtor despised and maltreatec.l. So, then,
compensation is made up of a warrant for and entitlement to

cruelty. -

6

In this sphere of legal obligations then, we ‘ﬁnd t{ne b:;e?dmg—
ground of the moral conceptual world of ‘guilt’, “conscience’, duty’,
‘sacred duty’, — all began with a thorough and prolonged blood-
letting, like the beginning of all great thin:gs on earth. A.nd may w?
not add that this world has really never quite lost a ce_rtan-} odour.n
blood and torture? (not even with old Kant: the categorical imperative
smells of cruelty . ..) In the same way, it was.here tha"t tl?e un:i:an.t;y
and perhaps inextricable link-up between the x_deas of ‘guilt and suf-
fering’ was first crocheted together. I ask again: to what extent f;l
suffering be a compensation for ‘debts’? To the degree that to make
someone suffer is pleasure in its highest ‘ijgrm, and to i]l_fﬁf{%gft?ﬁ
that_the injured party received an_extraordinary_counter-pleasure in

exchange for the injury and distress caused by the injury: to_make
someone suffer, — a true feast, something which, asTme.:nuone'd., roser
in price the more it contrasted with the rank and social position 0
the creditor. I say all this in speculation: becav'ase such subt?rra.nea:
things are difficult to fathom out, besides being emba:rrassmg: a}:;s
anyone who clumsily tries to interject'th.e concept revengle ot
merely obscured and darkened his own insight, rather Tha‘n‘ }(17 ari

it (- revenge itself just leads us back to the same problem: ﬂ(:w (r:;n
it be gratifying to make someone suffer?’). It seems to me that the
delicacy and even more the tartuffery of tame house-pets (m'f:;ng
modern man, meaning us) revolts against a tru.ly f_orceﬁ:l realization
of the degree to which cruelty is part of the festive joy of the ancutants
and, indeed, is an ingredient in nearly every plea'sure they have; ;m
the other hand, how naively and innocept'ly their need .for‘ cruelty
appears, and how fundamental is that ‘disinterested mahf:c (or, tox
use Spinoza’s words, the sympathia malevolens) they assume is a norma
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human attribute —: making it something to which conscience says &
hearty ‘yes’! A more piercing eye would perhaps be able to detect.
even now, plenty of these most primitive and basic festive joys of
man; in Beyond Good and Evil, V11, section 229* (earlier in Daybreak,
I, sections 18, 77, 113)* I pointed a wary finger at the ever-growing
intellectualization and ‘deification’ of cruelty, which runs though the
whole history of higher culture (and indeed, constitutes it in an
important sense). At all events, not so long ago it was unthinkable to
hold 2 royal wedding or full-scale festival for the people without
executions, tortures or perhaps an auto-da-fé, similarly, no noble
household was without creatures on whom people could discharge
their malice and cruel taunts with impunity - think of Don Quixote,
for example, at the court of the Duchess:® today we read the whole
of Don Quixote with a bitter taste in the mouth, it is almost an ordeal,
which would make us seem very strange and incomprehensible to the
author and his contemporaries, — they read it with a clear conscience
as the funniest of books, it made them nearly laugh themselves to
death). To see somebody suffer is nice, to make somebody suffer
even nicer — that is a hard proposition, but an ancient, powerful,
‘human-all-too-human proposition to which, by the way, even the
apes might subscribe: as people say, in thinking up bizarre cruelties
they anticipate and, as itmfvh_é__;-_e, act out a ‘demonstration” of what man
will do. No cruelty, no feast: that is what the oldest and longest period
in human history teaches us ~ and punishment, too, has such very
strong festive aspects! —

7

- By the way, these ideas certainly don’t make me wish to help
provide our pessimists with new grist for their discordant and
creaking mills of disgust with life; on the contrary, | expressly want
to place on record that at the time when mankind felt no shame
towards its cruelty, Tife on earth was more cheerful than Tt 1S Toda .

s its
with its pessimists. The heavens darkened over man ifi JiFect propor-
tion to the increase in his feeling shame ar being man. The tired,

* See below, Supplementary material, pp. 163-5.
** See below, Supplementary material, Pp- 146-8, pp. 149-51, pp. 152—4.
* Deon Quixote, Book 1, chs 31-7.
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pessimistic outlook, mistrust of life’s riddle, the icy ‘no’ of nausea at
life — these are not signs of the wickedest epoch of the human race:
on the contrary, they come to light as the bog-[flams they are oply
in their natural habitat, the bog, — I mean the su:]:l‘y' mollycoddling
and sermonizing, by means of which the animal ‘man 1s_ﬁnally ‘taughf
to be ashamed of all his instincts. On the way to becormng an ‘angel
(not to use a stronger word here), man has upset his stoma’ch and
developed a furry tongue so that he finds not qnly d?at Fhe joy and
innocence of animals is disgusting, but that life itself |s distasteful: -
so that every now and again, he is so repelled by huns.elf that .he
holds his nose and disapprovingly recites a catalog}le of his offensive
features, with Pope Innocent the Third (‘conception in flth, loat!l-
some method of feeding in the womb, sinfulness of the raw mate’n;l
of man, terrible stench, secretion of saliva, urine and excrement’).

Now, when suffering is always the first of the arguments marshalled

Pt BALL : e
against life, as its most questionable feature, it is salutary to remember

the times when people made_ the opposite assessment, because th:?y
could not do without making people suffer and saw first-rate magic
in it, a veritable seductive lure o life. Perhaps pain — l say this tc-i
comfort the squeamish — did not hurt as much d?en‘ as it does now;
at least, a doctor would be justified in assuming this, if he had tres’ited
a Negro (taken as a representative for primeval man) for serious
internal inflammations which would drive the European with the

stoutest constitution to distraction; — they do not do that to Negroes.

. (Human capacity for pain actually does seem to sink dramatically and

almost precipitously beyond the first ten thousand or ten rm]hoP of
the cultural élite; and for myself, 1 do not doubt r.!lat in compan§on
with one night of pain endured by a single, hystencal' blue stocking,
the total suffering of all the animals who have been interrogated by
the knife in scientific research is as nothing.) Perhaps I can even be
allowed to admit the possibility that pleasure in cruelty does not reall.y
need to have died out: perhaps, just as pain tod.ay hurts more, it
needed, in this connection, some kind of sublimation and subtiliza-

U This i i ther Nietzsche’s own summary of the topics discussed
;hgclsﬁ::tlf:wqt::gi::ns.:; lt):amisers‘a humanae candil_imis (a!so known as I;e c::nregxphg
mundi and by various other titles), This short treatise, written in 111'1 95 ye ,a::mebr
Lotario dei Segni (who in 1198 acceded to the Papa_cy as l_nnocent _} was e
popular in the late Middle Ages, sizable chunks ?f it turning up, go'r ;;stf}nce,
Canterbury Tales (particularly in the Man of Law’s ‘Prologue’ an &),
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tion, it had to be transformed into the imaginative and spiritual, anc
adorned with such inoffensive names that they do not arouse the
suspicion of even the most delicate hypocritical conscience (‘tragic
pity’ is one such name, another is “/es nostalgies de la croix’). What
actually arouses indignation over suffering is not the suffering itself,
but the senselessness of suffering: but neither for the Christian, who
saw in suffering a whole, hidden machinery of salvation, nor for naive
man in ancient times, who saw all suffering in relation to spectators
or to instigators of suffering, was there any such senseless suffering.
In order to rid the world of concealed, undiscovered, unseen suf-
fering and deny it in all honesty, people were then practically obliged
to invent Gods and intermediate beings at every level, in short, some-
thing which also roamed round in obscurity, which could see in the
dark and which would not miss out on an interesting spectacle of
pain so easily. With the aid of such inventions, life then played the
trick which it has always known how to play, of justifying itself, justify-
ing its ‘evil’; nowadays it might need rather different inventions to
help it (for example, life as a riddle, life as a problem of knowledge).
‘Al evil is justified if a god takes pleasure in it’; so ran the primitive
logic of feeling — and was this logic really restricted to primitive times?
The gods viewed as the friends of cruel spectacles — how deeply
this primeval concept still penetrates into our European civilization!
Maybe we should consult Calvin and Luther on the matter. At all
events, the Greeks could certainly think of offering their gods no more
acceptable a side-dish to their happiness than the joys of cruelty. So
how do you think Homer made his gods look down on the fortunes
of men? What final, fundamental meaning did the Trojan War and
similar tragic atrocities have? We can be in no doubt: they were
intended to be festivals for the gods: and, to the extent that the poet
has a more ‘god-like’ nature in these matters, probably festivals for
the poets, too. . .. It was no different when later Greek moral philo-
sophers thought that the eyes of God still looked down on moral
struggles, on the heroism and self-inflicted torture of the virtuous:
the ‘Heracles of duty’ was on stage and knew it; unwitnessed virtue
was something inconceivable for this nation of actors, Might it pot
be the case that that extremely foolhardy and fateful philosophical
invention, first devised for Europe, of the ‘free will’, of man’s absolute
freedom [Spontaneitir] to do good or evil, was chiefly thought up to
justify the idea that the interest of the gods in man, in man’s virtue,
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could never be exhausted? On the stage of this earth thefe “'rould nevt:r
be any lack of real novelty, real unheard-of suspense, 1F1u'11.gues, cau[;
strophes: a world planned on completely deter-{mmsnc tl1:1&:5 wos 9
have been predictable and therefore soon bonng. for the god t, -
sufficient reason for these friends of the gods, thef phﬂor;ophersl,) ng 5
impute a deterministic world of that sort to ‘thelr gods! Etrcry 0 1: in
antiquity is full of tender consideration for. the spectator .lﬂeqp =
antiquity form an essentally public, essentially visible world, m;n 1:1

able of conceiving of happiness without spectacles and feasts.l- . h
as already stated, severe punishment, 100, has very strong festive fea

tures!. . .

8

The feeling of guilt, of personal obligation, to pursue our ﬁtr_ai':q.of
inquiry again, originated, as we saw, in the oldest and most primitive
personal relationship there is, in the relationship of buyer and seller,

e

creditor and debtor: Rere person met person for ﬂ??ﬁrst t1n'1e,‘§”nd
measured himself person against person. No fom! of civilization l-msf
been discovered which is so low that it did not display something o

this relationship. Fixing prices, setting values, working out equ1;a;
lents, exchanging — this preoccupied man’s first thoughts to .51.1-1.:ﬁ‘r‘3
degree that in a certain sense it constitutes thought: the most ptrl::mﬁrst
kind of cunning was bred here, as was also, preSt‘lm.ably, eOther
appearance of human pride, man’s sense of supenomymo_ver .
animals. Perhaps our word ‘man’ (manas) expresses something 0!

i values, who values and measures, as’:@{*c%l"cg-
llla:‘:'mg s me::u:;zh’. Buying and selling, with ﬂﬁﬁsyclﬁlbglca}'
‘&;ppings, are older even than the beginnings of anzh so;ajal fzﬁ ;::-
organization or association: it is much more 'the case that the gnsaﬁon
ating sensation of barter, contract, debt,.nght, duty, '::cm:fq::l -
was simply transferred from the most rudimentary form f)l ;i - %:1
rights of persons to the most crude and elelmentary so'cmru .
their relations with similar units), together with the: habll:r o c&mp
ing power with power, of measuring, of calculat?ng. ow d(::m ef,:
was focused in this direction in any .casei and with t.h;m pon iy
consistency characteristic of the ancwntsl way of thm g W " y
though difficult to get started, never deviated once it was moving,
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man soon arrived at the great generalization, ‘Every thing has its
price: everything can be compensated for’ — the oldest, most naive
canon of morals relating to Justice, the beginning of all ‘good natur-
edness’, ‘equity’, all ‘good will’, all ‘objectivity’ on earth. Justice at
this first level is the good will, between those who are roughly equal,
to come to terms with each other, to ‘come to an understanding’
again by means of a settlement - and, in connection with those who

are less powerful, to Jorce them to reach a settement amongst
themselves. —

9

Still measuring with the standard of pre-history (a pre-history
which, by the way, exists at all times or could possibly re-occur): the
community has the same basic relationship to its members as the
creditor to the debtor. You live in a 56ﬁﬁmﬂt}:}gﬁaﬁmeneﬁts
of a community (oh, what benefts! sometimes we underestimate them
today), you live 2 sheltered, protected life in peace and trust, without
any worry of suffering certain kinds of harm and hostility to which
the man outside, the ‘man without peace’, is exposed — a German

understands what ‘misery’, élend,>* originally means —, you make
. - - - e b
pledges and take on obligations to the community with just that harm

and hostlity in mind. What happens if yom"'l'h—e—Cmeunity,
the cheated creditor, will make you pay up as best it can, you can be
sure of that. The immediate damage done by the offender is what
we are talking about least: quite apart from this, the lawbreaker is a
‘breaker’, somebody who has broken his contract and his word o the
whole, in connection with all the valued features and amenities of
communal life which he has shared up till now. The lawbreaker is a
debtor who not only fails to repay the benefits and advances granted
to him, but also actually assaults the creditor: so, from now on, as is
fair, he is not only deprived of all these valued benefits, — he is now
also reminded how important these benefits are. The anger of the injured
creditor, the community, makes him return to the savage and out-
lawed state from which he was sheltered hitherto: he is cast out -
and now any kind of hostile act can be perpetrated on him. ‘Punish-
ment’ at this level of civilization is simply a copy, a mimus, of normal

* literally ‘other country’ i.e. banishment, exile.
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behaviour towards a hated, disarmed enemy who has been gﬁfeated.

and who has not only forfeited all rights and safeguarc:s,bbuttj ; g}eg
i d the victory celebratio

as well; in fact, the rules of war an : '

m‘m’s'”,in all their mercilessness and cruelty: — whlch‘ex;.)lmrfs 'the

fact L-hat war itself (including the warlike cult of the sa!anC}aI v:1ct|m)

has given us all forms in which punishment manifests itself in history.

10

As a community grows in power, it ceases to take the offence of
the individual quite so seriously, because these do not seem tt]r: bed:jl;
dangerous and destabilizing for the survival :f ?’m wh%)le .?‘5'_ £ asetyo l:t

i i ‘deprived of peace’ an 3

earlier: the wrongdoer is no longer o of pesce out
i i with the same

the general public vent their anger on him ‘

::::ll.( ?fnconzui‘:ﬁf*: i[;is'i'éﬁd the wrong-doer is carefully s!mldej by
lty from thi ially from that of the immediate

the community from this anger, especia o -

inj i tion. A compromise with the ange
injured party, and given protec £ ey
i i -doing; and therefo
those immediately affected by the wrong toa
i ff further or more wide
t to localize the matter and head o ’
:n:t::g participation and unrest; attempts to work out bequwalepts a.nd
sgttle the matter {compositio); above all, the will {der W:Hf], mamfe;?ng
itself ever more distinctly, to treat every offencle as being some mg
which can be paid off, so that, at least to a certain degr.ee', @e \\n:ongd
doer is isolated from his deed — these are t?le characteristics unpntnt; -
more and more clearly into penal law in its ﬁ-1rther de\re.lopn'nenl.kmr
the power and self-confidence of a comnumtlf grt:lws,r 1;sn§;1n1;ered
i i is weakened o ,
omes more lenient; if the former is w nda

:::sher forms of the latter will re-emerge. The ‘lcre[li'llitor alwtay?
i 1th increases; finally, the amount o
comes more humane as his wea . , the :
ﬁs wealth determines how much injury he can sustain without suf-

i i i imagi iety so_conscious of
fering from it. It is not impossible to imagine society s ool of
its power that it could allow itself the noblest lwxury available to it, ;

that of letting its malefactors go unpmfished. ‘Wln_lgpd]?l II (::;esa:l:;):;
my parasites’, it could say, ‘let l.hen:l live and ourish: e
enough for all that!’ . .. Justice, Whlc!'l beg:m by saying o
can be paid off, everything must be paid off , ends bylit:mmg -
eye and letting off those unable to pay, — it ends, like every go

5 “Woe to the vanquished’ (Livy v. 48).
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thing on earth, by sublimating itself. The self-sublimation of justice:
we know what 2 nice name it gives i o it remsing of G,
o . ¢ it gives itself — mercy; it remains, of course,
he prerogative of the most _powerful man, better still, his way of

e s, SR U y #__3_f_0

II

o iul:lt?c\: :: ;::;Tfatow mention ‘of recent attempts to seek the origin
s ere, — mlzmely in resse‘t'm'mmf. A word in the ear of
o i gists, .asm.xmmg they are inclined to study ressentiment
2 B oy p0 k. pees, ot i o 8
. : > rs like it always has done, in
::: :) ‘iliift°bl:ﬂ \lmth a different scent. And just as like alway:e;i:iz
e fmm, :;1 = tfonlle--as\_no surprise to find attempts coming once
ik e c%rc €s, as so'often before — see section 14 [Essay
s f&dmes]g;&ﬁmg; “;Jﬂrlth the ‘tjerml Justice — as though justice
‘ er development of the feeli
::::Jgrt::;:} wr(:mged — and belatedly to legitimize with reverfge::i(?f
s ;:tm m;:: ?'Se:liral. l:e anddall. ;he latter is something with
: with regard to the whole biologi
](:l\::;rel the valfw o_f these emotions has been uuderesﬁgjif:tlegr?lzligll
o {;Ct et\lr;:;: \gle'w 1t as an accomplishment. All I want to point out is
et is new nuance .nf scientific balance (which favours
- Spi,rit 3,resent.ment,- S‘I..lSplClOIE. rancune and revenge) stems from
e essentiment itself. This ‘scientific fairness’ immediately
oy hasefoo;e ;s;;z;tls of] ;f deadly anir;msity and prejudice the
i a different set of emotions, which, to m
ﬂn:z:t:,f :rr: :rfe n:::lflayg;]e:tz; Z):Olr;lg'ic:I s\}rlalu:: than those of rcacti’on ang
. s which should be valued, hi:
:I::dsmz:ce: 'namely the ar:'tual active emotions such as’ lusgthfl'zrv;:;l\::;
® P}]:ﬂoss:s:u-ms an:lu the like. (E Diihring, The Value of Life. A Course
e i{ﬁ,ac—n]; y, all of 1.1:.) So much for my general objections
sk ? Ptfconcel:mng Diihring’s specific proposition that
e } :C :e is found in the territory of reactive sentiment, for
e tzlracy we must Emceremoniously replace this with
i position: the' last territory to be conquered by the spirit
ofjustice is that of reactive sentiment! If it actually happens that th
Just man remains just even towards someone who has wronged hi "
(and not just cold, moderafé; Térmiote and indiferéat to bimf?;
S il
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always a positive attitude), if the just and judging eye, gazing with a
[offy, clear objectivity both penctrating and merciful, is not dimmed
éven in the face of personal injury, of scorn and suspicion, well, that
is a_piece of perfection, the highest form of mastery to be had on
earth, — and even something which we would be wise not to expect
and should certainly find difficult to believe. Certainly, on average,
even a small dose of aggression, malice or insinuation is enough to

make the most upright man see red and drive moderation out of his
sight. The active, aggressive, over-reaching man is still a_hundred

paces nearer o justice then the man who reacts; he simply does not
need to placé a false and prejudiced interpretation on the object of
his attention, like the man who reacts does, has to do. In fact, this
explains why the aggressive person, as the stronger, more courageous,
nobler man, has always had a clearer eye, a better conscience on his
side: on the other hand it is easy to guess who has the invention of
“bad conscience’ on his conscience, — the man of ressentiment! Finally,
just cast your eye around in history: in what sphere, up till now, has
the whole treatment of justice, and the actual need for justice,
resided? With men who react, perhaps? Not in the least: but with the
_active, the strong, the spontaneous and the aggressive. Historically
speaking, justice on earth represents — T say this to the afinoyance
of the above-mentioned agitator (who himself once confessed: “The
doctrine of revenge has woven its way though all my work and activit-
ies as the red thread of justice’)** — the battle, then, against reactive
sentiment, the war waged against the same on the part of active and
aggressive forces, which have partly expended their strength in trying
to put a stop to the spread of reactive pathos, to keep it in check
and within bounds, and to force some kind of compromise with it.
Everywhere that justice is practised and maintained, the stronger
power can be seen looking for means of putting an end to the sense-
less ravages of ressentiment amongst those inferior to it (whether
groups or individuals), partly by lifting the object of ressentiment out
of the hands of revenge, partly by substituting, for revenge, struggle
against the enemies of peace and order, partly by working out com-
pensation, suggesting, sometimes enforcing it, and partly by promot-
ing certain equivalences for wrongs into a norm which ressentiment,
from now on, has to take into account. The most decisive thing,

¢ E. Diihring, Sache, Leben, und Feinde (Karlsruhe, Leipzig 1882), p. 293.
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however, that the higher authorities can invent and enforce against
the'even stronger power of hostile and spiteful feelings — and the
do it as soon as they are strong enough — is the setting up of a / ?
syst:em, the imperative declaration of what counts as per'mjssil:th::g"3
their eyes, as just, and what counts as forbidden unjust: once tl':rl
lcga! co_d'e is in place, by treating offence and arbitr:ary actic;ns again (:
the fndmdl.lal Or groups as a crime, as violation of the law. as ii:,lurs-
rection against the higher authorities themselves, they dist;act atten-
ttjlttm from I.:he damage done by such violations, and ultimately achieve
¢ opposite of what revenge sets out to do, which just sees and
regards as val.id the injured party’s point of view —: from thena::n
the. €ye 1s trained for an evermore impersonal interpretation of th
acuon, even the eye of the injured party (although, as stated th'c
happens last). - Therefore ‘just’ and ‘unjust’ on.ly, start fron; thIs
tl:noment when a legal system is set up (and not, as Dithring sayse
‘;i)lm tl,w moment whe'n the injury is done.) To talk of ‘just’ anc;
Just’ as such is meaningless, an act of injury, violence, exploitation

::.r}d! eftrucu.or.l ca}nnot be ‘un'[qit:_ as such, because life functions esser-
faliy in an injurious, wg_l_e_:_r_g,_ Exploitative and desﬁ&?gﬁﬁﬁr or
s o phi L)

a::'lg'l;: these are its fundamental processes and it cannot be thought
;_El\:.: ! :rl;;ut:efﬁ cha;lracter_?g_c:sﬁ._ We pave faviﬂﬁmé%_ﬁven
g ]Ega.li at viewed from the h_lghest biological point of view,
s ality can never be anything but exceptional states, since
y are partial restrictions of the true will of life, which is bent upo
power, and are subordinate to its ultimate goal as a single m . ﬂ
namelly, as a means of creating bigger units of power, A sys%em oj‘allal:;
;t;;(t:ebwed as sov.ereig'n and general, not as a means for use in the
. ra(:it::fi-?k unrl)tsh of pc:wer but as‘ a means against fighting in gen-
,-ega,.-d the ih wr:l;lg s f:ommumsu:_: slogan that every will should
g azﬂo er as l'tS equal, this would be a principle hostile
S Mt to assassinate the future of man, a sign of fati
and a secret path to nothingness. — L o

12

Now another word on the origin and purpose of punishment — two

problems which are separate, or ought to be: unfortunately people usu-

ally throw them together. How have the moral genealogists reacted so

far in this matter? Naively, as is their wont —: they highlight some ‘pur-
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pose’ in punishment, for example, revenge or deterrence, then inno-
cently place the purpose at the start, as causa fiendi of punishment, and -
have finished. But ‘purpose in law’ is the last thing we should apply to
the history of the emergence of law: on the contrary, there is no more
important proposition for all kinds of historical research than that
which we arrive at only with great effort but which we really should
reach, — namely that the origin of the emergence of a thing and its ulti-
mate usefulness, its practical application and incorporation into a
system of ends, are toto coelo separate; that anything in existence, having
somehow come about, is cominua]ﬁ i_nterB[eted anew, requisidoﬂéd
anew, transformed and redirected to a new purpose by a power superior
to it; that everything that occurs in the organic Waﬁa_bﬁiﬁi:it_sﬁg@gr-
powering, dominating, and iii tReif WFf,, Gverpowering and dominating
consist of re-interpretation, adjustment, in the process of which their
former ‘meaning’ [Sinn) and LWO%Tﬁgg r@éé's‘é;ﬁ’ffbe obscured or
completely obliterated. No matter how perfectly you have understood
the wusefulness of any physiological organ (or legal institution, social
custom, political usage, art form or religious rite) you have not yet
thereby grasped how it emerged: uncomfortable and unpleasant as this
may sound to more elderly ears, — for people down the ages have
believed that the obvious purpose of a thing, its utility, form and shape
are its reason for existence, the eye is made to see, the hand to grasp.
So people think punishment has evolved for the purpose of punishing.
But every purpose and use is just a sign that the will to power has
achieved mastery over something less powerful, and has impressed
upon it its own idea [Sinn] of a use function; and the whole history of
a ‘thing’, an organ, a tradition can to this extent be a continuous chain
of signs, continually revealing new interpretations and adaptations, the
causes of which need not be connected even amongst themselves, but

) o e A

rather sometimes just follow and replace one another at random. The
‘development’ of a thing, a tradition, an organ is therefore certainly not
its progressus towards a goal, still less is it a logical progressus, taking the
shortest route with least expenditure of energy and cost, — instead it is
a succession of more or less profound, more or less mutually independ-
ent processes of subjugation exacted on the thing, added to this the
resistances encountered every time, the attempted transformations for
the purpose of defence and reaction, and the results, too, of successful
countermeasures. The form is fluid, the ‘meaning’ [Sinn] even more so
... It is no different inside any individual organism: every time the

55



Friedrich Nietzsche

On the Genealogy of Morality

whole grows appreciably, the ‘meaning’ [Sinn] of the individual organs
shifts, — sometimes the partial destruction of organs, the reduction in
their number (for example, by the destruction of intermediary parts)
can be a sign of increasing vigour and perfection. To speak plainly: even
the partial reduction in usefulness, decay and degeneration, loss of mean-
ing [Sinn] and functional purpose, in short death, make up the condi-
tions of true progressus: always appearing, as it does, in the form of the
will and way to greater power and always emerging victorious at the cost
of countless smaller forces. The amount of ‘progress’ can actually be
measured according to how much has had to be sacrificed to it; man’s
sacrifice en bloc to the prosperity of one single stronger species of man —
that would be progress . . . -1 lay stress on this major point of historical
method, especially as it runs counter to just that prevailing instinct and
fashion which would much rather come to terms with absolute ran-
domness, and even the mechanistic senselessness of all events, thar the
theory that a power-will is acted out in all that happens. The democratic
idiosyncracy of being against everything that domifiates and wants to
dominate, the modern misarchism (to coin a bad word for a bad thing)
has gradually shaped and dressed itself up as intellectual, mostintellec-
tual, so much so that it already, today, little by little penetrates the strict-
est, seemingly most objective sciences, and is allowed to do so; indeed,
I think it has already become master of the whole of physiology and
biology, to their detriment, naturally, by spiriting away their basic con-
cept, that of actual activity. On the other hand, the pressure of this
idiosyncracy forces ‘adaptation’ into the foreground, which is a second-
rate activity, just a reactivity, indeed life itself has been defined as an
increasingly efficient inner adaptation to external circumstances
(Herbert Spencer). But this is to misunderstand the essence of life, its
will to power, we overlook the prime importance which the spontaneous,
aggressive, expansive, re-interpreting, re-directing and formative
powers have, which ‘adaptation’ follows only when they have had their
effect; in the organism itself, the dominant role of these highest func-
tionaries, in whom the life-will is active and manifests itself, is denied.
One recalls what Huxley reproached Spencer with, ~ his ‘administrat-
ive nihilism’: but we are dealing with more than ‘administration’ . . .

I3

= To return to our topic, namely punishment, we have to distinguish
between two of its aspects: one is its relative permanence, a traditional
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usage, a fixed form of action, a ‘drama’, a cr.:min s.trict sequence odf
procedures, the other is its fluidity, its meaning [Sinn], purpose an:
expectation, which is linked to the carrying out of §uch proce(.iures.
And here, without further ado, I assume, per analogiam, according ;0
the major point of historical method just develloped, that the.proce -
ure itself will be something older, predating its use as punishment,
that the latter was only inserted and interpreted into the procet?ure
(which had existed for a long time though it was thought ot‘" mtha
different way), in short, that the matter is not 10 be understoo.d in the
way our naive moral and legal genealog?sts assumed up till now;-
who all thought the procedure had been invented for the pur[:losbc 0
punishment, just as people used to think that the hand ha elen
invented for the purpose of grasping. Wil.h- regard to the other e s;—
ment in punishment, the fluid one, its ‘meaning’, the concep.t ‘p;m -
ment’ presents, at a very late stage of culture (for exa‘mple,‘m u}'t)p&;
today), not just one meaning but a whole syfxthesm of ;nc;:;l:fs
[Sinnen): the history of punishment up to now in ane;;al: e ki;d r);
of its use for a variety of purposes, finally c1:ystalllzes in z'ifﬁcu] 0
unity which is difficult to dissolve back into its elements, di = :;1 to
analyse and, this has to be stressed, is absolutely undeﬁnabie'. }(l ; alyl'
it is impossible to say precisely why peoplel are actually punis ::1 c.lafy
concepts in which an entire process is seml'oucally concentrated ; t
definition; only something which has no hlstory‘ can’ be deﬁn: .) .
an earlier stage, however, the synthesis of ‘meanings appeared muc
easier to undo and shift; we can still make out how, in every smgle
case, the elements of the synthesis change valence and alter thedor el;
in which they occur so that now this, then that. elemen.t stands ou
and dominates, to the detriment of the others, indeed, in some cir-
cumstances one element (for example, the. purpcfse of d'eten?}l,w)
seems to overcome all the rest. To at least give ar’n impression of how
uncertain, belated and haphazard the ‘meaning of .pumshme;_t 113
and how one and the same procedure can be used, interprete a:l
adapted for fundamentally different proi?cts: you l}ave here a fo;m n;
which suggested itself to me on the basis of relauve!y restrlctle a :
random material. Punishment as a means of rendering harmless, ﬂ;)
preventing further harm. Punishment as payment of a deb;:o' ]:
creditor in any form (even one of emotional compensation). Punis ;
ment as a means of isolating a disturbance of balance, to preven

s Cf. Stendhal, De l'amour, chs nff.

57



Friedrich Nietzsche

further spread of the disturbance. Punishment as a means of inspiring
the fear of those who determine and execute punishment. Punish-
ment as a sort of counter-balance to the privileges which the criminal
has enjoyed up till now (for example, by using him as a slave in the
mines). Punishment as a rooting-out of degenerate elements
(sometimes a whole branch, as in Chinese law: whereby it becomes
a means of keeping the race pure or maintaining a social type). Pun-
ishment as a festival, in the form of violating and mocking an enemy,
once he is finally conquered. Punishment as an aide memoire, either
for the person suffering the punishment — so called ‘reform’, or for
those who see it carried out. Punishment as payment of a fee stipu-
lated by the power which protects the wrongdoer from the excesses
of revenge. Punishment as a compromise with the natural state of
revenge, in so far as the latter is still nurtured and claimed as a
privilege by more powerful clans, Punishment as a declaration of war
and a war measure against an enemy of peace, law, order, authority,
who is fought as dangerous to the life of the community, in breach
of the contract on which the community is founded, as a rebel, a

traitor and breaker of the peace, with all the means which war can
provide. —

I4

The list is certainly not complete; punishment can clearly be seen
to be richly laden with benefits of all kinds. This provides all the
more justification for us to deduct one supposed benefit which counts
as its most characteristic in popular perception, — faith in punishment,
which is shaky today for several reasons, has its strongest support in
precisely this. Punishment is supposed to have the value of arousing
the feeling of guilt in the guilty party; in it, people look for the actual
instrumentum of the mental reflex which we call ‘bad conscience’ or
‘pang of conscience’. But by doing this, people are violating reality
and psychology even as it is today: and much more so for the longest
period in the history of mankind, its pre-history! The real pang of
conscience, precisely amongst criminals and convicts, is something
extremely rare, prisons and gaols are not nurseries where this type of
gnawing pang chooses to thrive: - on this, all conscientious observers
are agreed, in many cases reaching such a conclusion reluctantly and
against their personal inclinations. On the whole, punishment makes
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men harder and colder, it concentrates, it marPens the feelmih of
alienation; it strengthens the power to resist. If it does hap;?en a(;
a man’s vigour is broken, resulting in his wn_‘:tched prosFra'non ;nm
self-abasement, a result of this sort is cemxr_ﬂy less edifying
the average effect of punishment: as characte.nsed by a dryﬁimoros?
solemnity. If we just think about those centuries befm the stf)ry 0f
mankind, we can safely conclude that the evolution of a feeling o
guilt was most strongly impeded through puni'sh‘n?ent, — at any rate,
with regard to the victims on whom the primitive measure.shwge
carried out. Nor must we underestimate the c!egr'ec.: to Whi(.f . (i
mere sight of the judicial executive procedures inhibits the cn}xlmna
himself from experiencing his act, his mode of con'duct, as reprel er:hs-
ible as such: because he sees the same kind oi: action practised in the
service of justice and given approval, Practlsed with a go?d c':on.t;
science: like spying, duping, bribing, setting traps, the whole intrica t
and wily skills of the policeman and pro§ecufor, as well as the m:ls:i
thorough robbery, violence, slander, 1mpn'sonment, torture i
murder, carried out without even having emotion as an excuse, \TChc'
are manifest in the various kinds of punishment, — none of \::;: : li
seen by his judges as a depraved and condemned act a.f sth ; ut
“only in certain respects and applications. ‘Bad conscience’, z-(rinos‘
uncanny and most interesting plant of our ea.rthly_ vegetauon, i :;f
grow in this soil, - in fact, for most of the tllTEE it did not enter the
consciousness of those who judged and punished _that they were
dealing with a ‘guilty party’. Instead, it was a question of 50“1?{:11-16
who had caused harm, an irresponsible piece of fafe. He ‘hu'nse ,f €
recipient of punishment, which again descendeq like a piece oir ate,
felt no ‘inner pain’ beyond what he would ftzel if something uf ;er-
seen suddenly happened, a terrible natural dfsaste_r, a boulder falling
on him and crushing him, where resistance is futile.

15
Spinoza became aware of this in a way that made hn:n show his t.'!ﬂie
colours (to the annoyance of his critics, who s:ystemz;gcally aﬁmpl 0
misunderstand him on this point, Kuno Fischer,”® for examp ;),
when, one afternoon, rummaging around among who knows what

s6 Cf. his Geschichte der neueren Philosophie (Heidelberg, 1865), 1.2.
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memories, he turned his attention to the question of what actually
remained for him, himself, of that famous morsus conscientiae® - he
who had relegated good and evil to man’s imagination and angrily
defended the honour of his ‘free’ God against the blasphemists who
asserted that God operates everything sub ratione boni®® (‘but that
would mean that God is subject to fate and would really be the
greatest of all absurdities’ —).*° For Spinoza, the world had returned
to that state of innocence in which it had lain before the invention
of bad conscience: what had then become of morsus conscientiae? “The
opposite of gaudium’,*® he finally said to himself, ‘~ a sadness accom-
panied by the notion of a past event which turned out contrary to
expectation.’ Eth iii, Propos. xviii Schol. i ii. For millennia, wrongdoers
overtaken by punishment have felt no different than Spinoza with
regard to their ‘offence’: ‘something has gone unexpectedly wrong
here’, not ‘I ought not to have done that’ —, they submitted to punish-
ment as you submit to illness or misfortune or death, with that brave,
unrebellious fatalism which still gives the Russians, for example, an
advantage over us Westerners in the way they handle life. If, in those
days, there was any criticism of the deed, it came from intelligence,
which practised criticism: we must certainly seek the actual effect of
punishment primarily in the sharpening of intelligence, in a

lengthening of the memory, in a will to be more cautious, less trust-

ing, to go about things more circumspectly from now on, in the

recognition that one was, once and for all, too weak for many things,

in a sort of improvement of self-assessment. What can largely be

achieved by punishment, in man or beast, is the increase of fear, the

intensification of intelligence, the mastering of desires: punishment
fames man in this way but does not make him ‘better’, -~ we would
be more justified in asserting the opposite. (‘You can learn from your
mistakes’ as the saying goes, but what you learn also makes you bad.
Fortunately it often enough makes you stupid.)

16

At this point I can no longer avoid giving a first, preliminary expres-
sion to my own theory on the origin of ‘bad conscience: it is not
¥ bite of conscience’ Cf. Spinoza, Ethics m1, Definitions XVI, XVII, X0V,

* %o attain some good’.

** Spinoza, Ethics Proposition 1 scholium 2.
“ ‘gladness’,
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easy to get a hearing for this hypothesis and it needs to he. ponfiered,
watched and slept on. I look on bad conscience as a serious illness
to which man was forced to succumb by the pressure of the most
fundamental of all changes which he experienced, — that change
whereby he finally found himself imprisoned within the cor}ﬁnes ?f
society and peace. It must have been no different for thls- semi-
animal, happily adapted to the wilderness, war, the wandering life
and adventure than it was for the sea animals when they were forced
to either become land animals or perish — at one go, all instincts were
devalued and ‘suspended’. Now they had to walk on their paws and
‘carry themselves’ whereas they had been carried by the water up till
then: a terrible heaviness bore down on them. They felt they were
clumsy at performing the simplest task, they did not have their fanTil-
iar guide any more for this new, unknown world, those regula.tmg
impulses which unconsciously led them to safety — the poor things
were reduced to relying on thinking, inference, calculation, and the
connecting of cause with effect, that is, to relying on their ‘con-
sciousness’, that most impoverished and error-prone organ! I do not
think there has ever been such a feeling of misery on earth, such a
leaden discomfort, — and meanwhile, the old instincts had not sud-
denly ceased to make their demands! But it was difficult and s.eldom
possible to give in to them: they mainly had to seek new and as it were
underground gratifications. All instincts which are not _glicharged
outwardly turn inwards — this is what I call the internalization of man:
with it there now evolves in man what will later be called His “soul’.
The whole inner world, originally stretched thinly as though between
two layers of skin, was expanded and extended itself and gained
depth, breadth and height in proportion to the degree that the
external discharge of man’s instincts was obstructed. Those terrible
bulwarks with which state organizations protected themselves against
the old instincts of freedom — punishments are a primary instance of
this kind of bulkwark — had the result that all those instincts of the
wild, free, roving man were turned backwards, against man 'k:'meff.
Animosity, cruelty, the pleasure of pursuing, raiding, changing and
destroying — all this was pitted against the person who had such
instincts: fkat is the origin of ‘bad conscience’. Lacking external
‘enermies and obstacles, and forced Into the oppressive narrowness
and conformity of custom, man impatisntly ripped himself apart, per-
secuted himself, gnawed at himself, gave himself no peace and abused
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himself, this animal who battered himself raw on the bars of his cage
and who is supposed to be ‘tamed’; man, full of emptiness and torn
apart with homesickness for the desert, has had to create from within
himself an adventure, a torture-chamber, an unsafe and hazardous
wilderness — this fool, this prisoner consumed with longing and des-
pair, became the inventor of ‘bad conscience’. With it, however, the
worst and most insidious illness was introduced, one from which
mankind has not yet recovered, man's SicKness of man, of hmiseif: as
tﬁ_ e result of a forcible breach with his animal past, a sim S
leap and fall into new situations and conditions of existence, a
declaration of war against all the old insfincts on which, up Gll then

his strength, pleasure and formidableness had been based. Let us
immediately add that, on the other hand, the prospect of an animal
soul turning against itself, taking a part against itself, was something
so new, profound, unheard-of, puzzling, contradictory and momentous
[Zukunfisvolles] on earth that the whole character of the world
changed in an essential way. Indeed, a divine audience was needed
to appreciate the spectacle which began then, but the end of which
is not yet in sight, — a spectacle too subtle, too wonderful, too para-

doxical to be allowed to be played senselessly unobserved on some

ridiculous planet! Since that time, man has been included among the

most unexpected and exciting throws of dice played by Heraclitus’

‘great child’, call him Zeus or fate,”” - he arouses interest, tension,

hope, almost certainty for himself, as though something were being

announced through him, were being prepared, as though man were
not an end but just a path, an episode, a bridge, a great promise. . . .

17

. The first assumption in my theory on the origin of bad conscience
is that the alteration was not gradual and voluntary and did not rep-
resent an organic assimilation into new circumstances but was a
bre'ach, a leap, a compulsion, a fate which nothing could ward off,
which occasioned no struggle, not even any ressentiment. A second
assumption, however, is that the shaping of a population, which had
up till now been unrestrained and shapeless, into a fixed form, as
happened at the beginning with an act of violence, could only be
concluded with acts of violence, — that consequently the oldest ‘state’

¢ Heraclitus, Fragment 52
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emerged as a terrible tyranny, as a repressive and ruthless machinery,
and continued working until the raw Thaterial of people and $émi-
animals had been finally not just kiiéaded and made compliant, but
shaped._1 used the word ‘state™ it is obvious who 15 meant by this —
some pack of blond beasts of prey, a conqueror and master race,
which, organized on a war footing, and with the power to organize,
unscrupulously lays its dreadful paws on a populace which, though
it might be vastly greater in number, is still shapeless and shifting.
In this way, the ‘state’ began on earth: I think I have dispensed with
the fantasy which has it begin with a ‘contract. Whoever can com-
fnand, whoever 1§ @ ‘master’ by nature, whoever appears violent in
deed and gesture — what is he going to care about contracts! Such
beings cannot be reckoned with, they come like fate, without cause,
reason, consideration or pretext, they appear just like lightning
appears, 100 terrible, sudden, convincing and ‘other’ even to be hated.
What they do is to create and imprint forms instinctively, they are
the most involuntary, unconscious artists there are: — where they
appear, soon something new arises, a structure of domination
[Herrschafis—Gebilde) that lives, in which parts and functions are differ-
entiated and co-related, in which there is absolutely no room for
anything which does not first acquire ‘meaning’ with regard to the
whole. They do not know what guilt, responsibility, consideration
are, these born organizers; they are ruled by that terrible inner artist’s
egoism which has a brazen countenance and sees itself justified to
all eternity by the ‘work’, like the mother in her child. They are not
the ones in whom ‘bad conscience’ grew; that is obvious — but it
would not have grown ithout them, this ugly growth would not be
there if a huge amount of freedom had not been driven from the
world, or at least driven from sight and, at the same time, made latent
by the pressure of their hammer blows and artists’ violence. This
instinct of freedom, forcibly made latent — we have already seen how —
this instinct of freedom forced back, repressed, incarcerated within
itself and finally able to discharge and unleash ftsell only against
itself: that, and that alone, is bad conscience in its beginnings.

18

We must be wary of thinking disparagingly about this whole phe-
nomenon because it is inherently ugly and painful. Fundamentally,
it is the same active force as the one that is at work on a grand scale
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in those artists of violence and organizers, and builds states, which
here, internally, on a smaller, pettier scale, turned backwards, in the
‘la'byrinth of the breast’, as Goethe would say,% creates ba’d con-
science for itself, and builds negative ideals, it is that very instinct
for freedom (put into my language: the will to power): only that the
materiat omrwhich the Tormative and violent nature of the force is let
loose is man himself, his whole animal old self — and not, as in that
greater and more eye-catching phenomenon, the other man, the other
men. This secret self-violation, this artist’s cruelty, this desire to give
form to oneself as a piece of difficult, resisting, suffering matter, to
brland it with a will, a critique, a contradiction, a contempt, a ‘1,10’,
th_Js uncanny, terrible but joyous labour of a soul voluntarily split
within itself, which makes itself suffer out of the pleasure of making
suffer, this whole active ‘bad conscience’ has finally — we have already
guessed — as true womb of ideal and imaginative events, brought a
wealth of novel, disconcerting beauty and affirmation to light, and
Perhaps for the first time, beauty itself . . . What would be ‘beau’tiful’
if the contrary to it had not first come to awareness of itself, if ugliness:
had not first said to itself: ‘I am ugly’?. .. At least, after this clue
one puzzle will be less puzzling, namely how an ideal, somethin[;
beautiful, can be hinted at in self-contradictory concepts such as
selflessness, self-denial, self-sacrifice, and furthermore, I do not doubt
that we know one thing —, what kind of pleasure it is which, from
the start, the selfless, the self-denying, the self-sacrificing feel: this
pleasure belongs to cruelty. — So much, for the time being, on the
descent of the ‘unegoistic’ as a moral value and on the del,inea!ion
of the ground on which this value has grown: only bad conscience,

only the will to self-violation provides the precondition for the value
of the unegoistic. —

I9
!3ad conscience is a sickness, there is no point in denying it, but
a snlckness rather like pregnancy. Let us examine the conditions u‘nder
which this sickness reached its most terrible and sublime peak: - we
shall see what, with this, really entered the world. But we shall need
a great deal of staying power, — and first we have to return to an

“ In the last strophe of his poem ‘An den Mond’ (‘Ta the Moon’) (1778).
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earlier point. The relationship of a debtor to his creditor in civil law,
about which 1 have written at length already, was for a second time
transformed through interpretation, in a historically extremely strange
and curious manner, into a relationship in which it is perhaps least
comprehensible to us modern men: that is the relationship of the
present generation t(ﬂﬁrw;h%m-
ation — we are 1alking about pre-history — the HlVifig generation always
acknowledged a legal obligation towards the earlier generation, and
in particular towards the earliest, which founded the tribe (and this
was not just a sentimental tie: this latter could, with good reason, be
denied altogether for the longest period of the human race). There
is a prevailing conviction that the tribe evists only because of the
sacrifices and deeds of the forefathers, — and that these have to be
paid back with sacrifices and deeds: people recognize an indebtedness
[Schuld), which continually increases because these ancestors con-
tinue to exist as mighty spirits, giving the tribe new advantages and
lending it some of their power. Do they do this for nothing perhaps?
But there is no ‘for nothing’ for those raw and ‘spiritually impover-
ished” ages. What can people give them in return? Sacrifices
(originally as food in the crudest sense), feasts, chapels, tributes,
above all, obedience ~ for all traditions are, as works of the ancestors,
also their rules and orders —: do people ever give them enough? This
suspicion remains and grows: from time to time it exacts a payment
on a grand scale, something immense as a repayment o the ‘creditor’
(the infamous sacrifice of the first-born, for example, blood, human
blood in any case.) Following this line of thought, the dread of the
ancestor and his power, the consciousness 0f debts towards him,
increases inevitably, in direct proportion to the increase _in power of
the tribe itself, that is, in proportion as the tribe itself becomes ever

s

more victorious, independent, honoured and feared. And not the
other way round! Every step towards the weakening of the tribe,
all unfortunate calamities, all signs of degeneration and imminent
disintegration, always lessen rather than increase the dread of the
spirit of its founder, and lead to an ever lower opinion of his sagacity,
providence and powerful presence. If you think this sort of crude
logic through to the end: it follows that through the hallucination of
the growing dread itself, the ancestors of the most powerful tribes must
have grown to an immense stature and must have been pushed into
the obscurity of divine mystery and transcendence: — inevitably the
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ancestor himself is finally transfigured into a god, Perhaps we have
here the actual origin of gods, an origin, then, in fear! . .. And who-
ever should deem fit to add: ‘but in piety, too!” would have difficulty
in justifying the claim for the longest period of the human race
er-histony. All the more so, however, would he be right, for l.‘ht;
middle period in which the noble tribes developed: - who actually did
repay, with interest, their founders, their ancestors (heroes, gods)
with all the attributes which, in the meantime, had become manifest
in themselves, the noble attributes. Later, we shall take another look
at the way gods are ennobled and exalted (which is not at all to say
thf:y were ‘hallowed’): but let us, for the present, pursue the course of
this whole development of the consciousness of guilt to its conclusion.

20

The awareness of having debts to gods did not, as history teaches
come to an end even after the decline of ‘communities’ organized or;
the principle of blood relationship; just as man inherited the concepts
of ‘-good and bad’ from the nobility of lineage (together with its psycho-
logical basic tendency to institute orders of rank), he also inherited
along with the divinities of tribes and clans, the burden of unpaid debt;
and the longing for them to be settled. (Those large populations of
slaves and serfs who adapted themselves to the divinity cults of their
masters, whether through compulsion, submission or mimicry, form
d?e msiﬁonﬂ stage: from them, the inheritance overflows in every
direction). The feeling of guilt towards a deity continued to grow for
several millennia, and indeed always in the same praportion as the con-
cept of and feeling for God grew in the world and was carried aloft.
(The whole history of ethnic battles, victories, reconciliations and mer-
gers, and everything that precedes the eventual rank-ordering of the
dwem_: elements of the population in every great racial synthesis, is mir-
rored in t'he genealogical chaos of their gods, in the legends of their
battI!:s, \.r:ctories and reconciliations; the progression to universal
empm:.s is always the progress to universal deities at the same time:
despotism, with its subjugation of the independent nobility, always pre-
pares lihe way for some sort of monotheism as well.) The advent of the
Christian God as the maximal god yet achieved, thus also brought about

the appearance of the greatest feeling of guilt on earth. Assuming that
we have now started in the reverse direction, we should be justified in
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deducing, with no little probability, that from the unstoppable decline
in faith in the Christian God there is, even now, a considerable decline
in the consciousness of human guilt; indeed, the possibility cannot be
rejected out of hand that the complete and definitive victory of atheism
might release humanity from this whole feeling of being indebted
towards its beginnings, its causa prima. Atheism and a sort of second
innocence belong together. —

21

So much for a brief and rough preliminary outline of the connec-
tion between the concepts ‘guilt’ and ‘duty’ and religious precepts: I
have so far intentionally set aside the actual moralization of these
concepts (the way they are pushed back into conscience; more pre-
cisely, the way bad conscience is woven together with the concept of
God), and at the conclusion of the last section I actually spoke as
though this moralization did not exist, consequently, as though these
concepts would necessarily come to an end once the basic premise
no longer applied, the belief in our ‘creditor’, in God. The facts
diverge from this in a terrible way. With the moralization of the
concepts guilt and duty and their relegation to bad conscience, we
have, in reality, an attempt to reverse the direction of the development
I have described, or at least halt its movement: now the prospect for
a once-and-for-all payment is to be foreclosed, out of pessimism,
now our glance is fo bounce and recoil disconsolately off an iron
impossibility, now those concepts ‘guilt’ and ‘duty’ are to be reversed -
but against whom? It is indisputable: firstly against the ‘debtor’, in
whom bad conscience now so firmly establishes itself, eating into
him, broadening out and growing, like a polyp, so wide and deep that
in the end, with the impossibility of expiating the guilt, is conceived
the impossibility of discharging the penance, the idea that it cannot
be paid off (‘eternal punishment’) —; ultimately, however, against the
‘creditor’, and here we should think of the causa prima of man, the
beginning of the human race, of his ancestor who is now burdened
with a curse (‘Adam’, ‘original sin’, ‘the will in bondage’) or of nature,
from whose womb man originated and to whom the principle of evil
is imputed (diabolization of nature) or of existence in general, which
is left standing as inherently worthless (a nihilistic turning-away from
existence, the desire for nothingness or desire for the ‘antithesis’, to
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be other, Buddhism and such like) — until, all at once, we confront
the paradoxical and horrifying expedient through which a martyred
humanity has sought temporary relief, Christianity’s stroke of genius:
none other than God sacrificing himself for man’s guilt, none other
than God paying himself back, God as the only one able to redeem
man from what, to man himself, has become irredeemable ~ the
creditor sacrificing himself for his debtor, out of love (would you
credit it? =), out of Jove for the debtor!. . .

22

You will already have guessed what has really gone on with all this
and behind all this: that will to torment oneself, that suppressed
cruelty of animal man who has been frightened back into himself and
given an inner life, incarcerated in the ‘state’ to be tamed, and has
discovered bad conscience so that he can hurt himself, after the more
natural outlet of this wish to hurt had been blocked, ~ this man of
bad conscience has seized on religious precept in order to provide
his self-torture with its most horrific hardness and sharpness. Guilt
towards God: this thought becomes an instrument of torture. In ‘God’
he seizes upon the ultimate antithesis he can find to his real and
irredeemable animal instincts, he re-interprets these self-same
animal instincts as guilt before God (as animosity, insurrection, rebel-
lion against the ‘master’, the ‘father’, the primeval ancestor and
beginning of the world), he pitches himself into the contradiction of
‘God’ and ‘Devil’, he emits every ‘no’ which he says to himself,
nature, naturalness and the reality of his being as a ‘yes’, as existing,
living, real, as God, as the holiness of God, as God-the-Judge, as
God-the-Hangman, as the beyond, as eternity, as torture without
end, as hell, as immeasurable punishment and guilt. We have here a
sort of madness of the will showing itself in mental cruelty which is
absolutely unparalleled: man’s will to find himself guilty and con-
demned without hope of reprieve, his will to think of himself as
punished, without the punishment ever measuring up to the crime,
his will to infect and poison the fundamentals of things with the
problem of punishment and guilt in order to cut himself off, once
and for all, from the way out of this labyrinth of ‘“fixed ideas’, this
will to set up an ideal — that of a ‘holy God’ -, in order to be palpably
convinced of his own absolute worthlessness in the face of this ideal.

68

On the Genealogy of Morality

Alas for this crazy, pathetic beast man! What' ideas he ha-as, whsf.t
perversity, what hysterical nonsense, what bestiality of thought m:unefll-
ately erupts, the moment he is prevented, if only gentlly, from being
a beast in deed'. . . This is all almost excessively interesting, but there
is also a black, gloomy, unnerving sadness to it as well, so that one
has to force oneself to forego peering for too long mtl:! these abysses.
Here is sickness, without a doubt, the most terrible sickness ever to
rage in man: — and whoever is still able to hear (but people l.nave no
ear for it nowadays! -) how the shout of love has rung out. during this
night of torture and absurdity, the shout of most yearning rapture,
of salvation through Jove, turns away, gripped by an unconquerable
horror . . . There is so much in man that is horrifying!. . . The world
has been a madhouse for too long!. ..

23

That should be enough, once and for all, about the descent of r.l:ne
‘holy God’. - That the conception of gods does not, as such, ne:cessanly
lead to that deterioration of the imagination which we had to thfnk ab?ut
for a moment, that there are nobler ways of making use of the invention
of gods than man’s self-crucifixion and self-al?use, ways in which
Europe excelled during the last millennia, — this can ﬁ.)rtunately be
deduced from any glance at the Greek gods, these neflecuon.s of noble
and proud men in whom the animal in man felt deified, did not tea;
itself apart and did ot rage against itself! These Gree'ks, f[’)l' most 0
the time, used their gods expressly to keep ‘bad conscience” at bay so
that they could carry on enjoying their freedoxfl of soul: therefore, the
opposite of the way Christendom made use of its God. They went very
far in this, these marvellous, lion-hearted children; and no less an
authority than the Homeric Zeus gives them to understand that they
are making it too easy for themselves. ‘Strange!’, he says on one occa-

sion — he is talking about the case of Aegisthus, a very bad case -

Strange how much the mortals complain about the gods! We alone
cause evil, they claim, but they themselves through folly, bring about
their own distress, even contrary to farel

Yet we can immediately hear and see that even this Olympian (?bSer-
ver and judge has no intention of bearing them a grudge for this and

 Odyssey 1. 32—4.
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thinking ill of them: ‘How foolish they are’ is what he thinks when
the mortals misbehave, - ‘foolishness’, ‘stupidity’, a little ‘mental dis-
turbance’, this much even the Greeks of the strongest, bravest period
allowed themselves as a reason for much that was bad or calamitous: —
foolishness, not sin! you understand?. . . But even this mental disturb-
ance was a problem — ‘Yes, how is this possible? Where can this have
actually have come from with minds like ours, we men of high lineage,
happy, well-endowed, high-born, noble and virtuous?’ - for centuries,
the noble Greek asked himself this in the face of any incomprehens-
ible atrocity or crime with which one of his peers had sullied himself.

‘A god must have confused him’, he said to himself at last, shaking
his head . .. This solution is typical for the Greeks . . . In this way,

the gods served to justify man to a certain degree, even if he was in
the wrong they served as causes of evil — they did not, at that time,
take the punishment on themselves, but rather, as is nobler, the
guile . . .

24

— I shall conclude with three question marks, that much is plain.

‘Is an ideal set up or destroyed here?’ you might ask me . . . But have
you ever asked yourselves properly how costly the setting up of every
ideal on _earth has been? How much reality always had to be
and misunderstood in the process, how many lies had to be sanctified,
how much conscience had to be troubled, how much ‘god’ had to be
sacrificed every time? If a shrine is to be set up, a shrine Jas to be
destroyed: that is the law — show me an example where this docs not
applyl... We moderns have inherited millennia of conscience-
vivisection and animal-torture inflicted on ourselves: we have had
most practice in it, are perhaps artists in the field, in any case it is
our raffinement and the indulgence of our taste. For too long, man
has viewed his natural inclinations with an ‘evil eye’, so that they
finally came to be intertwined with ‘bad conscience’ in him. A reverse
experiment should be possible in principle — but who has sufficient
strength? — by this, I mean an intertwining of bad conscience with
perverse inclinations, all those other-worldly aspirations, alien to the
senses, the instincts, to nature, to animals, in short all the ideals
which up to now have been hostile to life and have defamed the
world. To whom should we turn with suck hopes and claims today?. . .
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We would have none other than the good men against us; al?d, as is
fitting, the lazy, the complacent, the vain, the zealous, the tired ...
What is more deeply offensive to others and se?amtes us more {?2-
foundly from them than allowing them to realize something ;}Anz
severity and high-mindedness with which we treat ourselves?
again — how co-operative and pleasant everyone is tow‘ar‘ds us, as
soon as we do as everyone else does and ‘let ourselves go’ like every-
one elsel. .. For that purpose, we would ne:ed anafhe'r.sort o-f spirit
than those we are likely to encounter in ﬂ1:15 age: spirits which are
strengthened by wars and victories, for which conqu_est, ad\.rc:ntur;:(i
danger and even pain have actually becc'ime' a necessity; t‘hey wou.;{s
also need to be acclimatised to thinner air higher up, to winter :ie i
ice and mountains in every sense, they would need. a sort of ;u ‘llTlCt
nastiness [Bosheit] itself, a final, very self-assured wilfulness o mlgllld
which belongs to great health, in brief ::md m)fortur.lately, thepy WO]L; s
need precisely this great health!. . . Is this at all possible toc?ay.. - ut
some time, in a stronger age than this moul.dy, self-doubtmgl presend
day, he will have to come to us, the redeeming man of great _ove‘ ant_
contempt, the creative spirit who is pushed outlof any posu.tmn ;l)u
side’ or ‘beyond’ by his surging strength again and again, wﬂlosri
solitude will be misunderstood by the people as.though it were 1:ghd
from reality - whereas it is just his way of being absorbed,. 'ourlﬂt::1
and immersed in reality so that from it v{hen he .emcrg.es' mr.:i) e
light again, he can return with the redemption of Fhls refﬂlty. re 'Ie‘;rin
it from the curse which its ideal has placed on it up till now. m::
man of the future will redeem us not just from the ulzleal helc! up
now, but also from the things mhich will have to arise from u,‘g%n
the great nausea, the will to nothingness, from m"hnlm:n, that s ke
of midday and of great decision which makes the will free -aii'l[l,
which gives earth its purpose and man his hope again, this Antichrist
and anti-nihilist, this conqueror of M of nothingness — Ae must

come one day . . .
-._-_-_.-—_.-—"

25
— But what am I saying? Enough! Enough! f&t this pc.nin't just one
thing is proper, silence: otherwise I shall be mlsapprf)pnaungfs:)un::’—
thing which belongs to another, younger man, one ‘with morealu : i;
one stronger than me — something to which Zarathustra alon

entitled, Zarathusira the Godless . . .
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