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PREFACE

Thisbook belongsto the most rare of men. Perhaps not one of them isyet alive. It is possible that
they may be among those who under stand my " Zarathustra" : how could I confound myself with
those who are now sprouting ear s?--First the day after tomorrow must come for me. Some men
are born posthumously.

The conditions under which any one under stands me, and necessarily under stands me--1 know
them only too well. Even to endure my seriousness, my passion, he must carry intellectual integrity
to the verge of hardness. He must be accustomed to living on mountain tops--and to looking upon
the wretched gabble of politics and nationalism as beneath him. He must have become indiffer ent;
he must never ask of the truth whether it brings profit to him or afatality to him... He must have
an inclination, born of strength, for questionsthat no one hasthe courage for; the courage for the
forbidden; predestination for the labyrinth. The experience of seven solitudes. New earsfor new
music. New eyesfor what ismost distant. A new conscience for truthsthat have hitherto remained
unheard. And the will to economize in the grand manner--to hold together hisstrength, his
enthusiasm...Reverence for self; love of self; absolute freedom of self.....

Very well, then! of that sort only aremy readers, my truereaders, my readersforeordained: of
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what account aretherest?--Therest are merely humanity.--One must make one's self superior to
humanity, in power, in loftiness of soul,--in contempt.

FRIEDRICH W. NIETZSCHE.

1.

--L et uslook each other in the face. We are Hyperbor eans--we know well enough how remote our
placeis. " Neither by land nor by water will you find theroad to the Hyperboreans' : even Pindar1,
in hisday, knew that much about us. Beyond the North, beyond theice, beyond death--our life, our
happiness...We have discover ed that happiness; we know the way; we got our knowledge of it from
thousands of yearsin the labyrinth. Who else hasfound it?--The man of today?--" | don't know
either theway out or theway in; | am whatever doesn't know either the way out or theway in" --
so sighsthe man of today...Thisisthe sort of moder nity that made usill,--we sickened on lazy
peace, cowar dly compromise, the whole virtuous dirtiness of the modern Yea and Nay. This
tolerance and largeur of the heart that " forgives' everything becauseit " understands' everything
Isa sirocco to us. Rather live amid the ice than among moder n virtues and other such south-
winds! ... Wewere brave enough; we spared neither ourselves nor others; but we werealong
time finding out where to direct our courage. We grew dismal; they called usfatalists. Our fate--it
was the fulness, the tension, the storing up of powers. Wethirsted for the lightnings and gr eat
deeds; we kept asfar as possible from the happiness of the weakling, from "resignation" ... There
was thunder in our air; nature, as we embodied it, became over cast--for we had not yet found the
way. Theformula of our happiness: a Yea, a Nay, astraight line, agoal...

2.

What is good?--Whatever augmentsthe feeling of power, the will to power, power itself, in man.
What is evil?--Whatever springs from weakness.

What is happiness?--The feeling that power increases--that resistance is over come.

Not contentment, but more power; not peace at any price, but war; not virtue, but efficiency
(virtuein the Renaissance sense, virtu, virtue free of moral acid).

Theweak and the botched shall perish: first principle of our charity. And one should help them to
it.

What is mor e harmful than any vice?--Practical sympathy for the botched and the weak--
Christianity...

3.

The problem that | set hereisnot what shall replace mankind in the order of living creatures (--
man isan end--): but what type of man must be bred, must be willed, as being the most valuable,
the most worthy of life, the most secure guarantee of the future.



Thismore valuable type has appear ed often enough in the past: but always as a happy accident, as
an exception, never asdeliberately willed. Very often it has been precisely the most fear ed,;

hitherto it hasbeen almost theterror of terrors;--and out of that terror the contrary type has
been willed, cultivated and attained: the domestic animal, the herd animal, the sick brute-man--the
Christian. . .

4.

Mankind surely does not represent an evolution toward a better or stronger or higher level, as
progressisnow understood. This" progress' ismerely amodern idea, which isto say, afalseidea.
The European of today, in his essential worth, fallsfar below the European of the Renaissance; the
process of evolution does not necessarily mean elevation, enhancement, strengthening.

True enough, it succeedsin isolated and individual casesin various parts of the earth and under
the most widely different cultures, and in these cases a higher type certainly manifestsitself;
something which, compared to mankind in the mass, appearsasa sort of super man. Such happy
strokes of high success have always been possible, and will remain possible, perhaps, for all timeto
come. Even wholeraces, tribes and nations may occasionally represent such lucky accidents.

5.

We should not deck out and embellish Christianity: it haswaged a war to the death against this
higher type of man, it has put all the deepest instincts of thistype under itsban, it has developed
its concept of evil, of the Evil One himself, out of these instincts--the strong man asthe typical
reprobate, the" outcast among men." Christianity hastaken the part of all the weak, the low, the
botched; it has made an ideal out of antagonismto all the self-preservative instincts of sound life; it
has corrupted even the faculties of those naturesthat areintellectually most vigor ous, by
representing the highest intellectual values as sinful, as misleading, as full of temptation. The most
lamentable example: the corruption of Pascal, who believed that hisintellect had been destroyed
by original sin, whereasit was actually destroyed by Christianity!--

6.

It isa painful and tragic spectacle that rises before me: | have drawn back the curtain from the
rottenness of man. Thisword, in my mouth, isat least free from one suspicion: that it involves a
mor al accusation against humanity. It isused--and | wish to emphasize the fact again--without any
mor al significance: and thisisso far truethat therottenness| speak of is most apparent to me
precisaly in those quarterswhere there has been most aspiration, hitherto, toward " virtue" and
"godliness." Asyou probably surmise, | understand rottennessin the sense of decadence: my
argument isthat all the values on which mankind now fixesits highest aspir ations ar e decadence-
values.



| call an animal, a species, an individual corrupt, when it losesitsinstincts, when it chooses, when
it prefers, what isinjurioustoit. A history of the " higher feelings,” the " ideals of humanity" --and
it ispossiblethat I'll haveto writeit--would almost explain why man is so degener ate. Lifeitself
appearsto measan instinct for growth, for survival, for the accumulation of forces, for power:
whenever the will to power failsthereisdisaster. My contention isthat all the highest values of
humanity have been emptied of thiswill--that the values of decadence, of nihilism, now prevail
under the holiest names.

7.

Christianity iscalled thereligion of pity.-- Pity standsin opposition to all the tonic passions that
augment the ener gy of the feeling of aliveness: it isa depressant. A man loses power when he
pities. Through pity that drain upon strength which suffering worksis multiplied a thousandfold.
Suffering is made contagious by pity; under certain circumstancesit may lead to atotal sacrifice
of lifeand living energy--a loss out of all proportion to the magnitude of the cause (--the case of the
death of the Nazarene). Thisisthefirst view of it; thereis, however, a still more important one. |f
one measur es the effects of pity by the gravity of thereactionsit sets up, its character as a menace
to life appearsin a much clearer light. Pity thwartsthe whole law of evolution, which isthe law of
natural selection. It preserveswhatever isripefor destruction; it fightson the side of those
disinherited and condemned by life; by maintaining lifein so many of the botched of all kinds, it
giveslifeitself a gloomy and dubious aspect. Mankind has ventured to call pity a virtue (--in every
superior moral system it appears as a weakness--); going still further, it has been called the virtue,
the sour ce and foundation of all other virtues--but let us always bear in mind that thiswas from
the standpoint of a philosophy that was nihilistic, and upon whose shield the denial of life was
inscribed. Schopenhauer wasright in this: that by means of pity lifeis denied, and made worthy of
denial--pity isthe technic of nihilism. Let merepeat: this depressing and contagiousinstinct stands
against all thoseinstincts which work for the preservation and enhancement of life: in therole of
protector of the miserable, it isa prime agent in the promotion of decadence--pity per suadesto
extinction....Of course, one doesn't say " extinction" : one says " the other world," or " God," or
"thetruelife,” or Nirvana, salvation, blessedness.... Thisinnocent rhetoric, from the realm of
religious-ethical balderdash, appears a good deal lessinnocent when one r eflects upon the
tendency that it conceals beneath sublime words: the tendency to destroy life. Schopenhauer was
hostileto life: that iswhy pity appeared to him asavirtue. . . . Aristotle, asevery one knows, saw
in pity a sickly and danger ous state of mind, the remedy for which was an occasional purgative: he
regar ded tragedy asthat purgative. Theinstinct of life should prompt usto seek some means of
puncturing any such pathological and danger ous accumulation of pity asthat appearingin
Schopenhauer's case (and also, alack, in that of our whole literary decadence, from St. Peter sburg
to Paris, from Tolstoi to Wagner), that it may burst and be discharged. . . Nothingismore
unhealthy, amid all our unhealthy moder nism, than Christian pity. To be the doctors here, to be
unmer ciful here, to wield the knife here--all thisis our business, all thisisour sort of humanity, by
thissign we are philosophers, we Hyperboreans ! --



8.

It isnecessary to say just whom weregard as our antagonists: theologians and all who have any
theological blood in their veins--thisisour whole philosophy. . . . One must have faced that menace
at close hand, better still, one must have had experience of it directly and almost succumbed toiit,
torealizethat it isnot to be taken lightly (--the alleged free-thinking of our naturalists and
physiologists seemsto meto be a joke--they have no passion about such things; they have not
suffered--). This poisoning goes a great deal further than most people think: | find the arrogant
habit of the theologian among all who regard themselves as" idealists' --among all who, by virtue
of a higher point of departure, claim aright to rise abovereality, and to look upon it with
suspicion. .. Theidealist, like the ecclesiastic, carriesall sortsof lofty conceptsin his hand (--and
not only in his hand!); helaunches them with benevolent contempt against " under standing," " the
senses,” "honor," " good living," " science" ; he sees such things as beneath him, as pernicious and
seductive forces, on which "the soul" soarsasa purething-in-itself--asif humility, chastity,
poverty, in aword, holiness, had not already done much more damageto lifethan all imaginable
horrorsand vices. .. Thepuresoul isapurelie. .. Solong asthe priest, that professional denier,
calumniator and poisoner of life, isaccepted as a higher variety of man, there can be no answer to
the question, What istruth? Truth hasalready been stood on its head when the obvious attor ney
of mere emptinessis mistaken for itsrepresentative.

9.

Upon thistheological instinct | makewar: | find thetracksof it everywhere. Whoever has
theological blood in hisveinsis shifty and dishonourablein all things. The pathetic thing that
grows out of this condition is called faith: in other words, closing one's eyes upon one's self once
for all, to avoid suffering the sight of incur able falsehood. People erect a concept of mor ality, of
virtue, of holiness upon thisfalse view of all things; they ground good conscience upon faulty
vision; they arguethat no other sort of vision has value any mor e, once they have made theirs
sacrosanct with the names of " God," " salvation” and " eternity."” | unearth thistheological
instinct in all directions: it isthe most widespread and the most subterranean form of falsehood to
be found on earth. Whatever atheologian regards astrue must be false: there you have almost a
criterion of truth. His profound instinct of self-preservation stands against truth ever cominginto
honour in any way, or even getting stated. Wherever the influence of theologiansisfelt thereisa
transvaluation of values, and the concepts " true" and " false" areforced to change places. what
ever ismost damagingto lifeistherecalled "true,” and whatever exaltsit, intensifiesit, approves
it, justifiesit and makesit triumphant istherecalled " false." ... When theologians, wor king
through the" consciences' of princes (or of peoples--), stretch out their handsfor power, thereis
never any doubt asto the fundamental issue: the will to make an end, the nihilistic will exertsthat
power ...

10.



Among Germans| am immediately under stood when | say that theological blood istheruin of
philosophy. The Protestant pastor isthe grandfather of German philosophy; Protestantism itself is
its peccatum originale. Definition of Protestantism: hemiplegic paralysis of Christianity--and of
reason. ... One need only utter thewords" Tubingen School” to get an under standing of what
German philosophy is at bottom--a very artful form of theology. . . The Suabians are the best liars
in Germany; they lieinnocently. . . . Why all theregoicing over the appearance of Kant that went
through the learned world of Germany, three-fourths of which ismade up of the sons of preachers
and teacher s--why the Ger man conviction still echoing, that with Kant came a change for the
better? The theological instinct of German scholars made them see clearly just what had become
possible again. . . . A backstairsleading to the old ideal stood open; the concept of the" true
world," the concept of morality asthe essence of the world (--the two most vicious errorsthat ever
existed!), were once mor e, thanksto a subtle and wily scepticism, if not actually demonstrable,
then at least no longer refutable... Reason, the prerogative of reason, doesnot go so far. . . Out of
reality there had been made " appearance’ ; an absolutely false world, that of being, had been
turned into reality. . . . The success of Kant is merely a theological success; hewas, like Luther and
L eibnitz, but one more impediment to German integrity, already far from steady.--

11.

A word now against Kant asa moralist. A virtue must be our invention; it must spring out of our
personal need and defence. In every other caseit isa source of danger. That which does not belong
to our life menacesit; avirtuewhich hasitsrootsin mererespect for the concept of " virtue," as
Kant would haveit, ispernicious. " Virtue," " duty,” " good for its own sake,"” goodness grounded
upon imper sonality or a notion of universal validity--these are all chimeras, and in them one finds
only an expression of the decay, the last collapse of life, the Chinese spirit of Konigsberg. Quitethe
contrary isdemanded by the most profound laws of self-preservation and of growth: to wit, that
every man find hisown virtue, his own categorical imperative. A nation goes to pieces when it
confoundsits duty with the general concept of duty. Nothing wor ks a more complete and
penetrating disaster than every " impersonal” duty, every sacrifice before the Moloch of
abstraction.--To think that no one has thought of Kant's categorical imper ative as dangerousto
lifel ... Thetheological instinct alone took it under protection !--An action prompted by thelife-
instinct provesthat it isaright action by the amount of pleasurethat goeswith it: and yet that
Nihilist, with his bowels of Christian dogmatism, regar ded pleasure as an objection . . . What
destroys a man more quickly than to work, think and feel without inner necessity, without any
deep personal desire, without pleasure--as a mere automaton of duty? That isthe recipe for
decadence, and no lessfor idiocy. . . Kant became an idiot.--And such a man was the contemporary
of Goethe! This calamitous spinner of cobwebs passed for the Ger man philosopher --still passes
today! . .. | forbid myself to say what | think of the Germans. . . . Didn't Kant seein the French
Revolution the transformation of the state from theinorganic form to the organic? Didn't he ask
himself if there was a single event that could be explained save on the assumption of a moral
faculty in man, so that on the basis of it, " the tendency of mankind toward the good" could be
explained, once and for all time? Kant'sanswer: " That isrevolution.” Instinct at fault in
everything and anything, instinct asarevolt against nature, Ger man decadence as a philosophy--



that is Kant! ----

12.

| put aside a few sceptics, the types of decency in the history of philosophy: therest haven't the
slightest conception of intellectual integrity. They behave like women, all these great enthusiasts
and prodigies--they regard " beautiful feelings' as arguments, the " heaving breast" asthe bellows
of divineinspiration, conviction asthe criterion of truth. In the end, with " German" innocence,
Kant tried to give a scientific flavour to thisform of corruption, thisdearth of intellectual
conscience, by calling it " practical reason.” He deliberately invented a variety of reasonsfor use
on occasions when it was desirable not to trouble with reason--that is, when morality, when the
sublime command " thou shalt," was heard. When onerecallsthe fact that, among all peoples, the
philosopher isno morethan a development from the old type of priest, thisinheritance from the
priest, thisfraud upon self, ceasesto be remarkable. When a man feelsthat he hasa divine
mission, say to lift up, to save or to liberate mankind--when a man feelsthe divine spark in his
heart and believesthat heisthe mouthpiece of supernatural imper atives--when such a mission in.
flames him, it isonly natural that he should stand beyond all merely reasonable standar ds of
judgment. He feelsthat heishimself sanctified by thismission, that heis himself atype of a higher
order! ... What hasa priest to do with philosophy! He standsfar aboveit!--And hitherto the
priest hasruled!--He has deter mined the meaning of " true" and " not true"!

13.

L et usnot under-estimate thisfact: that we ourselves, we free spirits, are already a " transvaluation
of all values," a visualized declaration of war and victory against all the old concepts of " true" and
"not true." Themost valuable intuitions are the last to be attained; the most valuable of all are
those which deter mine methods. All the methods, all the principles of the scientific spirit of today,
wer ethetargetsfor thousands of yearsof the most profound contempt; if a man inclined to them
he was excluded from the society of " decent” people--he passed as" an enemy of God," as a scoffer
at thetruth, asone " possessed." Asa man of science, he belonged to the Chandala2... We have had
the whole pathetic stupidity of mankind against us--their every notion of what the truth ought to
be, of what the service of the truth ought to be--their every " thou shalt" waslaunched against

us. ... Our objectives, our methods, our quiet, cautious, distrustful manner--all appeared to them
as absolutely discreditable and contemptible.--L ooking back, one may almost ask one's self with
reason if it was not actually an aesthetic sense that kept men blind so long: what they demanded of
the truth was pictur esque effectiveness, and of the learned a strong appeal to their senses. It was
our modesty that stood out longest against their taste...How well they guessed that, these turkey-
cocks of God!

14.

We have unlear ned something. We have be come more modest in every way. We no longer derive



man from the" spirit,” from the" god-head" ; we have dropped him back among the beasts. We
regard him asthe strongest of the beasts because heisthe craftiest; one of the resultsthereof ishis
intellectuality. On the other hand, we guard our selves against a conceit which would assert itself
even here that man isthe great second thought in the process of organic evolution. Heis, in truth,
anything but the crown of creation: beside him stand many other animals, all at similar stages of
development... And even when we say that we say a bit too much, for man, relatively speaking, is
the most botched of all the animals and the sickliest, and he has wander ed the most dangerously
from hisinstincts--though for all that, to be sure, heremainsthe most interesting! --Asregardsthe
lower animals, it was Descarteswho first had thereally admirable daring to describe them as
machina; the whole of our physiology isdirected toward proving thetruth of thisdoctrine.
Moreover, it isillogical to set man apart, as Descartes did: what we know of man today islimited
precisely by the extent to which we have regarded him, too, as a machine. Formerly we accor ded
to man, as hisinheritance from some higher order of beings, what was called " free will"*; now we
have taken even thiswill from him, for theterm no longer describes anything that we can
understand. Theold word " will" now connotesonly a sort of result, an individual reaction, that
follows inevitably upon a series of partly discordant and partly harmonious stimuli--the will no
longer "acts," or "moves." ... Formerly it wasthought that man's consciousness, his" spirit,"
offered evidence of hishigh origin, hisdivinity. That he might be perfected, he was advised,
tortoise-like, to draw his sensesin, to have no traffic with earthly things, to shuffle off his mortal
coil--then only the important part of him, the" pure spirit,” would remain. Here again we have
thought out the thing better: to us consciousness, or " the spirit,” appearsasa symptom of a
relative imperfection of the organism, as an experiment, a groping, a misunder standing, as an
affliction which uses up nervous for ce unnecessar ily--we deny that anything can be done perfectly
so long asit isdone consciously. The " pure spirit” isa piece of pure stupidity: take away the
nervous system and the senses, the so-called " mortal shell,” and therest is miscalculation--that is
all...

15.

Under Christianity neither morality nor religion has any point of contact with actuality. It offers
purely imaginary causes (" God" "soul,” "ego,” "spirit," " freewill"--or even " unfree"), and
purely imaginary effects (" sin" " salvation” " grace," " punishment,” " forgiveness of sins").

| nter cour se between imaginarybeings (" God," " spirits,” " souls'); an imaginarynatural history
(anthropocentric; atotal denial of the concept of natural causes); an imaginary psychology
(misunder standings of self, misinter pretations of agreeable or disagreeable general feelings--for
example, of the states of the nervus sympathicus with the help of the sign-language of religio-ethical
balderdash--, " repentance,” " pangs of conscience,” " temptation by the devil,” " the presence of
God"); an imaginaryteleology (the " kingdom of God," "thelast judgment,” " eternal life").--This
purély fictitiousworld, greatly to its disadvantage, isto be differentiated from the world of dreams;
the later at least reflectsreality, whereasthe former falsifiesit, cheapensit and deniesit. Oncethe
concept of " nature" had been opposed to the concept of * God," theword " natural™ necessarily
took on the meaning of " abominable" --the whole of that fictitiousworld hasits sourcesin hatred
of the natural (--thereal!--), and isno morethan evidence of a profound uneasinessin the



presence of reality. . . . Thisexplains everything. Who alone has any reason for living hisway out of
reality? The man who suffersunder it. But to suffer from reality one must be a botched reality. . . .
The preponderance of painsover pleasuresisthe cause of thisfictitious morality and religion: but
such a preponderance also suppliesthe formula for decadence...

16.

A criticism of the Christian concept of God leadsinevitably to the same conclusion.--A nation that
still believesin itself holds fast to itsown god. In him it does honour to the conditions which enable
it to survive, to itsvirtues-—-it projectsitsjoy in itself, itsfeeling of power, into a being to whom one
may offer thanks. Hewho isrich will give of hisriches; a proud people need a god to whom they
can make sacrifices. . . Religion, within these limits, isa form of gratitude. A man isgrateful for his
own existence: to that end he needs a god.--Such a god must be ableto work both benefits and
injuries, he must be ableto play either friend or foe--he iswondered at for the good he does as
well asfor the evil he does. But the castration, against all nature, of such a god, making him a god
of goodness alone, would be contrary to human inclination. Mankind has just as much need for an
evil god asfor a good god; it doesn't have to thank mere tolerance and humanitarianism for its
own existence. . . . What would be the value of a god who knew nothing of anger, revenge, envy,
scor n, cunning, violence? who had perhaps never experienced the rapturous ardeursof victory and
of destruction? No one would under stand such a god: why should any one want him?--True
enough, when a nation is on the downward path, when it feelsits belief in its own future, its hope
of freedom dlipping from it, when it beginsto see submission as a fir st necessity and the virtues of
submission as measur es of self-preservation, then it must over haul its god. He then becomes a
hypocrite, timorous and demure; he counsels " peace of soul,” hate-no-more, leniency, " love" of
friend and foe. He moralizes endlessly; he creepsinto every private virtue; he becomesthe god of
every man; he becomes a private citizen, a cosmopolitan. . . Formerly herepresented a people, the
strength of a people, everything aggressive and thirsty for power in the soul of a people; now heis
simply the good god...Thetruth isthat thereisno other alternative for gods: either they are the will
to power--in which case they are national gods--or incapacity for power --in which case they have
to be good.

17.

Wherever thewill to power beginsto decline, in whatever form, thereisalways an accompanying
decline physiologically, a decadence. The divinity of this decadence, shorn of its masculine virtues
and passions, is converted perforceinto a god of the physiologically degraded, of the weak. Of
cour se, they do not call themselves the weak; they call themselves”thegood.” ... Nohint is
needed to indicate the momentsin history at which the dualistic fiction of a good and an evil god
first became possible. The sameinstinct which promptstheinferior to reducetheir own god to

" goodness-in-itself" also promptsthem to eliminate all good qualities from the god of their
superiors; they makerevenge on their masters by making a devil of the latter's god.--The good
god, and the devil like him--both ar e abortions of decadence.--How can we be so tolerant of the



naiveté of Christian theologiansastojoin in their doctrine that the evolution of the concept of god
from "thegod of Israel," the god of a people, to the Christian god, the essence of all goodness, isto
be described as progress?--But even Renan doesthis. Asif Renan had aright to be naive! The
contrary actually staresonein the face. When everything necessary to ascending life; when all that
Is strong, courageous, master ful and proud has been eliminated from the concept of a god; when
he has sunk step by step to thelevel of a staff for the weary, a sheet-anchor for the drowning;
when he be comesthe poor man's god, the sinner's god, the invalid's god par excellence, and the
attribute of " saviour" or "redeemer" remains asthe one essential attribute of divinity--just what
isthe significance of such a metamor phosis? what does such a reduction of the godhead imply?--To
be sure, the " kingdom of God" hasthus grown larger. Formerly he had only hisown people, his

" chosen" people. But sincethen he has gone wandering, like his people themselves, into foreign
parts; he has given up settling down quietly anywhere; finally he has come to feel at home
everywhere, and isthe great cosmopolitan--until now he hasthe" great majority" on hisside, and
half the earth. But thisgod of the " great majority," thisdemocrat among gods, has not become a
proud heathen god: on the contrary, heremainsa Jew, heremainsa god in a corner, a god of all
the dark nooks and crevices, of all the noisesome quartersof theworld! .. Hisearthly kingdom,
now as always, is a kingdom of the underworld, a souterrain kingdom, a ghetto kingdom. . . And
he himself is so pale, so weak, so decadent . .. Even the palest of the pale are able to master him--
messieur sthe metaphysicians, those albinos of the intellect. They spun their webs around him for
so long that finally he was hypnotized, and began to spin himself, and became another
metaphysician. Thereafter he resumed once more hisold business of spinning the world out of his
inmost being sub specie Spinozae; ther eafter he be came ever thinner and paler--became the
“ideal," became" pure spirit,” became" the absolute,” became" the thing-in-itself." ... The
collapse of a god: he became a " thing-in-itself."

18.

The Christian concept of a god--the god asthe patron of the sick, the god as a spinner of cobwebs,
the god as a spirit--is one of the most corrupt conceptsthat has ever been set up in theworld: it
probably touches low-water mark in the ebbing evolution of the god-type. God degener ated into
the contradiction of life. Instead of being itstransfiguration and eternal Yea! In him war is
declared on life, on nature, on the will to livel God becomesthe formula for every slander upon
the" hereand now," and for every lieabout the " beyond"! In him nothingnessisdeified, and the
will to nothingnessis made holy! . ..

19.

Thefact that the strong races of northern Europe did not repudiate this Christian god does little
credit to their gift for religion--and not much moreto their taste. They ought to have been ableto
make an end of such a moribund and wor n-out product of the decadence. A curselies upon them
because they were not equal to it; they made illness, decrepitude and contradiction a part of their
instincts--and since then they have not managed to create any mor e gods. Two thousand years



have come and gone--and not a single new god! I nstead, there still exists, and asif by some
intrinsic right,--as if he wer e the ultimatum and maximum of the power to create gods, of the
creator spiritusin mankind--this pitiful god of Christian monotono-theism! This hybrid image of
decay, conjured up out of emptiness, contradiction and vain imagining, in which all the instincts of
decadence, all the cowar dices and wearinesses of the soul find their sanction!--

20.

In my condemnation of Christianity | surely hopel do noinjusticeto arelated religion with an
even larger number of believers: | alludeto Buddhism. Both areto be reckoned among the
nihilistic religions--they are both decadence religions--but they are separated from each other in a
very remarkable way. For thefact that heisableto compare them at all the critic of Christianity is
indebted to the scholars of India.--Buddhism isa hundred times asrealistic as Christianity--it is
part of itsliving heritagethat it is ableto face problems objectively and coolly; it isthe product of
long centuries of philosophical speculation. The concept, " god," was already disposed of beforeit
appear ed. Buddhism isthe only genuinely positive religion to be encountered in history, and this
applies even to its epistemology (which isa strict phenomenalism) --1t does not speak of a
"struggle with sin," but, yielding to reality, of the " struggle with suffering."” Sharply
differentiating itself from Christianity, it putsthe self-deception that liesin moral concepts be hind
It; it is, in my phrase,beyond good and evil.--The two physiological facts upon which it grounds
itself and upon which it bestows its chief attention are: first, an excessive sensitivenessto sensation,
which manifestsitself asarefined susceptibility to pain, and secondly, an extraordinary
spirituality, a too protracted concern with concepts and logical procedures, under the influence of
which theinstinct of personality hasyielded to a notion of the " impersonal.” (--Both of these states
will be familiar to a few of my readers, the objectivists, by experience, asthey areto me). These
physiological states produced a depression, and Buddha tried to combat it by hygienic measures.
Against it heprescribed alifein the open, alife of travel; moderation in eating and a car eful
selection of foods; caution in the use of intoxicants; the same caution in arousing any of the
passionsthat foster a bilious habit and heat the blood; finally, no worry, either on one's own
account or on account of others. He encour ages ideas that make for either quiet contentment or
good cheer --he finds means to combat ideas of other sorts. He under stands good, the state of
goodness, as something which promotes health. Prayer isnot included, and neither is asceticism.
Thereisno categorical imperative nor any disciplines, even within the walls of a monastery (--it is
always possible to leave--). These things would have been ssimply means of increasing the excessive
sensitiveness above mentioned. For the same reason he does not advocate any conflict with
unbelievers; histeaching is antagonistic to nothing so much asto revenge, aver sion, ressentiment
(--" enmity never bringsan end to enmity" : the moving refrain of all Buddhism...) And in all this
hewasright, for it is precisely these passions which, in view of hismain regiminal purpose, are
unhealthful. The mental fatigue that he observes, already plainly displayed in too much

" objectivity" (that is, in theindividual'sloss of interest in himself, in loss of balance and of

" egoism™ ), he combats by strong effortsto lead even the spiritual interests back to the ego. In
Buddha'steaching egoism isa duty. The" one thing needful," the question " how can you be
delivered from suffering,” regulates and deter minesthe whole spiritual diet. (--Per haps one will



hererecall that Athenian who also declared war upon pure " scientificality,” to wit, Socrates, who
also elevated egoism to the estate of a morality) .

21.

Thethings necessary to Buddhism are a very mild climate, customs of great gentleness and
liberality, and no militarism; moreover, it must get its start among the higher and better educated
classes. Cheerfulness, quiet and the absence of desire arethe chief desiderata, and they are
attained. Buddhism isnot areligion in which perfection is merely an object of aspiration:
perfection isactually normal.--Under Christianity theinstincts of the subjugated and the
oppressed cometothefore: it isonly those who are at the bottom who seek their salvation in it.
Herethe prevailing pastime, the favourite remedy for boredom isthe discussion of sin, self-
criticism, theinquisition of conscience; her e the emotion produced by power (called " God") is
pumped up (by prayer); herethe highest good isregarded as unattainable, as a gift, as" grace."
Here, too, open dealing islacking; concealment and the darkened room are Christian. Here body
Is despised and hygieneis denounced as sensual; the church even rangesitself against cleanliness
(--thefirst Christian order after the banishment of the Moor s closed the public baths, of which
therewere 270in Cordova alone) . Christian, too; isa certain cruelty toward one's self and toward
others; hatred of unbelievers; the will to persecute. Sombre and disquieting ideasarein the
foreground; the most esteemed states of mind, bearing the most respectable names ar e epileptoid;
the diet is so regulated asto engender morbid symptoms and over-stimulate the nerves. Christian,
again, isall deadly enmity to therulersof the earth, to the" aristocratic" --along with a sort of
secret rivalry with them (--oneresignsone's " body" to them--one wantsonly one's" soul” .. .).
And Christian isall hatred of theintellect, of pride, of courage of freedom, of intellectual
libertinage; Christian isall hatred of the senses, of joy in the senses, of joy in general . . .

22.

When Christianity departed from its native soil, that of the lowest orders, the underworld of the
ancient world, and began seeking power among bar barian peoples, it no longer had to deal with
exhausted men, but with men still inwar dly savage and capable of self torture--in brief, strong
men, but bungled men. Here, unlikein the case of the Buddhists, the cause of discontent with self,
suffering through self, isnot merely a general sensitiveness and susceptibility to pain, but, on the
contrary, an inordinate thirst for inflicting pain on others, a tendency to obtain subjective
satisfaction in hostile deeds and ideas. Christianity had to embrace barbaric concepts and
valuationsin order to obtain mastery over barbarians: of such sort, for example, arethe sacrifices
of thefirst-born, thedrinking of blood as a sacrament, the disdain of the intellect and of culture;
torturein all itsforms, whether bodily or not; the whole pomp of the cult. Buddhism isareligion
for peoplesin afurther state of development, for racesthat have becomekind, gentle and over -
spiritualized (--Europeisnot yet ripefor it--): it isa summons 'that takes them back to peace and
cheerfulness, to a careful rationing of the spirit, to a certain hardening of the body. Christianity
aims at mastering beasts of prey; its modus operandi isto make them ill--to make feebleisthe



Christian recipe for taming, for " civilizing." Buddhism isaréligion for the closing, over-wearied
stages of civilization. Christianity appear s befor e civilization has so much as begun--under certain
circumstancesit laysthe very foundations ther eof.

23.

Buddhism, | repeat, isa hundred times mor e auster e, mor e honest, mor e obj ective. It no longer
hasto justify its pains, its susceptibility to suffering, by interpreting these thingsin terms of sin--it
simply says, asit simply thinks, " | suffer." Tothe barbarian, however, suffering in itself is

scar cely under standable: what he needs, first of all, isan explanation asto why he suffers. (His
mer e instinct prompts him to deny his suffering altogether, or to endureit in silence.) Herethe
word " devil" was a blessing: man had to have an omnipotent and terrible enemy--there was no
need to be ashamed of suffering at the hands of such an enemy.

--At the bottom of Christianity there are several subtletiesthat belongto the Orient. In thefirst
place, it knowsthat it isof very little consequence whether athing betrue or not, solong asit is
believed to be true. Truth and faith: here we have two wholly distinct worlds of ideas, almost two
diametrically opposite worlds--the road to the one and theroad to the other lie milesapart. To
under stand that fact thoroughly--thisisalmost enough, in the Orient, to make one a sage. The
Brahmins knew it, Plato knew it, every student of the esoteric knowsit. When, for example, a man
gets any pleasure out of the notion that he has been saved from sin, it isnot necessary for him to be
actually sinful, but merely to feel sinful. But when faith isthus exalted above everything else, it
necessarily follows that reason, knowledge and patient inquiry have to be discredited: theroad to
the truth becomes a forbidden road.--Hope, in its stronger forms, isa great deal more power ful
stimulansto lifethan any sort of realized joy can ever be. Man must be sustained in suffering by a
hope so high that no conflict with actuality can dash it--so high, indeed, that no fulfillment can
satisfy it: a hope reaching out beyond thisworld. (Precisely because of this power that hope has of
making the suffering hold out, the Greeksregarded it asthe evil of evils, asthe most malign of
evils; it remained behind at the source of all evil.)3--In order that love may be possible, God must
become a person; in order that the lower instincts may take a hand in the matter God must be
young. To satisfy the ardor of the woman a beautiful saint must appear on the scene, and to satisfy
that of the men there must be a virgin. Thesethingsare necessary if Christianity isto assume

lor dship over a soil on which some aphrodisiacal or Adonis cult has already established a notion as
to what a cult ought to be. To insist upon chastity greatly strengthensthe vehemence and
subjectivity of the religiousinstinct--it makesthe cult warmer, mor e enthusiastic, mor e soulful.--
Loveisthe state in which man seesthings most decidedly asthey are not. The force of illusion
reachesits highest here, and so does the capacity for sweetening, for transfiguring. When aman is
in love he endures mor e than at any other time; he submitsto anything. The problem wasto devise
areligion which would allow oneto love: by this meansthe wor st that life hasto offer is over come--
it is scarcely even noticed.--So much for thethree Christian virtues. faith, hope and charity: | call
them the three Christian ingenuities.--Buddhism isin too late a stage of development, too full of
positivism, to be shrewd in any such way.--



24.

Herel barely touch upon the problem of the origin of Christianity. Thefirst thing necessary toits
solution isthis: that Christianity isto be under stood only by examining the soil from which it
sprung--it isnot a reaction against Jewish instincts; it istheir inevitable product; it issimply one
mor e step in the awe-inspiring logic of the Jews. I n the wor ds of the Saviour, " salvation is of the
Jews." 4--The second thing to remember isthis: that the psychological type of the Galilean is still
to be recognized, but it wasonly in its most degener ate form (which isat once maimed and
overladen with foreign features) that it could servein the manner in which it has been used: asa
type of the Saviour of mankind.

--The Jews are the most remarkable peoplein the history of theworld, for when they were
confronted with the question, to be or not to be, they chose, with perfectly unearthly deliberation,
to be at any price: thispriceinvolved a radical falsification of all nature, of all naturalness, of all
reality, of thewholeinner world, aswell as of the outer. They put themselves against all those
conditions under which, hitherto, a people had been ableto live, or had even been permitted to live;
out of themselves they evolved an idea which stood in direct opposition to natural conditions--one
by onethey distorted religion, civilization, morality, history and psychology until each became a
contradiction of its natural significance. We meet with the same phenomenon later on, in an
incalculably exaggerated form, but only as a copy: the Christian church, put beside the " people of
God," showsa complete lack of any claim to originality. Precisely for thisreason the Jewsarethe
most fateful peoplein the history of theworld: their influence has so falsified the reasoning of
mankind in thismatter that today the Christian can cherish anti-Semitism without realizing that it
iIsno morethan the final consequence of Judaism.

In my " Genealogy of Morals' | givethefirst psychological explanation of the concepts underlying
those two antithetical things, a noble morality and a ressentiment mor ality, the second of which isa
mer e product of the denial of the former. The Judaeo-Christian moral system belongsto the
second division, and in every detail. In order to be ableto say Nay to everything representing an
ascending evolution of life--that is, to well-being, to power, to beauty, to self-approval--the instincts
of ressentiment, her e become downright genius, had to invent an other world in which the
acceptance of life appear ed asthe most evil and abominable thing imaginable. Psychologically, the
Jews are a people gifted with the very strongest vitality, so much so that when they found
themselves facing impossible conditions of life they chose voluntarily, and with a profound talent
for self-preservation, the side of all those instincts which make for decadence--not asif mastered
by them, but asif detecting in them a power by which "theworld" could be defied. The Jewsare
the very opposite of decadents. they have smply been forced into appearing in that guise, and with
a degree of skill approaching the non plusultra of histrionic geniusthey have managed to put
themselves at the head of all decadent movements (--for example, the Christianity of Paul--), and
so make of them something stronger than any party frankly saying Yesto life. To the sort of men
who reach out for power under Judaism and Christianity,--that isto say, to the priestly class-
decadence isno more than ameansto an end. Men of thissort have a vital interest in making



mankind sick, and in confusing the values of " good" and " bad," "true" and "false" in a manner
that isnot only dangerousto life, but also slandersit.

25.

Thehistory of Israel isinvaluable asatypical history of an attempt to denaturize all natural
values. | point to five factswhich bear thisout. Originally, and above all in the time of the

monar chy, |srael maintained the right attitude of things, which isto say, the natural attitude. Its
Jahveh was an expression of its consciousness of power, itsjoy in itself, its hopesfor itself: to him
the Jewslooked for victory and salvation and through him they expected natureto give them
whatever was necessary to their existence--above all, rain. Jahveh isthe god of Israel, and
consequently the god of justice: thisisthelogic of every race that has power initshandsand a
good conscience in theuse of it. In thereligious ceremonial of the Jews both aspects of this self-
approval stand revealed. The nation isgrateful for the high destiny that has enabled it to obtain
dominion; it isgrateful for the benign procession of the seasons, and for the good fortune
attending its herds and its crops.--This view of thingsremained an ideal for along while, even
after it had been robbed of validity by tragic blows: anarchy within and the Assyrian without. But
the people still retained, as a projection of their highest year nings, that vision of a king who was at
once a gallant warrior and an upright judge--a vision best visualized in thetypical prophet (i.e.,
critic and satirist of the moment), I saiah. --But every hope remained unfulfilled. The old god no
longer could do what he used to do. He ought to have been abandoned. But what actually
happened? simply this: the conception of him was changed--the conception of him was denaturized;
thiswasthe price that had to be paid for keeping him.--Jahveh, the god of " justice" --heisin
accord with I'srael no more, he no longer visualizes the national egoism; heisnow a god only
conditionally. . . The public notion of this god now becomes merely a weapon in the hands of
clerical agitators, who interpret all happinessasareward and all unhappiness as a punishment for
obedience or disobedienceto him, for " sin": that most fraudulent of all imaginable

inter pretations, whereby a* moral order of theworld" isset up, and the fundamental concepts,
"cause" and " effect,” arestood on their heads. Once natural causation has been swept out of the
wor ld by doctrines of reward and punishment some sort of unnatural causation becomes
necessary: and all other varieties of the denial of naturefollow it. A god who demands--in place of
a god who helps, who gives counsel, who is at bottom merely a namefor every happy inspiration of
cour age and self-reliance. . . Morality isno longer areflection of the conditions which make for the
sound life and development of the people; it isnolonger the primary life-instinct; instead it has
become abstract and in opposition to life--a fundamental perversion of the fancy, an " evil eye" on
all things. What is Jewish, what is Christian morality? Chance robbed of itsinnocence;
unhappiness polluted with theidea of " sin" ; well-being represented asa danger, asa
"temptation" ; a physiological disorder produced by the canker worm of conscience...

20.

The concept of god falsified; the concept of morality falsified ;--but even here Jewish priest craft



did not stop. Thewhole history of | srael ceased to be of any value: out with it!--These priests
accomplished that miracle of falsification of which a great part of the Bibleisthe documentary
evidence; with a degree of contempt unparalleled, and in the face of all tradition and all historical
reality, they translated the past of their peopleinto religiousterms, which isto say, they converted
it into an idiotic mechanism of salvation, wher eby all offences against Jahveh wer e punished and
all devotion to him was rewarded. We would regard thisact of historical falsification as something
far more shameful if familiarity with the ecclesiastical inter pretation of history for thousands of
years had not blunted our inclinations for uprightnessin historicis. And the philosophers support
the church: thelieabout a" moral order of theworld" runsthrough the whole of philosophy, even
the newest. What isthe meaning of a" moral order of theworld" ? That thereisathing called the
will of God which, once and for all time, deter mines what man ought to do and what he ought not
to do; that the worth of a people, or of an individual thereof, isto he measured by the extent to
which they or he obey thiswill of God; that the destinies of a people or of an individual
arecontrolled by thiswill of God, which rewardsor punishes according to the degree of obedience
manifested.--In place of all that pitiablelie reality hasthisto say: the priest, a parasitical variety of
man who can exist only at the cost of every sound view of life, takesthe name of God in vain: he
callsthat state of human society in which he himself deter minesthe value of all things" the
kingdom of God" ; he callsthe means wher eby that state of affairsisattained " the will of God" ;
with cold-blooded cynicism he estimates all peoples, all ages and all individuals by the extent of
their subservience or opposition to the power of the priestly order. One observes him at work:
under the hand of the Jewish priesthood the great age of |srael became an age of decline; the Exile,
with itslong series of misfortunes, wastransformed into a punishment for that great age-during
which priests had not yet comeinto existence. Out of the powerful and wholly free her oes of
|srael's history they fashioned, according to their changing needs, either wretched bigots and
hypocrites or men entirely " godless." They reduced every great event to theidiotic formula:

" obedient or disobedient to God." --They went a step further: the " will of God" (in other words
some means necessary for preserving the power of the priests) had to be determined--and to this
end they had to havea" revelation." In plain English, a gigantic literary fraud had to be
perpetrated, and " holy scriptures’ had to be concocted--and so, with the utmost hierar chical
pomp, and days of penance and much lamentation over the long days of " sin" now ended, they
wer e duly published. The" will of God," it appears, had long stood like a rock; thetrouble was
that mankind had neglected the " holy scriptures'. .. But the"will of God'' had already been
revealed to Moses. . . . What happened? Simply this: the priest had formulated, once and for all
time and with the strictest meticulousness, what tithes were to be paid to him, from thelargest to
the smallest (--not forgetting the most appetizing cuts of meat, for the priest isa great consumer of
beefsteaks); in brief, helet it be known just what he wanted, what " the will of God" was.... From
thistime forward things were so arranged that the priest became indispensable everywhere; at all
the great natural eventsof life, at birth, at marriage, in sickness, at death, not to say at the
"sacrifice” (that is, at meal-times), the holy parasite put in his appearance, and proceeded to
denaturize it--in hisown phrase, to " sanctify" it. . .. For thisshould be noted: that every natural
habit, every natural institution (the state, the administration of justice, marriage, the care of the
sick and of the poor), everything demanded by thelife-instinct, in short, everything that has any
valuein itself, isreduced to absolute worthlessness and even made the reverse of valuable by the



parasitism of priests (or, if you chose, by the" moral order of theworld"). Thefact requiresa
sanction--a power to grant values becomes necessary, and the only way it can create such valuesis
by denying nature. . .. The priest depreciates and desecrates nature: it isonly at this pricethat he
can exist at all.--Disobedience to God, which actually meansto the priest, to " the law," now gets
the name of " sin" ; the means prescribed for " reconciliation with God" are, of course, precisely
the means which bring one most effectively under the thumb of the priest; healone can " save" .
Psychologically considered, " sins' areindispensable to every society organized on an ecclesiastical
basis; they arethe only reliable weapons of power; the priest lives upon sins; it is necessary to him
that therebe" sinning". . .. Prime axiom: " God forgiveth him that repenteth" --in plain English,
him that submitteth to the priest.

27.

Christianity sprang from a soil so corrupt that on it everything natural, every natural value, every
reality was opposed by the deepest instincts of theruling class--it grew up asa sort of war tothe
death upon reality, and as such it has never been surpassed. The" holy people,” who had adopted
priestly values and priestly namesfor all things, and who, with a terriblelogical consistency, had
rg ected everything of the earth as" unholy,"” " worldly," " sinful" --this people put itsinstinct into
afinal formulathat waslogical to the point of self-annihilation: asChristianity it actually denied
even thelast form of reality, the " holy people,” the" chosen people,” Jewish reality itself. The
phenomenon is of thefirst order of importance: the small insurrectionary movement which took
the name of Jesus of Nazar eth is ssimply the Jewish instinct redivivus--in other words, it isthe
priestly instinct cometo such a passthat it can no longer endurethepriest asafact; it isthe
discovery of a state of existence even mor e fantastic than any beforeit, of a vision of life even more
unreal than that necessary to an ecclesiastical organization. Christianity actually deniesthe
church...

| am unableto determine what wasthe target of the insurrection said to have been led (whether
rightly or wrongly) by Jesus, if it was not the Jewish church--" church" being here used in exactly
the same sense that the word hastoday. It was an insurrection against the " good and just,” against
the" prophetsof Israel,” against the whole hierarchy of society--not against corruption, but
against caste, privilege, order, formalism. It was unbelief in " superior men,"” a Nay flung at
everything that priests and theologians stood for. But the hierarchy that was called into question,
if only for an instant, by this movement was the structur e of pileswhich, above everything, was
necessary to the safety of the Jewish peoplein the midst of the " waters" --it represented theirlast
possibility of survival; it wasthefinal residuum of their independent political existence; an attack
upon it was an attack upon the most profound national instinct, the most powerful national will to
live, that has ever appeared on earth. This saintly anar chist, who ar oused the people of the abyss,
the outcastsand " sinners,” the Chandala of Judaism, torisein revolt against the established order
of things--and in language which, if the Gospels areto be credited, would get him sent to Siberia
today--this man was certainly a political criminal, at least in so far asit was possibleto beonein so
absurdly unpolitical a community. Thisiswhat brought him to the cross: the proof thereof isto be
found in theinscription that was put upon the cross. He died for hisown sins--thereisnot the



dlightest ground for believing, no matter how often it isasserted, that he died for the sins of
others.--

28.

Astowhether he himself was conscious of this contradiction--whether, in fact, thiswasthe only
contradiction he was cognizant of--that is quite another question. Here, for thefirst time, | touch
upon the problem of the psychology of the Saviour.--1 confess, to begin with, that thereare very
few bookswhich offer me harder reading than the Gospels. My difficulties are quite different
from those which enabled the learned curiosity of the German mind to achieve one of its most
unforgettable triumphs. It isalong whilesince, like all other young scholars, enjoyed with all the
sapient laboriousness of a fastidious philologist the work of theincompar able Strauss.2At that
timel wastwenty yearsold: now | am too seriousfor that sort of thing. What do | carefor the
contradictions of " tradition" ? How can any one call pious legends " traditions' ? The histories of
saints present the most dubiousvariety of literaturein existence; to examine them by the scientific
method, in the entire absence of corroborative documents, seems to me to condemn the whole
inquiry from the start--it issimply learned idling.

29.

What concerns meisthe psychological type of the Saviour. Thistype might be depicted in the
Gospels, in however mutilated a form and however much overladen with extraneous character s--
that is, in spite of the Gospels; just asthefigure of Francisof Assisi showsitself in hislegendsin
spite of hislegends. It isnot a question of meretruthful evidence asto what he did, what he said
and how he actually died; the question is, whether histypeisstill conceivable, whether it has been
handed down to us.--All the attemptsthat | know of to read the history of a* soul" in the Gospels
seem to meto reveal only a lamentable psychological levity. M. Renan, that mountebank in
psychologicus, has contributed the two most unseemly notionsto this business of explaining the
type of Jesus: the notion of the genius and that of the hero (" heros'). But if thereisanything
essentially unevangelical, it issurely the concept of the hero. What the Gospels make instinctiveis
precisely thereverse of all heroic struggle, of all taste for conflict: the very incapacity for
resistanceis here converted into something moral: (" resist not evil " --the most profound sentence
in the Gospels, perhapsthetrue key to them), to wit, the blessedness of peace, of gentleness, the
inability to be an enemy. What isthe meaning of " glad tidings' ?--The truelife, thelife eternal has
been found--it isnot merely promised, it ishere, it isin you; it isthelifethat liesin love free from
all retreats and exclusions, from all keeping of distances. Every oneisthe child of God--Jesus
claims nothing for himself alone--asthe child of God each man isthe equal of every other man. . . .
I magine making Jesus a hero! --And what a tremendous misunder standing appearsin the word

" genius' ! Our whole conception of the" spiritual,” the whole conception of our civilization, could
have had no meaning in theworld that Jesuslived in. In the strict sense of the physiologist, a quite
different word ought to be used here. . .. Weall know that thereisa morbid sensibility of the
tactile nerves which causesthose suffering from it to recoil from every touch, and from every



effort to grasp a solid object. Brought toitslogical conclusion, such a physiological habitus
becomes an instinctive hatred of all reality, aflight into the" intangible," into the
"incomprehensible"; adistastefor all formulae, for all conceptions of time and space, for
everything established--customs, institutions, the church--; a feeling of being at home in aworld in
which no sort of reality survives, amerely "inner" world, a" true" world, an " eternal” world. . . .
" The Kingdom of God iswithinyou". . . .

30.

Theinstinctive hatred of reality: the consequence of an extreme susceptibility to pain and
irritation--so great that merely to be " touched" becomes unendurable, for every sensation istoo
profound.

Theinstinctive exclusion of all aversion, all hostility, all bounds and distances in feeling: the
consequence of an extreme susceptibility to pain and irritation--so great that it sensesall
resistance, all compulsion to resistance, as unbearable anguish (--that isto say, as harmful, as
prohibited by theinstinct of self-preservation), and regards blessedness (joy) as possible only when
it isno longer necessary to offer resistance to anybody or anything, however evil or danger ous--
love, asthe only, asthe ultimate possibility of life. . .

These are the two physiological realities upon and out of which the doctrine of salvation has
sprung. | call them a sublime super-development of hedonism upon athoroughly unsalubrious
soil. What stands most closely related to them, though with a large admixture of Greek vitality
and nerve-force, is epicureanism, the theory of salvation of paganism. Epicuruswas a typical
decadent: | wasthefirst to recognize him.--Thefear of pain, even of infinitely slight pain--the end
of this can be nothing save areligion of love. . ..

31.

| have already given my answer to the problem. The prerequisiteto it isthe assumption that the
type of the Saviour hasreached usonly in a greatly distorted form. Thisdistortion isvery
probable: there are many reasons why a type of that sort should not be handed down in apure
form, complete and free of additions. The milieu in which this strange figure moved must have left
mar ks upon him, and more must have been imprinted by the history, the destiny, of the early
Christian communities; the latter indeed, must have embellished the type retrospectively with
characterswhich can be understood only as serving the purposes of war and of propaganda. That
strange and sickly world into which the Gospelslead us--a world appar ently out of a Russian
novel, in which the scum of society, nervous maladies and " childisn" idiocy keep atryst--must, in
any case, have coarsened the type: thefirst disciples, in particular, must have been forced to
trandlate an existence visible only in symbols and incomprehensibilitiesinto their own crudity, in
order to understand it at all--in their sight thetype could take on reality only after it had been
recast in afamiliar mould.... The prophet, the messiah, the futurejudge, the teacher of morals, the



wor ker of wonders, John the Baptist--all these merely presented chancesto misunderstand it . . . .
Finally, let usnot underrate the proprium of all great, and especially all sectarian veneration: it
tendsto erase from the venerated objectsall itsoriginal traits and idiosyncrasies, often so
painfully strange--it does not even see them. It isgreatly to beregretted that no Dostoyevsky lived
in the neighbourhood of this most interesting decadent--I mean some one who would have felt the
poignant charm of such a compound of the sublime, the mor bid and the childish. In the last
analysis, thetype, as atype of the decadence, may actually have been peculiarly complex and
contradictory: such a possibility isnot to belost sight of. Nevertheless, the probabilities seem to be
against it, for in that case tradition would have been particularly accurate and objective, whereas
we have reasons for assuming the contrary. M eanwhile, thereis a contradiction between the
peaceful preacher of the mount, the sea-shore and the fields, who appear s like a new Buddha on a
soil very unlike India's, and the aggr essive fanatic, the mortal enemy of theologians and
ecclesiastics, who stands glorified by Renan's malice as" le grand maitre en ironie." | myself
haven't any doubt that the greater part of thisvenom (and no less of esprit) got itself into the
concept of the Master only asa result of the excited nature of Christian propaganda: we all know
the unscrupulousness of sectarians when they set out to turn their leader into an apologia for
themselves. When the early Christians had need of an adroit, contentious, pugnacious and
maliciously subtle theologian to tackle other theologians, they created a " god" that met that need,
just asthey put into his mouth without hesitation certain ideas that wer e necessary to them but
that were utterly at oddswith the Gospels--" the second coming," " thelast judgment," all sorts of
expectations and promises, current at the time.--

32.

| can only repeat that | set myself against all effortsto intrude the fanatic into the figure of the
Saviour: thevery word imperieux, used by Renan, is alone enough to annul the type. What the
"glad tidings' tell usissimply that there are no mor e contradictions; the kingdom of heaven
belongsto children; thefaith that isvoiced hereisno more an embattled faith--it isat hand, it has
been from the beginning, it isa sort of recrudescent childishness of the spirit. The physiologists, at
all events, arefamiliar with such a delayed and incomplete puberty in theliving organism, the
result of degeneration. A faith of thissort isnot furious, it does not denounce, it does not defend
itself: it does not come with " the sword" --it does not realize how it will one day set man against
man. It does not manifest itself either by miracles, or by rewards and promises, or by
“scriptures': itisitsdf, first and last, itsown miracle, its own reward, itsown promise, itsown

" kingdom of God." Thisfaith does not formulate itself--it ssimply lives, and so guardsitself against
formulae. To be sure, the accident of environment, of educational background gives prominenceto
concepts of a certain sort: in primitive Christianity one finds only concepts of a Judaeo--Semitic
character (--that of eating and drinking at the last supper belongsto this category--an idea which,
like everything else Jewish, has been badly mauled by the church). But let us be careful not to see
in all thisanything morethan symbolical language, semanticsé an opportunity to speak in
parables. It isonly on the theory that no work isto betaken literally that thisanti-realist isableto

speak at all. Set down among Hindus he would have made use of the concepts of Sankhya,’and



among Chinese he would have employed those of L ao-tse 8--and in neither case would it have
made any difference to him.--With alittle freedom in the use of words, one might actually call
Jesus a " free spirit" 9--he cares nothing for what is established: the word killeth,10 a whatever is
established killeth. 'Theidea of " life" asan experience, as he alone conceivesit, stands opposed to
hismind to every sort of word, formula, law, belief and dogma. He speaks only of inner things:
“life" or "truth" or "light" ishisword for theinnermost--in his sight everything else, the whole of
reality, all nature, even language, has significance only as sign, asallegory. --Hereit is of
paramount importanceto beled into no error by the temptationslyingin Christian, or rather
ecclesiastical pre udices. such a symbolism par excellence stands outside all religion, all notions of
wor ship, all history, all natural science, all worldly experience, all knowledge, all palitics, all
psychology, all books, all art--his" wisdom" is precisely a pureignorancell of all such things. He
has never heard of culture; he doesn't haveto make war on it--he doesn't even deny it. . . The same
thing may be said of the state, of the whole bour geoise social order, of labour, of war--he hasno
ground for denying" theworld,"” for he knows nothing of the ecclesiastical concept of " the

world" ... Denial isprecisely thething that isimpossible to him.--In the same way he lacks
argumentative capacity, and has no belief that an article of faith, a" truth," may be established by
proofs (--his proofsareinner " lights,” subjective sensations of happiness and self-approval, smple
" proofs of power" --). Such a doctrine cannot contradict: it doesn't know that other doctrines exist,
or can exist, and iswholly incapable of imagining anything opposed to it. . . If anything of the sort
Isever encountered, it lamentsthe " blindness® with sincere sympathy--for it alone has" light" --
but it does not offer objections. . .

33.

In the whole psychology of the" Gospels® the concepts of guilt and punishment arelacking, and so
isthat of reward. " Sin," which means anything that puts a distance between God and man, is
abolished--thisis precisely the " glad tidings." Eternal blissis not merely promised, nor isit bound
up with conditions: it is conceived asthe only reality--what remains consists merely of signs useful
in speaking of it.

Theresults of such a point of view project themselvesinto a new way of life, the special evangelical
way of life. It isnot a" belief" that marks off the Christian; heisdistinguished by a different mode
of action; he acts differently. He offersno resistance, either by word or in hisheart, to those who
stand against him. He draws no distinction between stranger s and countrymen, Jews and Gentiles
(" neighbour," of course, meansfellow-believer, Jew). Heisangry with no one, and he despisesno
one. He neither appealsto the courts of justice nor heedstheir mandates (" Swear not at all") .12
Henever under any circumstances divor ces hiswife, even when he has proofs of her infidelity.--
And under all of thisisone principle; all of it arisesfrom oneinstinct.--

Thelife of the Saviour was ssimply a carrying out of thisway of life--and so was hisdeath. . . Heno
longer needed any formulaor ritual in hisrelations with God--not even prayer. He had r g ected
the whole of the Jewish doctrine of repentance and atonement; he knew that it was only by a way



of lifethat one could feel one's self " divine," " blessed,” " evangelical,” a" child of God." Not by

" repentance,” not by " prayer and forgiveness' istheway to God: only the Gospel way leadsto
God--it isitself " God!" --What the Gospels abolished was the Judaism in the concepts of " sin,”
"forgivenessof sin,” "faith,” " salvation through faith" --the wholeecclesiastical dogma of the Jews
was denied by the " glad tidings."

The deep instinct which promptsthe Christian how to live so that he will feel that heis" in
heaven" and is" immortal,” despite many reasonsfor feeling that heisnot " in heaven" : thisisthe
only psychological reality in " salvation." --A new way of life, not a new faith.

34.

If | understand anything at all about thisgreat symboligt, it isthis: that he regarded only
subjectiverealitiesasrealities, as" truths' --hat he saw everything else, everything natural,
temporal, spatial and historical, merely as signs, as materialsfor parables. The concept of " the
Son of God" does not connote a concr ete person in history, an isolated and definite individual, but
an " eternal" fact, a psychological symbol set free from the concept of time. The samethingistrue,
and in the highest sense, of the God of thistypical symboalist, of the" kingdom of God," and of the
" sonship of God." Nothing could he more un-Christian than the crude ecclesiastical notions of God
asaperson, of a" kingdom of God" that isto come, of a" kingdom of heaven" beyond, and of a

" son of God" asthe second person of the Trinity. All this--if | may be forgiven the phrase--islike
thrusting on€e'sfist into the eye (and what an eye!) of the Gospels: a disrespect for symbols
amounting to world-historical cynicism. . . .But it is nevertheless obvious enough what is meant by
the symbols™" Father” and " Son" --not, of course, to every one--: theword " Son" expresses
entrance into the feeling that thereisa general transformation of all things (beatitude), and

" Father" expressesthat feeling itself--the sensation of eternity and of perfection.--I am ashamed to
remind you of what the church has made of this symbolism: hasit not set an Amphitryon storyi3
at thethreshold of the Christian " faith" ? And a dogma of " immaculate conception™ for good
measure? . . --And thereby it has robbed conception of its immaculateness--

The" kingdom of heaven" is a state of the heart--not something to come" beyond the world" or

" after death." Thewholeidea of natural death isabsent from the Gospels. death isnot a bridge,

not a passing; it isabsent because it belongsto a quite different, a merely apparent world, useful
only asa symbol. The" hour of death” isnot a Christian idea--" hours," time, the physical life and
its crises have no existence for the bearer of " glad tidings." . . .

The" kingdom of God" isnot something that men wait for: it had no yesterday and no day after

tomorrow, it isnot going to come at a " millennium” --it isan experience of the heart, it is
everywhere and it isnowhere. . ..

35.



This" bearer of glad tidings' died as he lived and taught--not to " save mankind," but to show
mankind how to live. It was a way of lifethat he bequeathed to man: hisdemeanour beforethe
judges, befor e the officers, befor e his accuser s-his demeanour on the cross. He does not resist; he
does not defend hisrights, he makes no effort to ward off the most extreme penalty--more, he
invitesit. . . And he prays, suffersand loves with those, in those, who do him evil . . . Not to defend
one's salf, not to show anger, not to lay blames. . . On the contrary, to submit even to the Evil One--
tolovehim. . ..

36.

--Wefree spirits-we are thefirst to have the necessary prerequisite to under standing what
nineteen centuries have misunder stood--that instinct and passion for integrity which makes war
upon the" holy lie" even morethan upon all other lies. . . Mankind was unspeakably far from our
benevolent and cautious neutrality, from that discipline of the spirit which alone makes possible
the solution of such strange and subtle things: what men always sought, with shameless egoism,
wastheir own advantage therein; they created the church out of denial of the Gospels. . . .

Whoever sought for signsof an ironical divinity's hand in the great drama of existence would find
no small indication thereof in the stupendous question-mark that is called Christianity. That
mankind should be on its knees befor e the very antithesis of what wasthe origin, the meaning and
the law of the Gospels--that in the concept of the " church” the very things should be pronounced
holy that the " bearer of glad tidings" regards as beneath him and behind him--it would be
impossible to surpassthisasa grand example of world-historical irony--

37.

--Our ageisproud of its historical sense: how, then, could it deludeitself into believing that the
crude fable of the wonder-worker and Saviour constituted the beginnings of Christianity--and that
everything spiritual and symbolical in it only came later ? Quite to the contrary, the whole history
of Christianity--from the death on the cross onwar d--isthe history of a progressively clumsier
misunder standing of an original symbolism. With every extension of Christianity among lar ger
and ruder masses, even less capable of grasping the principlesthat gave birth toit, the need arose
to makeit more and more vulgar and barbarous--it absorbed the teachings and rites of all the
subterranean cults of the imperium Romanum, and the absur dities engendered by all sorts of sickly
reasoning. It wasthefate of Christianity that itsfaith had to become as sickly, aslow and as
vulgar asthe needswere sickly, low and vulgar to which it had to administer. A sickly barbarism
finally liftsitself to power asthe church--the church, that incarnation of deadly hostility to all
honesty, to all loftiness of soul, to all discipline of the spirit, to all spontaneous and kindly
humanity.--Christian values--noble values: it is only we, we free spirits, who have re-established
thisgreatest of all antithesesin values!. . . .

38.



--I cannot, at this place, avoid a sigh. There are dayswhen | am visited by a feeling blacker than
the blackest melancholy--contempt of man. Let me leave no doubt asto what | despise, whom |
despise: it isthe man of today, the man with whom | am unhappily contempor aneous. The man of
today--I am suffocated by hisfoul breath! ... Toward the past, like all who understand, | am full
of tolerance, which isto say, generous self-control: with gloomy caution | passthrough whole
millenniums of this mad house of aworld, call it " Christianity,” " Christian faith" or the

" Christian church,"” asyou will--I take care not to hold mankind responsible for itslunacies. But
my feeling changes and breaks out irresistibly the moment | enter moder n times,our times. Our
age knows better. . . What was formerly merely sickly now becomes indecent--it isindecent to be a
Christian today. And here my disgust begins.--1 look about me: not a word survives of what was
once called " truth" ; we can no longer bear to hear a priest pronounce the word. Even a man who
makes the most modest pretensionsto integrity must know that a theologian, a priest, a pope of
today not only errswhen he speaks, but actually lies--and that he no longer escapes blamefor his
liethrough "innocence" or "ignorance." Thepriest knows, as every one knows, that thereisno
longer any " God," or any " sinner,” or any " Saviour" --that " free will"* and the" moral order of
theworld" arelies--: seriousreflection, the profound self-conquest of the spirit,allow no man to
pretend that he does not know it. . . All theideas of the church are now recognized for what they
are--asthewor st counterfeitsin existence, invented to debase nature and all natural values; the
priest himself is seen as he actually is--asthe most danger ous form of parasite, asthe venomous
spider of creation. . - - We know, our conscience now knows--just what the real value of all those
sinister inventions of priest and church has been and what ends they have served, with their
debasement of humanity to a state of self-pollution, the very sight of which excitesloathing,--the
concepts " the other world," "thelast judgment,” "theimmortality of the soul,” the" soul" itself:
they are all merely so many in instruments of torture, systems of cruelty, whereby the priest
becomes master and remains master. . .Every one knows this,but nevertheless things remain as
before. What has become of the last trace of decent feeling, of self-respect, when our statesmen,
otherwise an unconventional class of men and thoroughly anti-Christian in their acts, now call
themselves Christians and go to the communion table? . . . A prince at the head of hisarmies,
magnificent asthe expression of the egoism and arrogance of his people--and yet acknowledging,
without any shame, that heisa Christian! . .. Whom, then, does Christianity deny? what doesit
call "theworld" ? To bea soldier, to be ajudge, to be a patriot; to defend one's self; to be car eful
of one'shonour; to desire one's own advantage; to be proud . . . every act of everyday, every
instinct, every valuation that showsitself in a deed, isnow anti-Christian: what a monster of
falsehood the modern man must beto call himself nevertheless, and without shame, a Christian!--

39.

--1 shall go back a bit, and tell you the authentic history of Christianity.--The very word

" Christianity" isamisunder standing--at bottom there was only one Christian, and he died on the
cross. The" Gospels' died on the cross. What, from that moment onward, was called the

" Gospels' wasthevery reverse of what he had lived: " bad tidings," a Dysangelium.24it isan error
amounting to nonsensicality to seein " faith," and particularly in faith in salvation through Christ,



the distinguishing mark of the Christian: only the Christian way of life, thelifelived by him who
died on thecross, isChristian. . . To thisday such alifeis still possible, and for certain men even
necessary: genuine, primitive Christianity will remain possiblein all ages. . . . Not faith, but acts;
above all, an avoidance of acts, a different state of being. . . . States of consciousness, faith of a sort,
the acceptance, for example, of anything astrue--as every psychologist knows, the value of these
thingsis perfectly indifferent and fifth-rate compared to that of the instincts: strictly speaking, the
whole concept of intellectual causality isfalse. To reduce being a Christian, the state of
Christianity, to an acceptance of truth, to a mere phenomenon of consciousness, isto formulate the
negation of Christianity. In fact, there are no Christians. The" Christian" --he who for two
thousand year s has passed as a Christian--is ssmply a psychological self-delusion. Closely
examined, it appearsthat, despite all his" faith," he hasbeen ruled only by hisinstincts--and what
instincts! --In all ages--for example, in the case of Luther--" faith" hasbeen no morethan a cloak, a
pretense, a curtain behind which theinstincts have played their game--a shrewd blindnessto the
domination of certain of theinstincts. . .| have already called " faith" the specially Christian form
of shrewdness--people always talk of their " faith" and act according to their instincts. . . In the
wor ld of ideas of the Christian thereisnothing that so much astouchesreality: on the contrary,
one recognizes an instinctive hatred of reality asthe motive power, the only motive power at the
bottom of Christianity. What follows therefrom? That even here, in psychologicis, thereisa
radical error, which isto say one conditioning fundamentals, which isto say, onein substance.
Take away oneidea and put a genuinereality in its place--and the whole of Christianity crumbles
to nothingness !--Viewed calmly, this strangest of all phenomena, areligion not only depending on
errors, but inventive and ingenious only in devising injurious errors, poisonousto life and to the
heart--this remains a spectacle for the gods--for those gods who ar e also philosophers, and whom |
have encountered, for example, in the celebrated dialogues at Naxos. At the moment when their
disgust leavesthem (--and us!) they will be thankful for the spectacle afforded by the Christians:
per haps because of this curious exhibition alone the wretched little planet called the earth deserves
a glance from omnipotence, a show of divineinterest. . .. Therefore, let usnot underestimate the
Christians: the Christian, false to the point of innocence, isfar above the ape--in its application to
the Christians a well--known theory of descent becomes a mer e piece of politeness. . . .

40.

--Thefate of the Gospels was decided by death--it hung on the" cross.” . . . It wasonly death, that
unexpected and shameful death; it was only the cross, which was usually reserved for the canaille
only--it was only this appalling paradox which brought the disciples face to face with thereal
riddle: " Who was it? what was it?" --The feeling of dismay, of profound affront and injury; the
suspicion that such a death might involve a refutation of their cause; the terrible question, " Why
just in thisway?" --this state of mind is only too easy to under stand. Her e ever ything must be
accounted for as necessary; everything must have a meaning, a reason, the highest sort of reason;
the love of a disciple excludes all chance. Only then did the chasm of doubt yawn: " Who put him
to death? who was his natural enemy?" --this question flashed like a lightning-stroke. Answer :
dominant Judaism, itsruling class. From that moment, one found on€'s self in revolt against the
established order, and began to under stand Jesus asin revolt against the established order. Until



then thismilitant, this nay-saying, nay-doing element in his character had been lacking; what is
mor e, he had appeared to present its opposite. Obvioudly, thelittle community had not under stood
what was precisely the most important thing of all: the example offered by thisway of dying, the
freedom from and superiority to every feeling of ressentiment--a plain indication of how little he
was understood at all! All that Jesus could hope to accomplish by hisdeath, in itself, wasto offer
the strongest possible proof, or example, of histeachingsin the most public manner. But his
discipleswere very far from forgiving his death--though to have done so would have accorded with
the Gospelsin the highest degree; and neither werethey prepared to offer themselves, with gentle
and serene calmness of heart, for asimilar death. ... On the contrary, it was precisely the most
unevangelical of feelings, revenge, that now possessed them. It seemed impossible that the cause
should perish with hisdeath: " recompense" and " judgment" became necessary (--yet what could
be less evangelical than " recompense,” " punishment,” and " sitting in judgment”!) --Once more
the popular belief in the coming of a messiah appeared in the foreground; attention wasriveted
upon an historical moment: the " kingdom of God" isto come, with judgment upon hisenemies. . .
But in all thisthere was a wholesale misunder standing: imaginethe " kingdom of God" asa last
act, asamere promise! The Gospels had been, in fact, the incarnation, the fulfillment,
therealization of this" kingdom of God." It wasonly now that all the familiar contempt for and
bitter ness against Pharisees and theologians began to appear in the character of the Master was
ther eby turned into a Pharisee and theologian himself! On the other hand, the savage vener ation of
these completely unbalanced souls could no longer endure the Gospel doctrine, taught by Jesus, of
the equal right of all men to be children of God: their revengetook the form of elevating Jesusin
an extravagant fashion, and thus separating him from themselves: just as, in earlier times, the
Jews, to revenge themselves upon their enemies, separated themselves from their God, and placed
him on a great height. The One God and the Only Son of God: both wer e products of

resentment . . . .

41.

--And from that time onward an absurd problem offered itself: " how could God allow it!" To
which the deranged reason of the little community for mulated an answer that wasterrifyingin its
absurdity: God gave his son as a sacrifice for the forgiveness of sins. At once there was an end of
the gospels! Sacrificefor sin, and in itsmost obnoxious and bar bar ous form: sacrifice of the
innocent for the sins of the guilty! What appalling paganism !--Jesus himself had done away with
the very concept of " guilt," hedenied that therewas any gulf fixed between God and man; helived
this unity between God and man, and that was precisely his" glad tidings'. . . And not asa mere
privilege!--From thistime forward the type of the Saviour was corrupted, bit by bit, by the
doctrine of judgment and of the second coming, the doctrine of death as a sacrifice, the doctrine of
the resurrection, by means of which the entire concept of " blessedness,” the whole and only reality
of the gospels, isjuggled away--in favour of a state of existence after death! . .. St. Paul, with that
rabbinical impudence which showsitself in all hisdoings, gave a logical quality to that conception,
that indecent conception, in thisway: " If Christ did not rise from the dead, then all our faith isin
vain!" --And at once there sprang from the Gospels the most contemptible of all unfulfillable
promises, the shameless doctrine of personal immortality. . . Paul even preached it asareward. . .



42.

One now beginsto seejust what it wasthat came to an end with the death on the cross: a new and
thoroughly original effort to found a Buddhistic peace movement, and so establish happiness on
earth--real, not merely promised. For thisremains--as| have already pointed out--the essential
difference between the two religions of decadence: Buddhism promises nothing, but actually
fulfills; Christianity promises everything, but fulfills nothing.--Hard upon the heels of the " glad
tidings' camethe wor st imaginable: those of Paul. In Paul isincarnated the very opposite of the
"bearer of glad tidings"; he representsthe geniusfor hatred, the vision of hatred, therelentless
logic of hatred. What, indeed, has not this dysangelist sacrificed to hatred! Above all, the Saviour:
he nailed him to hisown cross. Thelife, the example, the teaching, the death of Christ, the
meaning and the law of the whole gospels--nothing was left of all this after that counterfeiter in
hatred had reduced it to hisuses. Surely not reality; surely not historical truth! ... Once morethe
priestly instinct of the Jew per petrated the same old master crime against history--he simply
struck out the yesterday and the day befor e yesterday of Christianity, and invented his own history
of Christian beginnings. Going further, hetreated the history of |srael to another falsification, so
that it became a mere prologue to his achievement: all the prophets, it now appear ed, had referred
to his" Saviour." ... Later on the church even falsified the history of man in order to makeit a
prologueto Christianity . . . Thefigure of the Saviour, histeaching, hisway of life, hisdeath, the
meaning of hisdeath, even the consequences of his death--nothing remained untouched, nothing
remained in even remote contact with reality. Paul simply shifted the centre of gravity of that
wholelifeto a place behind this existence--in the lie of the" risen" Jesus. At bottom, he had no use
for thelife of the Saviour--what he needed was the death on the cross, and something more. To see
anything honest in such a man as Paul, whose home was at the centre of the Stoical enlightenment,
when he converts an hallucination into a proof of the resurrection of the Saviour, or even to
believe histale that he suffered from this hallucination himself--this would be a genuine niaiserie
in a psychologist. Paul willed the end; therefore he also willed the means. --What he himself didn't
believe was swallowed readily enough by theidiots among whom he spread histeaching.--What he
wanted was power; in Paul the priest once mor e reached out for power--he had use only for such
concepts, teachings and symbols as served the pur pose of tyrannizing over the masses and

or ganizing mobs. What was the only part of Christianity that Mohammed borrowed later on?
Paul'sinvention, hisdevice for establishing priestly tyranny and organizing the mob: the belief in
theimmortality of the soul--that isto say, the doctrine of " judgment" .

43.

When the centre of gravity of lifeisplaced, not in lifeitself, but in " the beyond" --in nothingness--
then one hastaken away its centre of gravity altogether. The vast lie of personal immortality
destroysall reason, all natural instinct--henceforth, everything in theinstinctsthat is beneficial,
that fosterslife and that safeguardsthe futureisa cause of suspicion. So to live that life no longer
has any meaning: thisisnow the " meaning" of life. ... Why be public-spirited? Why take any



pridein descent and forefather s? Why labour together, trust one another, or concern one's self
about the common welfare, and try to serveit?... Merely so many " temptations," so many
strayings from the " straight path." --" Onething only isnecessary" . . . That every man, because he
hasan "immortal soul," isasgood as every other man; that in an infinite univer se of thingsthe

" salvation" of every individual may lay claim to eternal importance; that insignificant bigots and
the three-fourthsinsane may assumethat the laws of nature are constantly suspended in their
behalf--it isimpossible to lavish too much contempt upon such a magnification of every sort of
selfishnessto infinity, to insolence. And yet Christianity hasto thank precisely this miserable
flattery of personal vanity for itstriumph--it wasthusthat it lured all the botched, the dissatisfied,
the fallen upon evil days, the whole refuse and off-scouring of humanity to itsside. The " salvation
of the soul" --in plain English: " theworld revolvesaround me." ... The poisonousdoctrine, " equal
rightsfor all," hasbeen propagated asa Christian principle: out of the secret nooks and crannies
of bad instinct Christianity has waged a deadly war upon all feelings of reverence and distance
between man and man, which isto say, upon thefirst prerequisiteto every step upward, to every
development of civilization--out of the ressentiment of the massesit hasforged its chief weapons
against us, against everything noble, joyous and high spirited on earth, against our happiness on
earth ... Toallow"immortality" to every Peter and Paul wasthe greatest, the most vicious
outrage upon noble humanity ever perpetrated.--And let us not under estimate the fatal influence
that Christianity has had, even upon politics! Nowadays no one has courage any more for special
rights, for theright of dominion, for feelings of honourable pride in himself and his equals--for the
pathos of distance. . . Our politicsissick with thislack of courage!--The aristocratic attitude of
mind has been under mined by thelie of the equality of souls; and if belief in the " privileges of the
majority" makesand will continue to make revolution--it is Christianity, let us not doubt, and
Christian valuations, which convert every revolution into a carnival of blood and crime!
Christianity isarevolt of all creaturesthat creep on the ground against everything that islofty:
the gospel of the" lowly" lowers. . .

44.

--The gospels areinvaluable as evidence of the corruption that was already per sistent within the
primitive community. That which Paul, with the cynical logic of a rabbi, later developed to a
conclusion was at bottom merely a process of decay that had begun with the death of the Saviour .--
These gospels cannot be read too car efully; difficultieslurk behind every word. | confess--I hope it
will not be held against me--that it is precisely for thisreason that they offer first-ratejoy to a
psychologist--as the opposite of all merely naive corruption, asrefinement par excellence, as an
artistic triumph in psychological corruption. The gospels, in fact, stand alone. The Bible asa whole
Isnot to be compared to them. Here we are among Jews: thisisthefirst thing to be bornein mind
if wearenot to losethethread of the matter. This positive geniusfor conjuring up a delusion of
personal " holiness' unmatched anywhere else, either in books or by men; this elevation of fraud
in word and attitudeto the level of an art--all thisisnot an accident dueto the chance talents of an
individual, or to any violation of nature. Thething responsibleisrace. The whole of Judaism
appearsin Christianity astheart of concocting holy lies, and there, after many centuries of

ear nest Jewish training and hard practice of Jewish technic, the business comesto the stage of



mastery. The Christian, that ultimaratio of lying, isthe Jew all over again--heisthreefold the
Jew. . . Theunderlying will to make use only of such concepts, symbols and attitudes asfit into
priestly practice, theinstinctive repudiation of every other mode of thought, and every other
method of estimating values and utilities--thisis not only tradition, it isinheritance: only asan
inheritanceisit ableto operate with the for ce of nature. The whole of mankind, even the best
minds of the best ages (with one exception, perhaps hardly human--), have per mitted themselves
to be deceived. The gospels have been read as a book of innocence. . . surely no small indication of
the high skill with which the trick has been done.--Of cour se, if we could actually seethese
astounding bigots and bogus saints, even if only for an instant, the farce would cometo an end,--
and it isprecisely because | cannot read a word of theirswithout seeing their attitudinizing that |
have made am end of them. . . . | ssmply cannot endure the way they have of rolling up their eyes.--
For the majority, happily enough, books are mereliterature.--L et usnot be led astray: they say
"judge not," and yet they condemn to hell whoever standsin their way. In letting God sit in
judgment they judge themselves; in glorifying God they glorify themselves; in demanding that
every one show the virtues which they themselves happen to be capable of--still more, which they
must havein order to remain on top--they assumethe grand air of men struggling for virtue, of
men engaging in awar that virtue may prevail. " Welive, we die, we sacrifice our selvesfor the
good" (--"thetruth,” "thelight," "the kingdom of God"): in point of fact, they smply do what
they cannot help doing. Forced, like hypocrites, to be sneaky, to hidein corners, to slink alongin
the shadows, they convert their necessity into aduty: it is on grounds of duty that they account for
their lives of humility, and that humility becomes merely one more proof of their piety. .. Ah, that
humble, chaste, charitable brand of fraud! " Virtueitself shall bear witnessfor us.". ... One may
read the gospels as books of moral seduction: these petty folksfasten themselvesto morality--they
know the uses of morality! Morality isthe best of all devicesfor leading mankind by the nose!--The
fact isthat the conscious conceit of the chosen here disguisesitself asmodesty: it isin thisway that
they, the" community," the" good and just," range themselves, once and for always, on one side,
the side of " the truth" --and therest of mankind, "theworld,” on the other. .. In that we observe
the most fatal sort of megalomaniathat the earth has ever seen: little abortions of bigotsand liars
began to claim exclusiverightsin the concepts of " God," "thetruth,” "thelight," " the spirit,"
"love," "wisdom" and " life," asif thesethingswere synonyms of themselves and ther eby they
sought to fence themselves off from the " world" ; little super-Jews, ripe for some sort of madhouse,
turned values upside down in order to meet their notions, just asif the Christian werethe
meaning, the salt, the standard and even thelast judgment of all therest. . .. The whole disaster
was only made possible by the fact that there already existed in the world a similar megalomania,
allied tothisonein race, to wit, the Jewish: once a chasm began to yawn between Jews and Judaeo-
Christians, the latter had no choice but to employ the self-preservative measuresthat the Jewish
instinct had devised, even against the Jews themselves, wher eas the Jews had employed them only
against non-Jews. The Christian issimply a Jew of the " reformed" confession.--

45.

--| offer afew examples of the sort of thing these petty people have got into their heads--what they
have put into the mouth of the Master: the unalloyed creed of " beautiful souls.” --



" And whosoever shall not receive you, nor hear you, when ye depart thence, shake off the dust
under your feet for atestimony against them. Verily | say unto you, it shall be moretolerable for
Sodom and Gomorrha in the day of judgment, than for that city" (Mark vi, 11)--How evangelical!

" And whosoever shall offend one of theselittle onesthat believein me, it isbetter for him that a
millstone wer e hanged about his neck, and he were cast into thesea" (Mark ix, 42) .--How
evangelical! --

" And if thine eye offend thee, pluck it out: it is better for thee to enter into the kingdom of God
with one eye, than having two eyesto be cast into hell fire; Wherethe worm dieth not, and thefire
isnot quenched." (Mark ix, 47)1>--1t isnot exactly the eye that is meant.

"Verily | say unto you, That there be some of them that stand here, which shall not taste death, till
they have seen the kingdom of God come with power." (Mark ix, 1.)--Well lied, lion!16 . . ..

"Whosoever will come after me, let him deny himself, and take up his cross, and follow me.
For ..." (Note of a psychologist. Christian morality isrefuted by itsfors: itsreasons are against it,--
thismakesit Christian.) Mark viii, 34.--

" Judge not, that ye be not judged. With what measur e ye mete, it shall be measured to you
again." (Matthew vii, 1.)17--What a notion of justice, of a"just" judge! ...

" For if yelove them which love you, what reward have ye? do not even the publicans the same?
And if ye salute your brethren only, what do ye mor e than others? do not even the publicans
s0?" (Matthew V, 46.)18--Principle of " Christian love" : it insists upon being well paid in the
end. ...

" But if yeforgive not men their trespasses, neither will your Father forgive your
trespasses.” (Matthew vi, 15.)--Very compromising for the said " father."

" But seek yefirst the kingdom of God, and hisrighteousness; and all these things shall be added
untoyou." (Matthew vi, 33.)--All these things: namely, food, clothing, all the necessities of life. An
error, to put it mildly. . .. A bit before this God appearsasatailor, at least in certain cases.

"Rgoiceyein that day, and leap for joy: for, behold, your reward isgreat in heaven: for in the
like manner did their fathersunto the prophets.” (Lukevi, 23.)--Impudent rabble! It compares
itself to the prophets. . .

" Know yea not that yea are the temple of God, and that the spirit of God dwelt in you? If any man
defilethetemple of God, him shall God destroy; for the temple of God is holy, which temple yea



are." (Paul, 1 Corinthiansiii, 16.)1%--For that sort of thing one cannot have enough contempt. . . .

" Do yea not know that the saints shall judge the world? and if the world shall be judged by you,
areyea unworthy to judge the smallest matters?* (Paul, 1 Corinthiansvi, 2.)--Unfortunately, not
mer ely the speech of a lunatic. . .

Thisfrightful impostor then proceeds: " Know yea not that we shall judge angels? how much more
thingsthat pertain to thislife?". ..

"Hat not God made foolish the wisdom of thisworld? For after that in the wisdom of God the
world by wisdom knew not God, it pleased God by the foolishness of preaching to save them that
believe. . . . Not many wise men after the flesh, not men mighty, not many noble are called: But
God hat chosen the foolish things of the world to confound the wise; and God hat chosen the weak
things of the world confound the things which are mighty; And base things of the world, and
things which are despised, hat God chosen, yea, and things which are not, to bring to nought
thingsthat are: That no flesh should glory in hispresence." (Paul, 1 Corinthiansi, 20ff.)29 --In
order to understand this passage, afirst rate example of the psychology underlying every
Chandala-morality, one should read thefirst part of my " Genealogy of Morals': there, for the
first time, the antagonism between a noble morality and a morality born of ressentiment and
impotent vengefulness is exhibited. Paul wasthe greatest of all apostles of revenge. . . .

46.

--What follows, then? That one had better put on gloves beforereading the New Testament. The
presence of so much filth makesit very advisable. One would aslittle choose " early Christians'
for companions as Polish Jews: not that one need seek out an objection tothem ... Neither hasa
pleasant smell.--1 have searched the New Testament in vain for a single sympathetic touch;
nothing istherethat isfree, kindly, open-hearted or upright. In it humanity does not even make
thefirst step upward--theinstinct for cleanlinessislacking. ... Only evil instinctsarethere, and
thereisnot even the courage of these evil instincts. It isall cowardice; it isall a shutting of the
eyes, a self-deception. Every other book becomes clean, once one hasread the New Testament: for
example, immediately after reading Paul | took up with delight that most char ming and wanton of
scoffers, Petronius, of whom one may say what Domenico Boccaccio wr ote of Ceasar Borgiato the
Duke of Parma: " e tutto | esto” --immortally healthy, immortally cheerful and sound. .. .These
petty bigots make a capital miscalculation. They attack, but everything they attack isthereby
distinguished. Whoever isattacked by an " early Christian" issurely not befouled . . . On the
contrary, it isan honour to have an " early Christian" asan opponent. One cannot read the New
Testament without acquired admiration for whatever it abuses--not to speak of the " wisdom of
thisworld," which an impudent wind bag triesto dispose of " by the foolishness of preaching.” ...
Even the scribes and pharisees ar e benefitted by such opposition: they must certainly have been
worth something to have been hated in such an indecent manner. Hypocrisy--asif thiswerea
chargethat the" early Christians' dared to make!--After all, they werethe privileged, and that was



enough: the hatred of the Chandala needed no other excuse. The " early Christian" --and also, |
fear, the"last Christian," whom | may perhaps liveto see--isa rebel against all privilege by
profound instinct--he lives and makeswar for ever for " equal rights." .. .Strictly speaking, he has
no alter native. When a man proposes to represent, in his own person, the" chosen of God" --or to
bea"templeof God," or a"judge of the angels’ --then every other criterion, whether based upon
honesty, upon intellect, upon manliness and pride, or upon beauty and freedom of the heart,
becomes simply " worldly" --evil in itself. . . Moral: every word that comes from the lips of an
“early Christian" isalie, and hisevery act isinstinctively dishonest--all hisvalues, all hisaimsare
noxious, but whoever he hates, whatever he hates, hasreal value. . . The Christian, and
particularly the Christian priest, isthusa criterion of values.

--Must | add that, in the whole New Testament, ther e appear s but a solitary figure worthy of
honour ? Pilate, the Roman viceroy. To regard a Jewish imbroglio seriously--that was quite beyond
him. One Jew more or less- what did it matter? . .. The noble scorn of a Roman, before whom the
word " truth" was shamelessly mishandled, enriched the New Testament with the only saying that
has any value--and that isat onceitscriticism and itsdestruction: " What istruth?" . . .

47.

--Thething that setsusapart isnot that we are unable to find God, either in history, or in nature,
or behind nature--but that we regard what has been honoured as God, not as" divine,” but as
pitiable, asabsurd, asinjurious; not asa mereerror, but asacrime against life. . . We deny that
God isGoad . .. If any onewereto show usthis Christian God, we'd be still lessinclined to believe
in him.--In aformula: deus, qualem Paulus creavit, del negatio.--Such a religion as Christianity,
which does not touch reality at a single point and which goesto pieces the moment reality asserts
itsrights at any point, must be inevitably the deadly enemy of the " wisdom of thisworld," which
isto say, of science--and it will give the name of good to whatever means serveto poison,
calumniate and cry down all intellectual discipline, all lucidity and strictnessin matters of
intellectual conscience, and all noble coolness and freedom of the mind. " Faith,” asan imperative,
vetoes science--in praxi, lying at any price. . . . Paul well knew that lying--that " faith" --was
necessary; later on the church borrowed the fact from Paul.--The God that Paul invented for
himself, a God who " reduced to absurdity" " the wisdom of thisworld" (especially the two great
enemies of super stition, philology and medicine), isin truth only an indication of Paul'sresolute
determination to accomplish that very thing himself: to give one's own will the name of God, thora--
that is essentially Jewish. Paul wantsto dispose of the " wisdom of thisworld" : hisenemiesarethe
good philologians and physicians of the Alexandrine school--on them he makes hiswar. Asa
matter of fact no man can be a philologian or a physician without being also Antichrist. That isto
say, as a philologian a man sees behind the " holy books,” and as a physician he sees behind the
physiological degeneration of thetypical Christian. The physician says" incurable”; the
philologian says" fraud." . . .

48.



--Has any one ever clearly understood the celebrated story at the beginning of the Bible--of God's
mortal terror of science? ... Noone, in fact, hasunderstood it. This priest-book par excellence
opens, asisfitting, with the great inner difficulty of the priest: he faces only one great danger;
ergo, " God" facesonly one great danger .--

The old God, wholly " spirit,” wholly the high-priest, wholly perfect, is promenading his garden:
heisbored and trying to kill time. Against boredom even gods strugglein vain.2lWhat does he do?
He creates man--man is entertaining. . . But then he notices that man isalso bored. God's pity for
the only form of distressthat invades all paradises knows no bounds: so he forthwith creates other
animals. God'sfirst mistake: to man these other animals wer e not entertaining--he sought
dominion over them; he did not want to be an " animal" himself.--So God created woman. In the
act he brought boredom to an end--and also many other things! Woman was the second mistake of
God.--" Woman, at bottom, is a serpent, Heva" --every priest knows that; " from woman comes
every evil in theworld" --every priest knows that, too. Ergo, sheisalso to blamefor science. . . It
was through woman that man learned to taste of the tree of knowledge.--What happened? The old
God was seized by mortal terror. Man himself had been his greatest blunder; he had created a
rival to himself; science makes men godlike--it isall up with priests and gods when man becomes
scientific!--Moral: scienceistheforbidden per se; it aloneisforbidden. Scienceisthefirst of sins,
the germ of all sins, theoriginal sin. Thisisall thereis of morality.--" Thou shalt not know" --the
rest follows from that.--God's mortal terror, however, did not hinder him from being shrewd.
How isoneto protect one's self against science? For along while thiswasthe capital problem.
Answer: Out of paradise with man! Happiness, leisure, foster thought--and all thoughts are bad
thoughts!--Man must not think.--And so the priest invents distress, death, the mortal dangers of
childbirth, all sortsof misery, old age, decrepitude, above all, sickness--nothing but devices for
making war on science! Thetroublesof man don't allow him to think. . . Nevertheless--how
terrible!--, the edifice of knowledge beginsto tower aloft, invading heaven, shadowing the gods--
what isto be done?--The old God invents war; he separates the peoples, he makes men destroy one
another (--the priests have always had need of war ....). War--among other things, a great disturber
of science!--Incredible! Knowledge, deliverance from the priests, prospersin spite of war.--So the
old God comesto hisfinal resolution: " Man has become scientific--thereisno help for it: he must
be drowned!". . ..

49.

--1 have been understood. At the opening of the Bible thereisthe whole psychology of the priest.--
The priest knows of only one great danger: that is science--the sound comprehension of cause and
effect. But science flourishes, on the whole, only under favour able conditions--a man must have
time, he must have an overflowing intellect, in order to " know." ..." Therefore, man must be made
unhappy,” --thishas been, in all ages, thelogic of the priest.--It iseasy to seejust what, by this
logic, wasthefirst thing to comeinto theworld :--"sin." ... Theconcept of guilt and punishment,
thewhole" moral order of theworld," was set up against science--against the deliverance of man
from priests. . .. Man must not look outward; he must look inward. He must not look at things



shrewdly and cautioudly, to learn about them; he must not look at all; he must suffer ... And he
must suffer so much that heisalwaysin need of the priest.--Away with physicians! What is needed
isa Saviour.--The concept of guilt and punishment, including the doctrines of " grace," of
"salvation,” of " forgiveness' --liesthrough and through, and absolutely without psychological
reality--wer e devised to destroy man's sense of causality: they are an attack upon the concept of
cause and effect !--And not an attack with thefist, with the knife, with honesty in hate and love!
On thecontrary, oneinspired by the most cowardly, the most crafty, the most ignoble of instincts!
An attack of priests! An attack of parasites! The vampirism of pale, subterranean leeches! . ..
When the natural consequences of an act areno longer " natural," but areregarded as produced
by the ghostly creations of superstition--by " God," by " spirits,” by " souls' --and reckoned as
merely "moral" consequences, asrewards, as punishments, as hints, as lessons, then the whole
ground-work of knowledge is destr oyed--then the greatest of crimes against humanity has been
perpetrated.--1 repeat that sin, man's self-desecr ation par excellence, wasinvented in order to make
science, culture, and every elevation and ennobling of man impossible; the priest rulesthrough the
invention of sin.--

50.

--In thisplacel can't permit myself to omit a psychology of " belief,” of the" believer," for the
special benefit of 'believers.” If thereremain any today who do not yet know how indecent it isto
be" believing" --or how much a sign of decadence, of a broken will to live--then they will know it
well enough tomorrow. My voice reaches even the deaf.--It appears, unless| have been incorrectly
informed, that there prevailsamong Christiansa sort of criterion of truth that iscalled " proof by
power." Faith makesblessed: thereforeit istrue.” --1t might be objected right herethat
blessednessis not demonstrated, it is merely promised: it hangs upon " faith" as a condition--one
shall be blessed because one believes. . . . But what of the thing that the priest promisesto the
believer, the wholly transcendental " beyond" --how isthat to be demonstrated?--The " proof by
power," thusassumed, isactually no more at bottom than a belief that the effects which faith
promiseswill not fail to appear. In aformula: " | believethat faith makesfor blessedness--
therefore, it istrue” .. But thisisasfar aswe may go. This" therefore" would be absurdum itself
asacriterion of truth.--But let usadmit, for the sake of politeness, that blessedness by faith may
be demonstrated (--not merely hoped for, and not merely promised by the suspiciouslips of a
priest): even so, could blessedness--in a technical term, pleasure--ever be a proof of truth? So little
isthistruethat it isalmost a proof against truth when sensations of pleasur e influence the answer
to the question " What istrue?" or, at all events, it isenough to make that " truth" highly
suspicious. The proof by " pleasure" isa proof of " pleasure--nothing more; why in theworld
should it be assumed that true judgments give mor e pleasur e than false ones, and that, in
conformity to some pre-established har mony, they necessarily bring agreeable feelingsin their
train?--The experience of all disciplined and profound minds teaches the contrary. Man has had to
fight for every atom of the truth, and has had to pay for it aimost everything that the heart, that
human love, that human trust cling to. Greatness of soul isneeded for thisbusiness: the service of
truth isthe hardest of all services.--What, then, isthe meaning of integrityin thingsintellectual? It
means that a man must be severe with hisown heart, that he must scorn " beautiful feelings,” and



that he makesevery Yea and Nay a matter of consciencel--Faith makes blessed:therefore, it
lies. . ..

51.

Thefact that faith, under certain circumstances, may work for blessedness, but that this
blessedness produced by an idee fixe by no means makestheidea itself true, and the fact that faith
actually moves no mountains, but instead raises them up where there were none before: all thisis
made sufficiently clear by a walk through a lunatic asylum. Not, of course, to a priest: for his
instincts prompt him to the lie that sicknessis not sickness and lunatic asylums not lunatic
asylums. Christianity finds sickness necessary, just asthe Greek spirit had need of a

super abundance of health--the actual ulterior purpose of the whole system of salvation of the
church isto make peopleill. And the church itself--doesn't it set up a Catholic lunatic asylum as
the ultimate ideal ?--The whole earth as a madhouse?--The sort of religious man that the church
wantsisatypical decadent; the moment at which areligious crisisdominates a peopleis always
mar ked by epidemics of nervousdisorder; theinner world" of thereligious man isso much like
the" inner world" of the overstrung and exhausted that it is difficult to distinguish between them;
the" highest" statesof mind, held up be fore mankind by Christianity as of supreme worth, are
actually epileptoid in form--the church has granted the name of holy only to lunatics or to gigantic
fraudsin majorem dei honorem. . .. Oncel ventured to designate the whole Christian system of
training22in penance and salvation (now best studied in England) as a method of producing a folie
circulaire upon a soil already prepared for it, which isto say, a soil thoroughly unhealthy. Not
every onemay bea Christian: oneisnot " converted" to Christianity--one must first be sick
enough for it. ...Weothers, who have the courage for health and likewise for contempt,--we may
well despise areligion that teaches misunder standing of the body! that refusestorid itself of the
super stition about the soul! that makesa " virtue" of insufficient nourishment! that combats
health asa sort of enemy, devil, temptation! that persuadesitself that it ispossibleto carry about a
" perfect soul" in a cadaver of a body, and that, to thisend, had to devise for itself a new concept of
" perfection,” a pale, sickly, idiotically ecstatic state of existence, so-called " holiness' --a holiness
that isitself merely a series of symptoms of an impoverished, enervated and incurably disordered
body! ... The Christian movement, as a European movement, was from the start no morethan a
general uprising of all sorts of outcast and refuse elements (--who now, under cover of
Christianity, aspireto power)-- It does not represent the decay of arace; it represents, on the
contrary, a conglomer ation of decadence productsfrom all directions, crowding together and
seeking one another out. It was not, as has been thought, the corruption of antiquity, of noble
antiquity, which made Christianity possible; one cannot too shar ply challenge the learned
imbecility which today maintainsthat theory. At the time when the sick and rotten Chandala
classesin the whole imperium wer e Christianized, the contrary type, the nobility, reached itsfinest
and ripest development. The majority became master; democracy, with its Christian instincts,
triumphed. . . Christianity wasnot " national,” it was not based on race--it appealed to all the
varieties of men disinherited by life, it had itsallies everywhere. Christianity hasthe rancour of
thesick at itsvery core--theinstinct against the healthy, against health. Everything that is well--
constituted, proud, gallant and, above all, beautiful gives offenceto its earsand eyes. Again |



remind you of Paul's priceless saying: " And God hath chosen the weak things of theworld, the
foolish things of the world, the base things of the world, and things which are despised" :23 thiswas
the formula; in hoc signo the decadence triumphed.--God on the cross--is man alwaysto missthe
frightful inner significance of this symbol?--Everything that suffers, everything that hangson the
cross, isdivine. . .. We all hang on the cross, consequently we aredivine. ... Wealoneare

divine. ... Christianity wasthusa victory: a nobler attitude of mind was destroyed by it--
Christianity remainsto thisday the greatest misfortune of humanity.--

52.

Christianity also standsin opposition to all intellectual well-being,--sick reasoning isthe only sort
that it can use as Christian reasoning; it takesthe side of everything that isidiotic; it pronouncesa
curse upon "intellect," upon the superbia of the healthy intellect. Since sicknessisinherent in
Christianity, it follows that thetypically Christian state of " faith" must be a form of sickness too,
and that all straight, straightforward and scientific pathsto knowledge must be banned by the
church asforbidden ways. Doubt isthusa sin from the start. . . . The complete lack of
psychological cleanlinessin the priest--revealed by a glance at him--isa phenomenon resulting
from decadence,--one may observe in hysterical women and in rachitic children how regularly the
falsification of instincts, delight in lying for the mer e sake of lying, and incapacity for looking
straight and walking straight are symptoms of decadence. " Faith" meansthe will to avoid
knowing what istrue. The pietist, the priest of either sex, isa fraud because heissick: hisinstinct
demands that thetruth shall never be allowed itsrights on any point. " Whatever makesfor illness
Is good; whatever issues from abundance, from super-abundance, from power, isevil" : so argues
the believer. Theimpulseto lie--it isby thisthat | recognize every foreordained theologian.--
Another characteristic of the theologian is hisunfitness for philology. What | here mean by
philology is, in a general sense, the art of reading with profit--the capacity for absorbing facts
without inter preting them falsely, and without losing caution, patience and subtlety in the effort to
under stand them. Philology as ephexis?4 in inter pretation: whether one be dealing with books,
with newspaper reports, with the most fateful events or with weather statistics-not to mention the
" salvation of thesoul." ... Theway in which atheologian, whether in Berlin or in Rome, isready
to explain, say, a" passage of Scripture,” or an experience, or avictory by the national army, by
turning upon it the high illumination of the Psalms of David, is always so daring that it is enough
to make a philologian run up awall. But what shall he do when pietists and other such cows from
SuabiaZ usethe " finger of God" to convert their miserably commonplace and hugger mugger
existenceinto a miracle of " grace,” a" providence' and an " experience of salvation" ? The most
modest exer cise of the intellect, not to say of decency, should certainly be enough to convince these
inter preters of the perfect childishness and unworthiness of such a misuse of the divine digital
dexterity. However small our piety, if we ever encountered a god who always cured us of a cold in
the head at just theright time, or got usinto our carriage at the very instant heavy rain began to
fall, he would seem so absurd a god that he'd have to be abolished even if he existed. God as a
domestic servant, asa letter carrier, asan almanac--man--at bottom, heis a mere namefor the
stupidest sort of chance. . .. " Divine Providence," which every third man in " educated Ger many"



still believesin, is so strong an argument against God that it would be impossible to think of a
stronger. And in any caseit isan argument against Germans! . . .

53.

--It isso little true that martyrs offer any support to thetruth of a causethat | am inclined to deny
that any martyr hasever had anything to do with thetruth at all. In the very tonein which a
martyr flingswhat hefanciesto betrue at the head of the world there appear s so low a grade of
intellectual honesty and such insensibility to the problem of " truth,” that it isnever necessary to
refute him. Truth isnot something that one man has and another man hasnot: at best, only
peasants, or peasant apostleslike Luther, can think of truth in any such way. One may rest
assured that the greater the degree of a man'sintellectual conscience the greater will be his
modesty, his discretion, on this point. To know in five cases, and to refuse, with delicacy, to know
anything further ... " Truth," astheword isunderstood by every prophet, every sectarian, every
free-thinker, every Socialist and every churchman, issimply a complete proof that not even a
beginning has been made in theintellectual discipline and self-control that are necessary to the
unearthing of even the smallest truth.--The deaths of the martyrs, it may be said in passing, have
been misfortunes of history: they have misled . . . The conclusion that all idiots, women and
plebeians come to, that there must be something in a cause for which any one goesto his death (or
which, asunder primitive Christianity, sets off epidemics of death-seeking)--this conclusion has
been an unspeakable drag upon thetesting of facts, upon the whole spirit of inquiry and
investigation. The martyrs have damaged thetruth. . . . Even to thisday the crude fact of

per secution is enough to give an honour able name to the most empty sort of sectarianism.--But
why? Istheworth of a cause altered by the fact that some one had laid down hislifefor it?--An
error that becomes honourableissimply an error that has acquired one seductive charm the
more: do you suppose, Messrs. Theologians, that we shall give you the chanceto be martyred for
your lies?--One best disposes of a cause by respectfully putting it on ice--that is also the best way
to dispose of theologians. . . . Thiswas precisely the wor ld-historical stupidity of all the
persecutor s that they gave the appear ance of honour to the cause they opposed--that they made it
a present of the fascination of martyrdom. .. Women are still on their knees before an error
because they have been told that some one died on the crossfor it. I sthe cross, then, an argument?--
But about all thesethingsthereisone, and one only, who has said what has been needed for
thousands of year s--Zarathustra.

They made signsin blood along the way that they went, and their folly taught them that the truth
is proved by blood.

But blood isthe wor st of all testimoniesto thetruth; blood poisoneth even the purest teaching and
turneth it into madness and hatred in the heart.

And when one goeth through firefor histeaching--what doth that prove? Verily, it ismorewhen

one's teaching cometh out of one's own burning!26

4.



Do not let yourself be decelved: great intellects are sceptical. Zarathustrais a sceptic. The
strength, the freedom which proceed from intellectual power, from a superabundance of
intellectual power, manifest themselves as scepticism. Men of fixed convictions do not count when
it comesto determining what isfundamental in values and lack of values. Men of convictionsare
prisoners. They do not see far enough, they do not see what is below them: whereas a man who
would talk to any purpose about value and non-value must be able to see five hundred convictions
beneath him--and behind him. . .. A mind that aspiresto great things, and that wills the means
thereto, is necessarily sceptical. Freedom from any sort of conviction belongsto strength, and to an
independent point of view. . . That grand passion which isat once the foundation and the power of
a sceptic's existence, and is both mor e enlightened and mor e despotic than heis himself, draftsthe
whole of hisintellect into its service; it makes him unscrupulous; it gives him courage to employ
unholy means; under certain circumstancesit does not begrudge him even convictions. Conviction
as a means. one may achieve a good deal by means of a conviction. A grand passion makes use of
and uses up convictions; it does not yield to them--it knows itself to be sovereign.--On the
contrary, the need of faith, of some thing unconditioned by yea or nay, of Carlylism, if | may be
allowed the word, is a need of weakness. The man of faith, the" believer" of any sort, isnecessarily
a dependent man--such a man cannot posit himself asa goal, nor can he find goals within himself.
The" believer" does not belong to himself; he can only be a meansto an end; he must be used up;
he needs some one to use him up. Hisinstinct givesthe highest honoursto an ethic of self-
effacement; heisprompted to embraceit by everything: his prudence, his experience, hisvanity.
Every sort of faith isin itself an evidence of self-effacement, of self-estrangement.. . When one
reflects how necessary it isto the great majority that there beregulationsto restrain them from
without and hold them fast, and to what extent control, or, in a higher sense, slavery, isthe one and
only condition which makes for the well-being of the weak-willed man, and especially woman, then
one at once under stands conviction and " faith." To the man with convictionsthey are his
backbone. To avoid seeing many things, to be impartial about nothing, to be a party man through
and through, to estimate all values strictly and infallibly--these ar e conditions necessary to the
existence of such a man. But by the same token they ar e antagonists of the truthful man--of the
truth. ... Thebeliever isnot freeto answer the question, " true" or " not true,” according tothe
dictates of his own conscience: integrity on this point would work hisinstant downfall. The
pathological limitations of hisvision turn the man of convictionsinto a fanatic--Savonar ola,
Luther, Rousseau, Robespierre, Saint-Simon--these types stand in opposition to the strong,
emancipated spirit. But the grandiose attitudes of these sick intellects, these intellectual epileptics,
are of influence upon the great masses--fanatics ar e picturesque, and mankind prefers observing
posesto listening to reasons. . . .

55.

--One step further in the psychology of conviction, of " faith." It isnow a good whilesincel first
proposed for consider ation the question whether convictions are not even mor e danger ous enemies
totruth than lies. (" Human, All-Too-Human," |, aphorism 483.)27 Thistime| desireto put the
qguestion definitely: isthere any actual difference between alie and a conviction?--All the world



believesthat thereis; but what isnot believed by all the world!--Every conviction hasits history,
its primitive forms, its stage of tentativenessand error: it becomes a conviction only after having
been, for along time, not one, and then, for an even longer time, hardly one. What if falsehood be
also one of these embryonic forms of conviction?--Sometimes all that is needed isa changein
persons. what wasaliein the father becomes a conviction in the son.--1 call it lying to refuseto see
what one sees, or torefuseto seeit asit is: whether thelie be uttered before witnesses or not
before witnessesis of no consequence. The most common sort of lieisthat by which a man
deceives himself: the deception of othersisarelatively rare offence.--Now, thiswill not to see what
one sees, thiswill not to seeit asit is, isalmost thefirst requisite for all who belong to a party of
whatever sort: the party man becomesinevitably aliar. For example, the German historiansare
convinced that Rome was synonymous with despotism and that the Ger manic peoples brought the
spirit of liberty into theworld: what isthe difference between this conviction and alie? Isit to be
wondered at that all partisans, including the German historians, instinctively roll the fine phrases
of morality upon their tongues--that morality almost owesitsvery survival to the fact that the
party man of every sort hasneed of it every moment?--" Thisisour conviction: we publish it tothe
whole world; we live and diefor it--let usrespect all who have convictions!" --1 have actually heard
such sentiments from the mouths of anti-Semites. On the contrary, gentlemen! An anti-Semite
surely does not become mor e respectable because helieson principle. . . The priests, who have
mor e finesse in such matters, and who well under stand the objection that lies against the notion of
a conviction, which isto say, of a falsehood that becomes a matter of principle because it servesa
purpose, have borrowed from the Jews the shrewd device of sneaking in the concepts, " God," "the
will of God" and "therevelation of God" at thisplace. Kant, too, with his categorical imperative,
was on the same road: thiswas hispractical reason.28 There are questionsregarding the truth or
untruth of which it isnot for man to decide; all the capital questions, all the capital problems of
valuation, are beyond human reason. . .. To know the limits of reason--that aloneis genuine.
philosophy. Why did God make a revelation to man? Would God have done anything

super fluous? Man could not find out for himself what was good and what was evil, so God taught
him Hiswill. Moral: the priest does not lie--the question, " true" or " untrue," hasnothing to do
with such thingsasthe priest discusses; it isimpossibleto lie about these things. In order tolie
hereit would be necessary to knowwhat istrue. But thisis more than man can know; therefore,
the priest issimply the mouth-piece of God.--Such a priestly syllogism is by no means merely
Jewish and Christian; theright to lie and the shrewd dodge of " revelation” belongto the general
priestly type--to the priest of the decadence aswell asto the priest of pagan times (--Pagans ar e all
those who say yesto life, and to whom " God" isa word signifying acquiescence in all things) --The
“law," the" will of God," the" holy book," and " inspiration" --all these things are merely words
for the conditionsunder which the priest comesto power and with which he maintains his power ,--
these concepts areto be found at the bottom of all priestly organizations, and of all priestly or
priestly-philosophical schemes of governments. The" holy lie" --common aliketo Confucius, to the
Code of Manu, to Mohammed and to the Christian church--is not even wanting in Plato. " Truth is
here": this means, no matter whereit isheard, thepriest lies. . . .

56.



--In thelast analysisit comesto this: what isthe end of lying? The fact that, in Christianity, " holy"
ends are not visibleis my objection to the meansit employs. Only bad ends appear: the poisoning,
the calumniation, the denial of life, the despising of the body, the degradation and self-
contamination of man by the concept of sin--therefore, its means are also bad.--I have a contrary
feeling when | read the Code of Manu, an incompar ably mor e intellectual and superior work,
which it would be a sin against the intelligence to so much as namein the same breath with the
Bible. It iseasy to see why: thereisa genuine philosophy behind it, in it, not merely an evil-
smelling mess of Jewish rabbinism and super stition,--it gives even the most fastidious psychologist
something to sink histeeth into. And, not to forget what ismost important, it differs
fundamentally from every kind of Bible: by means of it the nobles, the philosophersand the
warriorskeep the whip-hand over the majority; it isfull of noble valuations, it shows a feeling of
perfection, an acceptance of life, and triumphant feeling toward self and life--the sun shines upon
the whole book.--All the things on which Christianity ventsits fathomless vulgarity--for example,
procreation, women and marriage--are here handled ear nestly, with reverence and with love and
confidence. How can any onereally put into the hands of children and ladies a book which
contains such vilethingsasthis. " to avoid fornication, let every man have his own wife, and let

every woman have her own husband; . . . it isbetter to marry than to burn" ?22 And isit possibleto
bea Christian solong astheorigin of man is Christianized, which isto say, befouled, by the
doctrine of the immaculata conceptio? . . . | know of no book in which so many delicate and kindly

things are said of women asin the Code of Manu; these old grey-bear ds and saints have a way of
being gallant to women that it would be impossible, perhaps, to surpass. " The mouth of a
woman," it saysin one place, " the breasts of a maiden, the prayer of a child and the smoke of
sacrificeareawayspure." In another place: " thereisnothing purer than thelight of the sun, the
shadow cast by a cow, air, water, fire and the breath of a maiden." Finally, in still another place--
perhapsthisisalso a holy lie--: " all the orifices of the body above the navel are pure, and all below
areimpure. Only in the maiden isthe whole body pure.”

S7.

One catchesthe unholiness of Christian meansin flagranti by the ssimple process of putting the
ends sought by Christianity beside the ends sought by the Code of Manu--by putting these
enormously antithetical ends under a strong light. The critic of Christianity cannot evade the
necessity of making Christianity contemptible.--A book of laws such asthe Code of Manu hasthe
same origin asevery other good law-book: it epitomizes the experience, the sagacity and the
ethical experimentation of long centuries; it bringsthingsto a conclusion; it nolonger creates. The
prerequisiteto a codification of this sort isrecognition of the fact that the means which establish
the authority of a slowly and painfully attained truth are fundamentally different from those
which one would make use of to proveit. A law-book never recitesthe utility, the grounds, the
casuistical antecedents of a law: for if it did so it would lose the imperative tone, the " thou shalt,"
on which obedienceis based. The problem lies exactly here.--At a certain point in the evolution of
a people, the classwithin it of the greatest insight, which isto say, the greatest hindsight and
foresight, declaresthat the series of experiences deter mining how all shall live--or can live--has
cometo an end. The object now isto reap asrich and as complete a harvest as possible from the



days of experiment and hard experience. In consequence, the thing that isto be avoided above
everything isfurther experimentation--the continuation of the state in which values are fluent, and
aretested, chosen and criticized ad infnitum. Against thisa double wall is set up: on the one hand,
revelation, which isthe assumption that the reasonslying behind the laws are not of human origin,
that they wer e not sought out and found by a slow process and after many errors, but that they
are of divine ancestry, and cameinto being complete, perfect, without a history, asa free gift, a
miracle ... ; and on theother hand, tradition, which isthe assumption that the law has stood
unchanged from time immemorial, and that it isimpious and a crime against one's for efathersto
bring it into question. The authority of the law isthus grounded on thethesis: God gaveit, and the
fatherslived it.--The higher motive of such procedureliesin the design to distract consciousness,
step by step, from its concern with notions of right living (that isto say, those that have been
proved to beright by wide and car efully consider ed experience), so that instinct attainsto a perfect
automatism--a primary necessity to every sort of mastery, to every sort of perfection in theart of
life. Todraw up such alaw-book as Manu's meansto lay before a people the possibility of future
mastery, of attainable perfection--it permitsthem to aspireto the highest reaches of the art of life.
To that end the thing must be made unconscious: that isthe aim of every holy lie.--The order of
castes, the highest, the dominating law, is merely theratification of an order of nature, of a natural
law of thefirst rank, over which no arbitrary fiat, no" modern idea," can exert any influence. In
every healthy society there arethree physiological types, gravitating toward differentiation but
mutually conditioning one another, and each of these hasits own hygiene, its own sphere of work,
its own special mastery and feeling of perfection. It isnot Manu but naturethat sets off in one class
those who ar e chiefly intellectual, in another those who are marked by muscular strength and
temperament, and in a third those who ar e distinguished in neither one way or the other, but show
only mediocrity--the last-named r epresentsthe great majority, and thefirst two the select. The
superior caste--1 call it the fewest--has, asthe most perfect, the privileges of the few: it standsfor
happiness, for beauty, for everything good upon earth. Only the most intellectual of men have any
right to beauty, to the beautiful; only in them can goodness escape being weakness. Pulchrum est
paucorum hominum:30 goodnessis a privilege. Nothing could be more unbecoming to them than
uncouth mannersor a pessimistic look, or an eye that sees ugliness--or indignation against the
general aspect of things. Indignation isthe privilege of the Chandala; so is pessimism. " The world
is perfect” --so promptstheinstinct of theintellectual, theinstinct of the man who saysyesto life.

" Imperfection, what ever isinferior to us, distance, the pathos of distance, even the Chandala
themselves are parts of this perfection. " The most intelligent men, like the strongest, find their
happiness wher e other swould find only disaster: in the labyrinth, in being hard with themselves
and with others, in effort; their delight isin self-mastery; in them asceticism becomes second
nature, a necessity, an instinct. They regard a difficult task asa privilege; it isto them a recreation
to play with burdensthat would crush all others. . .. Knowledge--a form of asceticism.--They are
the most honourable kind of men: but that does not prevent them being the most cheerful and
most amiable. They rule, not because they want to, but becausethey are; they arenot at liberty to
play second.--The second caste: to this belong the guardians of the law, the keepers of order and
security, themore noblewarriors, above all, the king asthe highest form of warrior, judge and
preserver of thelaw. The second in rank constitute the executive arm of the intellectuals, the next
to them in rank, taking from them all that isrough in the business of ruling-their followers, their



right hand, their most apt disciples.--In all this, | repeat, thereisnothing arbitrary, nothing
“made up"; whatever isto the contrary ismade up--by it natureis brought to shame. . . The order
of castes, the order of rank, ssmply formulatesthe supreme law of lifeitself; the separation of the
threetypesis necessary to the maintenance of society, and to the evolution of higher types, and the
highest types--the inequality of rightsis essential to the existence of any rightsat all.--A right isa
privilege. Every one enjoysthe privileges that accord with his state of existence. L et us not

under estimate the privileges of the mediocre. Lifeisalways harder as one mountsthe heights--the
cold increases, responsibility increases. A high civilization isa pyramid: it can stand only on a
broad base; its primary prerequisiteisa strong and soundly consolidated mediocrity. The
handicrafts, commer ce, agriculture, science, the greater part of art, in brief, the whole range of
occupational activities, are compatible only with mediocr e ability and aspiration; such callings
would be out of placefor exceptional men; theinstincts which belong to them stand as much
opposed to aristocracy asto anarchism. Thefact that a man is publicly useful, that heisawhesdl, a
function, isevidence of a natural predisposition; it isnot society, but the only sort of happinessthat
the majority are capable of, that makes them intelligent machines. To the mediocre mediocrity isa
form of happiness; they have a natural instinct for mastering one thing, for specialization. It
would be altogether unworthy of a profound intellect to see anything objectionable in mediocrity
initself. It is, in fact, thefirst prerequisite to the appear ance of the exceptional: it isa necessary
condition to a high degree of civilization. When the exceptional man handles the mediocre man
with more delicate fingersthan he appliesto himself or to hisequals, thisisnot merely kindness of
heart--it issimply hisduty. . . . Whom do | hate most heartily among the rabbles of today? The
rabble of Socialists, the apostlesto the Chandala, who under mine the workingman'sinstincts, his
pleasure, hisfeeling of contentment with his petty existence--who make him envious and teach him
revenge. ... Wrong never liesin unequal rights; it liesin the assertion of " equal" rights. ... What
isbad? But | have already answered: all that proceeds from weakness, from envy, from revenge.--
The anarchist and the Christian have the same ancestry. . . .

58.

In point of fact, the end for which onelies makes a great difference: whether one preserves
thereby or destroys. Thereisa perfect likeness between Christian and anar chist: their object,
their instinct, points only toward destruction. One need only turn to history for a proof of this:
thereit appearswith appalling distinctness. We have just studied a code of religiouslegislation
whose object it wasto convert the conditions which causelifeto flourish into an " eternal* social
or ganization,--Christianity found its mission in putting an end to such an or ganization, because
life flourished under it. Therethe benefitsthat reason had produced during long ages of
experiment and insecurity were applied to the most remote uses, and an effort was madeto bring
in a harvest that should be aslarge, asrich and as complete as possible; here, on the contrary, the
harvest is blighted overnight. . . .That which stood ther e aere perennis, the imperium Romanum, the
most magnificent form of organization under difficult conditionsthat has ever been achieved, and
compar ed to which everything before it and after it appears as patchwork, bungling, dilletantism--
those holy anarchists made it a matter of " piety" to destroy "theworld," which isto say, the
imperium Romanum, so that in the end not a stone stood upon another--and even Germans and



other such loutswere able to becomeitsmasters. ... The Christian and the anarchist: both are
decadents; both areincapable of any act that isnot disintegrating, poisonous, degener ating, blood-
sucking; both have an instinct of mortal hatred of everything that standsup, and isgreat, and has
durability, and promiseslifeafuture. ... Christianity was the vampire of the imperium
Romanum,-- over night it destroyed the vast achievement of the Romans:. the conquest of the soil
for a great culturethat could await itstime. Can it bethat thisfact isnot yet understood? The
imperium Romanum that we know, and that the history of the Roman provincesteachesusto
know better and better,--thismost admirable of all worksof art in the grand manner was merely
the beginning, and the structureto follow was not to proveitsworth for thousands of years. To this
day, nothing on a like scale sub specie aeterni has been brought into being, or even dreamed of!--
This organization was strong enough to withstand bad emperors: the accident of personality has
nothing to do with such things--thefirst principle of all genuinely great architecture. But it was not
strong enough to stand up against the corruptest of all formsof corruption--against Christians. . . .
These stealthy worms, which under the cover of night, mist and duplicity, crept upon every
individual, sucking him dry of all earnest interest in real things, of all instinct for reality--this
cowar dly, effeminate and sugar-coated gang gradually alienated all " souls," step by step, from
that colossal edifice, turning against it all the meritorious, manly and noble naturesthat had found
in the cause of Rome their own cause, their own serious purpose, their own pride. The
sneakishness of hypocrisy, the secrecy of the conventicle, concepts as black as hell, such asthe
sacrifice of theinnocent, the unio mystica in the drinking of blood, above all, the slowly rekindled
fire of revenge, of Chandala revenge--all that sort of thing became master of Rome: the same kind
of religion which, in a pre-existent form, Epicurus had combatted. One has but to read Lucretius
to know what Epicurus made war upon--not paganism, but " Christianity," which isto say, the

cor ruption of souls by means of the concepts of guilt, punishment and immortality.--He combatted
the subterranean cults, the whole of latent Christianity--to deny immortality was already a form of
genuine salvation.--Epicurus had triumphed, and every respectable intellect in Rome was
Epicurean--when Paul appeared. . . Paul, the Chandala hatred of Rome, of " theworld," in the
flesh and inspired by genius--the Jew, the eternal Jew par excellence. . . . What he saw was how,
with the aid of the small sectarian Christian movement that stood apart from Judaism, a" world
conflagration” might be kindled; how, with the symbol of " God on the cross," all secret seditions,
all thefruits of anarchistic intriguesin the empire, might be amalgamated into one immense
power . " Salvation is of the Jews." --Christianity isthe formula for exceeding and summing up the
subterranean cultsof all varieties, that of Osiris, that of the Great Mother, that of Mithras, for
instance: in hisdiscernment of thisfact the genius of Paul showed itself. Hisinstinct was here so
surethat, with recklessviolenceto thetruth, he put the ideas which lent fascination to every sort
of Chandalareligion into the mouth of the" Saviour" ashisown inventions, and not only into the
mouth--he made out of him something that even a priest of Mithras could understand. . . Thiswas
hisrevelation at Damascus: he grasped the fact that he needed the belief in immortality in order to
rob "theworld" of itsvalue, that the concept of " hell" would master Rome--that the notion of a
"beyond" isthe death of life. Nihilist and Christian: they rhymein German, and they do more
than rhyme.

59.



Thewholelabour of the ancient world gone for naught: | have no word to describe the feelings
that such an enormity arousesin me.--And, considering the fact that itslabour was merely
preparatory, that with adamantine self-consciousnessit laid only the foundationsfor a work to go
on for thousands of years, the whole meaning of antiquity disappears! .. To what end the Greeks?
to what end the Romans?--All the prerequisitesto a learned culture, all the methods of science,
wer e already there; man had already perfected the great and incomparable art of reading
profitably--that first necessity to the tradition of culture, the unity of the sciences; the natural
sciences, in alliance with mathematics and mechanics, were on theright road,--the sense of fact,
thelast and more valuable of all the senses, had its schools, and itstraditions were already
centuriesold! Isall thisproperly understood? Every essential to the beginning of the work was
ready;--and the most essential, it cannot be said too often, are methods, and also the most difficult
to develop, and the longest opposed by habit and laziness. What we have to day reconquered, with
unspeakable self-discipline, for ourselves--for certain bad instincts, certain Christian instincts, still
lurk in our bodies--that isto say, the keen eyefor reality, the cautious hand, patience and
seriousnessin the smallest things, the whole integrity of knowledge--all these things wer e alr eady
there, and had been therefor two thousand years! More, there was also a refined and excellent tact
and taste! Not asmerebrain-drilling! Not as"” German" culture, with itsloutish manners! But as
body, asbearing, asinstinct--in short, asreality. . . All gone for naught! Overnight it became
merely amemory !--The Greeks! The Romans! Instinctive nobility, taste, methodical inquiry,
geniusfor organization and administration, faith in and the will to secure the future of man, a
great yesto everything entering into the imperium Romanum and palpableto all the senses, a
grand style that was beyond mere art, but had become reality, truth, life. . --All overwhelmed in a
night, but not by a convulsion of nature! Not trampled to death by Teutons and others of heavy
hoof! But brought to shame by crafty, sneaking, invisible, anemic vampires! Not conquered,--only
sucked dry! ... Hidden vengefulness, petty envy, became master! Everything wretched,
intrinsically ailing, and invaded by bad feelings, the whole ghetto-world of the soul, was at once on
top!--One needs but read any of the Christian agitators, for example, St. Augustine, in order to
realize, in order to smell, what filthy fellows cameto the top. It would be an error, however, to
assumethat there was any lack of understanding in the leaders of the Christian movement:--ah,
but they were clever, clever to the point of holiness, these fathers of the church! What they lacked
was something quite different. Natur e neglected--per haps for got--to give them even the most
modest endowment of respectable, of upright, of cleanly instincts. . . Between ourselves, they are
not even men. . .. If Islam despises Christianity, it has a thousandfold right to do so: Islam at least
assumesthat it isdealing with men. . . .

60.

Christianity destroyed for usthe whole harvest of ancient civilization, and later it also destroyed
for usthewhole harvest of Mohammedan civilization. The wonderful culture of the Moorsin
Spain, which was fundamentally nearer to usand appealed more to our senses and tastes than that
of Rome and Greece, was trampled down (--1 do not say by what sort of feet--) Why? Because it
had to thank noble and manly instinctsfor itsorigin--because it said yesto life, even totherare



and refined luxuriousness of Moorish life! . .. Thecrusaderslater made war on something before
which it would have been mor e fitting for them to have grovelled in the dust--a civilization beside
which even that of our nineteenth century seemsvery poor and very " senile." --What they wanted,
of course, was booty: the orient wasrich. . .. Let usput aside our preudices! Thecrusadeswerea
higher form of piracy, nothing more! The German nobility, which isfundamentally a Viking
nobility, wasin its element there: the church knew only too well how the Ger man nobility wasto
bewon ... The German noble, alwaysthe" Swissguard"” of the church, alwaysin the service of
every bad instinct of the church--but well paid. . . Consider thefact that it isprecisely the aid of
German swords and German blood and valour that has enabled the church to carry through its
war to the death upon everything noble on earth! At this point a host of painful questions suggest
themselves. The German nobility stands outside the history of the higher civilization: thereason is
obvious. . . Christianity, alcohol--the two great means of corruption. . . . Intrinsically there should
be no mor e choice between Islam and Christianity than thereisbetween an Arab and a Jew. The
decision isalready reached; nobody remains at liberty to choose here. Either a man isa Chandala
or heisnot...."War totheknifewith Rome! Peace and friendship with Islam!" : thiswasthe
feeling, thiswasthe act, of that great free spirit, that genius among Ger man emperors, Frederick
II. What! must a German first be a genius, a free spirit, before he can feel decently? | can't make
out how a German could ever feel Christian. . . .

61.

Hereit becomes necessary to call up a memory that must be a hundred times mor e painful to
Germans. The Germans have destroyed for Europethelast great harvest of civilization that
Europe was ever to reap--the Renaissance. Isit understood at last, will it ever be under stood, what
the Renaissance was? The transvaluation of Christian values,--an attempt with all available means,
all instincts and all the resour ces of geniusto bring about a triumph of the opposite values, the
more noblevalues. . . . Thishasbeen the one great war of the past; there has never been a more
critical question than that of the Renaissance--it is my question too--; there has never been aform
of attack mor e fundamental, more direct, or more violently delivered by a whole front upon the
center of the enemy! To attack at thecritical place, at the very seat of Christianity, and there
enthrone the more noble values--that isto say, to insinuate them into the instincts, into the most
fundamental needs and appetites of those sitting there.. . . | see before methe possibility of a

per fectly heavenly enchantment and spectacle :--it seemsto meto scintillate with all the vibrations
of afine and delicate beauty, and within it thereisan art so divine, so infernally divine, that one
might search in vain for thousands of yearsfor another such possibility; | seea spectaclesorich in
significance and at the same time so wonder fully full of paradox that it should arouse all the gods
on Olympusto immortal laughter--Caesar Borgia aspope! ... Am | understood? ... Well then,
that would have been the sort of triumph that | alone am longing for today--: by it Christianity
would have been swept away! --What happened? A Ger man monk, L uther, cameto Rome. This
monk, with all the vengeful instincts of an unsuccessful priest in him, raised arebellion against the
Renaissancein Rome. . . . Instead of grasping, with profound thanksgiving, the miracle that had
taken place: the conquest of Christianity at its capital--instead of this, his hatred was stimulated by
the spectacle. A religious man thinks only of himself.--L uther saw only the depravity of the papacy



at the very moment when the opposite was becoming appar ent: the old corruption, the peccatum
originale, Christianity itself, nolonger occupied the papal chair! Instead therewaslife! Instead
therewasthetriumph of life! Instead therewasa great yeato all lofty, beautiful and daring
things! ... And Luther restored the church: heattacked it. . . . The Renaissance--an event without
meaning, a great futility !--Ah, these Ger mans, what they have not cost us! Futility--that has
always been the work of the Germans.--The Reformation; Liebnitz; Kant and so-called German
philosophy; the war of " liberation" ; the empire-every time a futile substitute for something that
once existed, for something irrecoverable. . . These Germans, | confess, are my enemies: | despise
all their uncleanlinessin concept and valuation, their cowar dice before every honest yea and nay.
For nearly athousand yearsthey havetangled and confused everything their fingers have
touched; they have on their conscience all the half-way measures, all the three-eighths-way
measur es, that Europeissick of,--they also have on their conscience the uncleanest variety of
Christianity that exists, and the most incurable and indestructible--Protestantism. . . . If mankind
never managesto get rid of Christianity the Germanswill beto blame. . . .

62.

--With this| cometo a conclusion and pronounce my judgment. | condemn Christianity; | bring
against the Christian church the most terrible of all the accusationsthat an accuser hasever had
in hismouth. It is, to me, the greatest of all imaginable corruptions; it seeksto work the ultimate
corruption, the wor st possible corruption. The Christian church hasleft nothing untouched by its
depravity; it hasturned every value into worthlessness, and every truth into alie, and every
integrity into baseness of soul. L et any one dareto speak to me of its" humanitarian” blessings! Its
deepest necessitiesrange it against any effort to abolish distress; it lives by distress; it creates
distressto makeitself immortal. . . . For example, the worm of sin: it wasthe church that first
enriched mankind with this misery!--The" equality of souls before God" --thisfraud, this pretext
for therancunes of all the base-minded--this explosive concept, ending in revolution, the modern
idea, and the notion of overthrowing the whole social order--thisis Christian dynamite. . .. The

" humanitarian" blessings of Christianity forsooth! To breed out of humanitas a self-contradiction,
an art of self-pollution, awill to lieat any price, an aversion and contempt for all good and honest
instincts! All this, to me, isthe " humanitarianism” of Christianity!--Parasitism asthe only
practice of the church; with itsanaemic and " holy" ideals, sucking all the blood, all the love, all
the hope out of life; the beyond asthe will to deny all reality; the cross asthe distinguishing mark
of the most subterranean conspiracy ever heard of,--against health, beauty, well-being, intellect,
kindness of soul--against lifeitself. . ..

This eternal accusation against Christianity | shall write upon all walls, wherever wallsareto be
found--I have lettersthat even the blind will be ableto see. . . . | call Christianity the one great
curse, the onegreat intrinsic depravity, the one great instinct of revenge, for which no meansare
venomous enough, or secret, subterranean and small enough,--I call it the oneimmortal blemish
upon thehuman race. . ..



And mankind reckonstime from the dies nefastus when this fatality befell--from the first day of
Christianity!--Why not rather from its last?--From today?--The transvaluation of all values! . ..

THE
END
FOOTNOTES created and inserted by H.L. Mencken:

1. Cf. the tenth Pythian ode. See aso the fourth hook of Herodotus. The Hyperboreans were a mythical
people beyond the Rhipaean mountains, in the far North. They enjoyed unbroken happiness and
perpetua youth. [RETURN TO TEXT]

2. The lowest of the Hindu castes. [RETURN TO TEXT]

3. That is, in Pandora's box. [RETURN TO TEXT]

4. Johniv, 22. [RETURN TO TEXT]

5. David Friedrich Strauss (1808-74), author of "Das Leben Jesu" (1835-6), avery famous work in its
day. Nietzsche herereferstoit. [RETURN TO TEXT]

6. The word Semiotik isin the text, but it is probable that Semantik is what Nietzsche had in mind.
[RETURN TO TEXT]

7. One of the six great systems of Hindu philosophy. [RETURN TO TEXT]

8. The reputed founder of Tacism. [RETURN TO TEXT]

9. Nietzsche's name for one accepting his own philosophy. [RETURN TO TEXT]

10. That is, the strict letter of the law--the chief target of Jesus's early preaching. [RETURN TO TEXT]

11. A reference to the "pure ignorance” (reine Thorheit) of Parsifal. [RETURN TO TEXT]

12. Matthew v, 34. [RETURN TO TEXT]

13. Amphytrion was the son of Alcaeus, King of Tiryns. His wife was Alcmene. During his absence she
was visited by Zeus, and bore Heracles. [RETURN TO TEXT]




14. So in the text. One of Nietzsche's numerous coinages, obviously suggested by Evangelium, the
German for gospel .[RETURN TO TEXT]

15. To which, without mentioning it, Nietzsche adds verse 48. [RETURN TO TEXT]

16. A paraphrase of Demetrius "Well roar'd, Lion!" in act v, scene 1 of "A Midsummer Night's Dream."
Thelion, of course, isthe familiar Christian symbol for Mark. [RETURN TO TEXT]

17. Nietzsche also quotes part of verse 2. [RETURN TO TEXT]

18. The quotation also includes verse 47. [RETURN TO TEXT]

19. And 17. [RETURN TO TEXT]

20. Verses 20, 21, 26, 27, 28, 29. [RETURN TO TEXT]

21. A paraphrase of Schiller's"Against stupidity even gods struggle in vain." [RETURN TO TEXT]

22. Theword training isin English in the text. [RETURN TO TEXT]

23. | Corinthiansi, 27, 28. [RETURN TO TEXT]

24. That is, to say, scepticism. Among the Greeks scepticism was also occasionally called ephecticism.
[RETURN TO TEXT]

25. A reference to the University of Tubingen and its famous school of Biblical criticism. The leader of
this school was F. C. Baur, and one of the men greatly influenced by it was Nietzsche's pet abomination,
David F. Strauss, himself a Suabian. Vide 8 10 and § 28. [RETURN TO TEXT]

26. The quotations are from "Also sprach Zarathustra® ii, 24: "Of Priests." [RETURN TO TEXT]

27. The aphorism, which is headed "The Enemies of Truth," makes the direct statement: "Convictions
are more dangerous enemies of truth than lies." [RETURN TO TEXT]

28. A reference, of course, to Kant's "Kritik der praktischen Vernunft" (Critique of Practical Reason).
[RETURN TO TEXT]

29. | Corinthiansvii, 2, 9. [RETURN TO TEXT]




30. Few men are noble. [RETURN TO TEXT]
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