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2 'PRE,FA'C'E‘ E

ThlS essay was 1nsp1red by an almost acc1denta1

:dlscovery of two books _ The Two Sources of Morallty and ~

='Re11g10n by Henr1 Bergson,_and Nletzsche s Genealoay of
'ngoralS» The t1tles of these two works suggested to me -
that these two phllosophers mlght be s1m11ar 1n thelr Vlews"”

: on. morallty Further acqualntance w1th these two works

‘»conflrmed thlS thought and a comparatlve study of N1et2sche_ ‘h

'and Bergson as moral phllosophers presented 1tself as an
1nterest1ng the51s toplc
‘In wr1t1ng the~essay, I have relied on both the ‘lk

':orlglnal wrltlngs of the two th1nkers and secondary works

Among the commentarles on Nletzsche and Bergson 'I am most o

indebted to Walter Kaufmann s V1etzsche, Phllosopher

-Psychologlst Antlchrlst 'and Idella Gallagher S Moral1ty

~ in Evolut1on The Moral Phllosophy of Henri Bergson The _ s

vfformer seems by far the best 51ngle work on Nletvsche s

Tthought as a whole ’whlle the latter is tne best exp051tlon _

hof Bergson s moral phllosophy I have found
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 CHAPTER T
- INTRODUGTION

L1ke thelr great system bulldlng predecessors~-Comte,a
lell Marx, and Spencer?—Nletzsche and Bergson responded :
-:}to both the soc1al and 1ntellectua1 currents of 1ate |

,nlneteenth century Europe. The crlsls 1n rellglon had aihﬁ
fﬂitremendous 1mpact on Nletzsche s 11fe and thought whlle s
,;Bergson was closer to the sc1ent1f1c revolutlon that
:’requlred a modlflcatlon of the long 11ved Newtonlan World

“".V1ew ' The rise of "mass soc1ety" and popular culture had:

- made the common man more V151b1e and attracted the attentlon ';mv

. of both phllosophers to the 1ncreas1ng tendenc1es toward

’ﬁthe conform1ty, medlocrlty,:and standard1zat10n that seemed

to be the result of the democratlzatlon and bureaucrat1zat1on if”

o of the natlon state and the expan51on of nat10na1 sent1ment.“7*

_Both thlnkers also ev1nce traces of an allenatlon from theb;""

' ,masses that became much more pronounced among the artlsts PRI

’vwho part1c1pated 1n the esthetlc revolutlon of the 1ate
'nlneteenth and early twentleth century Most 1mportant.

'ffor thlS study, however was the attractlon that the trendv{f°vf

h?toward evolutlonary thlnklng and the exploratlon of theVIWH

fnonratlonal aspects of man' s nature had for Nletzsche and



v_BergsOn.g These aredthe”intellectualvelements:that'had'thé;'dT
“greatest 1mpact on the VleWS that both thlnkers adopted |
‘concernlng man nature and soc1ety, these views, 1n turn
: had equally 1mportant 1mp11cat10ns for the moral phllosophles'
’vof Nletzsche and Beroson o L e
L1V1ng 1n an age domlnated by evolutlonary thlnklng,‘d
"tnese two phllosophers accepted the hypothe51s that llfe»ff
dhad evolved but refused to accept Darw1n15m and 51nceb
they rejected any explanatlon of llfe in terms of a 51n01e g*f'
‘vact of creatlon on the part of a transcendent God both s
’edthlnkers sought a Vltal pr1nc1ple as a. source of a contlnuousd
1 process of creatlon that could explaln llfe in terms of i
evolutlon 3 Thus Nletzsche and Bergson V1ew1ng llfe and |
‘;creat1v1ty as two 1nseparable facts of ex1stence went |
"bbeyond Darw1n and Gene51s to construct thelr own theorles
h{iof the developnent of 11fe ‘ |
| Darw1n had establlshed the evolut1on of 11fe as a
-sc1ent1f1ca11y acceptable hypothe51s 1n 1859 w1th hls

b'Orlcln of Spec1es through Natural Selectlon.‘ In thls work

.fhe set forth the V1ew that organlsms were engaged in an’
'punendlng struggle for surv1val that could explaln evolutlon-
as the product of natural selectlon Darw1n documented hlS g

'"1nterpretat10n of the process of evolutlon w1th a wealth ofzi

R : 1Ronald V Stromberg, An Intellectual Hlstory of
_vNodern Europe (New York 1966), 323 68. - -




‘ev1dence drawn prlmarlly from studles in anatomy, paleon—

tology, and experlmental breedlng 2 As a sc1ent15t Darw1n;‘,77’

'twas content to descrlbe the process of evolutlon throuch
:;the mechanlsm of natural selectlon ba ’phllosophers
‘uVNletzsche and Bercson could not accept a mere descrlptlon
iof tne evolutlonary process demandlng 1nst°ad LO know why L
r;evolutlon had occurred Although both thlnkers accepted |

:evolutlon as a fact they preferred to account for 1t 1n

*terms of a V1tallst1c pr1nc1p1e and thus reJected Darw1n s o

v._V1ew of nature as 1nadequate and hlS "mechanlstlc” ji,;jfiff7g'

hexplanatlon of the process of evolutlon as 1ncorrect;

Unllke most other evolutlonary thlnkers seeklng the

(’:causes of evolutlon Nletzsche and Bergson d1d not attempt;lﬁs
-to explaln evolutlon in terms of a natural oT d1v1ne |

h'teleolocy Instead both phllosophers constructed

‘phllOSOphleS of progress 1n Wthh forward movement ‘was :vyaﬂ'*’”

,,unpredlctable ’ N1etzsche and Bergson reJected the:j7"

'"flnallstlc" approach to the explanatlon of evolutlon

'because they saw more complex1ty 1n nature than d1d Darw1n ffhf

’and 1ater evolutlonary thlnkers._ Both thlnkers acreed that'idi
511fe was engaged in a never endlnc struggle for survrval

dyet nelther phllosopher would accept the struggle for'wi

'”fsurV1va1 as the only, or the most fundamental characterlstlcfg;’

'T“ZIbia,;@z77;‘tjuf.



of 1ife. For this reason, Nietzsche and Bergéon sought
to explain life as the visible effécts of a single aﬁd 4
fundamental, though much more complex, néturai forée which
contained within itéelf the tendency toward movement and |
-evolution.3 | | |
- For Nietzsche, Darwin's struggle for survival féiléd
to interprét properly the mass of data that nature supﬁlied
for human observation. In place of the stfugglé for
survival, Nietzsche posited the will to power ésrfhe
single, mosf fundamentalbpriﬁciple or force pervading
naturé.4 Instead of‘attempting to preéerve itself,
Nietzsche feltvthat_“all that exists'striveé to transcend’
itself and is thus engaged in a fight againstfitself."5
He did not believe that a will to live or a will to self-
presefvation could explain this dialectical, self-denying
aspect of life which seemed so evident to him.® Since
Nietzsche held the need for perfection or continuous

improvement_to be central to life, he believed that no

SWalter A. Kaufmann, Nietzsche; Philosopher, ‘
Psychologist, Antichrist. (New York: 1968), 241-2, and
Idella Gallagher, Morality in Evolution; The Moral
Philosophy of Henri Bergson (Netherlands: 1970), 40-41.

4Kaufmann, Nietzsche, 207.

O1pid., 242.

61pid., 250.




i11v1n0 be1ng ever . achleved a feellng of suff1c1ency and
bthus deflned 11fe asb”that whlch must always overcome

{altself "7

As the "unexhausted procreat1ve w111 of 1lfe,"$

Hheyf_“ |
"lw111 to power explalns evolutlon as the natural tendency
u»of 11fe, whlle llfe becomes not a 51mple phenomenon or

statlc cond1t1on but a process of 1mprovement.3 ThlS»lS

. so because the w111 to power is a "creatlve Eros—-the 1ove,]'

S of generatlon and of b1rth 1n beauty" that serves as the

'T"Vessentlally creatlve agent 1n evolutlon.g‘ Furthermore,‘fel

'dbecause the W111 to power 1s essentlally d1a1ect1cal in

its operatlon ‘1t prov1des an 1n51ght 1nto the process anda_,r

bvmovement of evolutlon _ Ultlmately, all natural and

;hlStOTlC&l events can- be 1nterpreted as contests between i
'jthe manlfestatlons of the w1ll to power in 1ts constant

’~,attempt at self transcendence 10. Incessantly at war w1th

<m 1tself the w111 to power always 1ssues in progress, but f

>"fp1968), 227.

.1ts movement 15 erratlc and the outcome of thls movement 5

gls»unforeSeeableﬁllgb,>

f_7l

trans. by Walter Raufmann The Portable Nletzsche (New York

Ibld zzﬁ,"V
9Kaufmann Nletzsche 255}b

:lOIbld 242,

llbld;, 241. ;f

Friedrich Nietzsche, Thns'Spoke Zarathustra' edbuand”"M‘



Nletzsche also holds that ”the Wlll to power is f‘

12 and thls is best |

pessentlally the 1nst1nct of freedom "
vbllluctrated as 1t is. revealed among human belngs In man
'freedom reaches 1ts ultlmate plateau because he possesses
Zdreason ? By exerc151ng hlS reason man may attaln self—if
“imastery whlch for N1etzsche, is synonomous w1th freedom.x"

,.At the same t1me,'1n the process of master1ng oneself or.

"attalnlng freedom one is engaoed in perfect1ng hlmself

and thls cont1nuous process of 1mprovement 1s the goal of,ﬁff"

the w1ll to power h Slnce 1t serves as. the agent 1n the

ﬁ'acqu151t10n of power Nletzsche terms reason the hlghest

'{‘man1festat10n of the w1ll to power grant1ng us power over’p7vr

*ourselves and nature 13
The w1ll to power 1s also a. naturally restless
5d1alect1cal enercy, and accordlng to Nletzsche 1ts very

f.essence is. to nanlfest 1tse1f in- one form and then to

'_subllmate thlS f1rst man1festat1on channelllng 1ts=enerng;fef’

1nto a hlgher form of act1v1ty Thls d1alect1ca1 process B

“of subllmatlon, 51m11ar to Freud's concept1on of dlsplace-F_r;.w'

ment or subllmatlon of the objectlves of dr1ves 1s also

:'.pbest 1llustrated wnen the w1ll to power 1s v1ewed ‘in . 1ts

dt[human enbodlment where 1t prOJects 1tse1f as reason and -

121pid. ,

A31pia.




>impu1se.__horjexemple;-eniindiridualinay‘experience‘an;
tinpuise driving'himhto’performba:speoific aetiontb If he“?
_consc1ously brlngs hlS ratlonal faculty into pley;vthe
individual may subllmate thls manlfestatlon of the will to

_power by cancelllng 1ts spec1f1c objectlve whlle preserv1ng

N the or1g1na1 energy. of the 1mpulse and 1ts ultlmate

objective, power. The individual may then employ the

r?‘energy preserved from the. 1mpulse in another act1v1ty wrth
a hlgher objective of his own choosing. The w111 to. power
vcauses.allplife to strive for continuous self—perfectlon'
in-this'erratic dlalectlcal fashlon but only in man, who
possesses reason and thus consc1ously seeks self- perfectlon,o
can this objectlve bereallzed'completely.14

" The will to power varies in intensity among men, and;
'for'Nietzsche this'expleins both the unequal reasoning
_ab111t1es among individuals and the fact that all 1nd1v1dualst
do not have unlformly strong drlves Impulses glvee
direction to ‘the "individual's behav1or and,proride'his
hmomentum, but very seldom do individuals heeome conscious
of their drives. When this oecurs, the individual.is'most
_1ike1y:to Create.imaginery‘explanations for his_feelings,

and for thisnreason, he has 1little knowledge of why he

14Ib1d 236,




15 Thus, most

behaves as he does or what he actually is.
men never achileve whaé Nietzsche calls “truevexistence”‘v
and their lives are little more than "fhoughtless accidents.
This is so because a weak will to power generates weak
impulses ahd a feeble reasoning éapacity;‘these,-in turn,
issue in a low level of self-awareness.17

The truly rational man realizes that hie own control
over his exiStence-—his own~freedom——depende on his ability
to resist his impulsee, his capacity for self-discipline,
18

or the eXtent to which he can be hard toward himself.

Any man may‘fight his impulses and weaken them, but this.

is a regretable waste, for the impulses provide a tremendous

source of energy.l9 By bottling up his impulses, the
individualrbecomes mentally and physically disturbed, while
by emasculating or eliminating them, he becomes weak.
-Aceofding to-Nietzsche, these are the two most prevalent
methods of dealing with impulse.20 Most men,‘through_fear,

laziness, or conformity with social pressure, fail to

16

15Arthur C. Danto, Nietzsche as Philosopher (New York:‘
- 1965), 150. o -
16

Kaufmann, Nietzsche,‘158.

71pia., 231.

181p54d., 245-6.

19

Ibid., 224.

207h44.




utilize'their reason, employ their”impulses'"aChieve séif_‘
mastery, and thus to fulflll thelr potent1a1 The w1ll to L

power is too weak among thls majorlty of manklnd and thelru

'fate is medlocrlty or even degeneratlon 21 For Nletzsche

then, the majorlty of men are weak wasteful 1azy, 1rra~u"
wtlonal and often mentally or’ phy51cally unbalanced . Thisn
is why Nletzsche states that ”man is somethlng Wthh shouldh’

22‘

‘ be overcome »and"the term ubermenschen orsﬂsuperman,vv :

wh1ch he applles to cteatjmenbsuch'as Goethe‘and'SOCfates,}
expresses this sameisentiment | vh .

" The difference between man and the superman is the
dlfference between man's - nature and hlS potentlal Theh'“
| overman is one who constantly attempts to fulflll thlS 3f

24 The will to

7human potentlal one who is truly human
'power and hence the 1mpulses and 1ntellect of the overman

are powerful and hlghly developed, prov1d1ng h1m w1th an h”'
avlndomltable drlve toward self perfectlon 25

»-men ‘he is able by subllmatlng hlS 1mpulses to draw on a.

Unllke ordlnary Jf'”

vast reserv01r»ofbenergy.whlch he uses creatlvely.‘ Moreover, .

Ibld;,'lss, =

Ibld,, 309.

‘-erld.,'sgg;

241pid., 313-14.
251pid.
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he employs, organizes, and "gives style' to his passions,
 thereby attaining true freedom and, in this sense, creating

himself.26

~Following reason énd'rejeCtihg impulsive actions
‘involves a great deal of hardness and denial tpwards’one‘s
self, yet in,timé the superﬁan practices hié'distinguishing
‘  function Withvease{ Once he has attained completevself—
_maétery, the éuperman develops an acqﬁired-unconscious which.
guaranteeé him the "certainty of instinct”‘in>dealihg with |
impulses;, Indeed, rationality itself;;onée‘déveIOPed'to_-
this stage, bécomes a matter of instinct; and rational’
scrutiny, directeditowérd‘himsélf aﬁd everything which he
entounters5‘is "'second nature' to the'overmah.27’1Since 

only he 1is étrong, creative; and free, thebsupermah is

like a newbspecies represeﬁting a higher evblufionary
level.z8 | |

Besides‘being strong, creétive, and free,ithe»superman 

is for Nietische“the_gggg’gég. This is so because inyfthe
man with strong>impulses,who is at the‘Same time cgpabie of
sublimating them, is the»good or mofal man ; Whiie the.manv

whose impulses have betome emasculated, too weak to exert

261pid., 316.

271pid., 233-4

o 28William M. Salter, Nietzsche'the Thinker; A Study
- (New York: 1968), 401.
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_theﬁselres, is‘hotrmorai buthsimply,weakrzgf"Thgfpassdonate,‘”
_jSuperman by overcominc oreahizihg,Vandjstyling’hisilih
vimpulses “has done the dlfflcult ‘and hecome a moral andb
*-creative/man 30 - For Nletzsche then moral behav1or»f
'_con51sts essentlally in the overcomlnc of self and thlS;?
»15 set in an evolutlonary frame of reference, for ‘man must
vovercome the "natural”‘self in order to reacn the acqulred
potentlal self. 31 |

lee'Nletzsche, BergSOh»felt that evolution'mustff

occur through an agency,‘and he p051ted the elan Vltale
‘as the inner dlrectlng pr1nc1p1e of the evolutlonary
process,sz For Bergson, the evolutlon of 11fe appeared
'to be an'unpredlctable, contlnuous movement 1nvolv1ng

'33 TThus he d1drnot:

constant creation and’innovatlon
'belleve that e1ther a 51ng1e act of creatlon or Darw1n s
natural selectlon could- account for thlS process, and 1n

: the1r place he postulated a V1ta115t1c force Bergson»7=

describes thls Vltal elan as a f1n1te force fulfllllng 1ts 1f'

manlfold p0551b111t1es by exertlng itself contlnuously in

.ngaufmann; Nietzsche,'224.

O1pia., 280.
Slipia., 211.
32 ’

GallagherilMoraiitx”ih Evolution,,41..,

331bid. , 40.
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a coﬁfiict with ﬁafter, and hence pértiaily explaining the
movement and change so characteristic of life. ‘Further—  
'moré; since the life force 1is a tendeﬁcy spfeading‘out'ih’
éll directidns; orgéniiing'ahd shaping the matter on which_
it operates, it can explain the diversity and compleXity_
of nature. Since if struggles with matter and With itself,
and because 1its ménifestations are not always compatible,

the ‘elan cah also accdunt for the strife and conflict so”

evident in nature. Finally, because it is alwayé in - the
process of becoming, always attempting to trénsceﬁd itéelf
yet»ne?er’complefelyvaccomplishing self—transcéﬁdence, the-
1ife force can explain the progress of 1ife through

34 . ‘ . S

evolution.

Freedom and creativity are the primary characteristics

of‘the elan vitale. ‘Itsrfreedom, howeVer, is,teduced
temporarily once it has succeédedbin»cfeating a néw_spécies;
fof each species 1is circular and static. Thus, thé march--'b
v‘-ofAthe elan is halted within the confines of its own
creation, but the glgg_régainé'its fféeddm by surging '
vforward to create a‘new'Species. Until'the,créafion of
man, the life force had only created these circular,vstatic' 

- species, but with thé‘emergence of man, the elan succeeded

1bid., 42-45.




‘in’creating a'progressivehspecies‘35*'A1though'man{is'the

“ ‘greatest product of ‘the vital force “he is 1mperfect and

‘H""not fully hlmself he contalns both a nature and a,"'

' potent1a1 or a nature and a '"true nature He is a'
“being.bound to»matter domlnated by instinct and

36.. Accordlng 3a

.,’1nte111gence,;.,.'; an unflnlshed product "
to Beroson ~the: fact that man is. a progre551ve spec1es
;means that spec1es w1de evolutlon has also ended with man:,
and that all further human evolutlon must be the task of

1nd1v1dua1s 37 | o ‘

Most men are. creatures of hablt or‘"1nst1nct” and>_:"

-_thus tend toward automatlsm 3 Hereln»lles thelr capacity»

'fboth to absorb and to generate soc1al rules and custom,

, and‘hence, their ab111ty and tendency to 11ve 1n groups.

They aiso become aware of’human nature.throughtlntro— -

;‘3pecti0n‘ratherxthanuobservation EaCh individual imaginesv

hlS own weaknesses to be common to hlmself alone softhat~d‘

: . ”each 1ndrv1dua1 is the dupe_of»all.f'39 Each 1nd1v1dua1
31bid., 45.
361p44a. 5&.

: 37 " Thomas Hanna edL; The Bergsonian Heritage (New York:
1962) 20. | Pl —

: 38Henrl Bergson ‘The Two Sources of Morallty ‘and
Religion, trans. by R. Ashley Audra, Cloudesley Bereton,
and W. Horsfall Carter (New York 1935), 9. Hereafter
‘;c1ted as The Two Sources. ‘ s :

Ib1d 11;.
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therefore tends to judge others as'e$sentia11y better than
‘himself, and "on this happy illusion much of our social
life is grOUnded.“ Society; in turn, attempts tQ ehcourage 

40 Thus; man is a fundémentally

and perpetuate this illusion.
 social animal, but"for Bergson man's'50¢ia1 nature 1s not
vaﬁ»unmixed biéssing, for societies are'tfaditibnally -
eXciusive_of one ahother aﬁd‘to this extent_ihhuman.41

| Although his intuitive poweré do not equal his innate:
intellectual capacity, man's saving»gféde is his ?osSesSion
of thisfintuitive'faculty. In thi§ "fringe>6f intﬁitionU 
hoverihg around theﬂintellect‘lies man‘s'poténtial, fbr

intuition enables man-to commune with the elan vitale and

to forward its dperation.‘ Those who perform this operation
are the great men who may lead the entire human species

42

toward fulfillment of its human potential. Theséfgreat

‘men include founders of religions, religious reformers,
'_saints and'mysti¢s.43' Since these great‘individuals or
“"moral heroes'" can commune with the vital glgg_they‘are
the greatest products of évoldtion; since theyvgg;édmmuhe

with the 1life force, they are at the same time nearest to

401p14., 12.

41

Gallagher,’Morality in Evolutibn, 62—63.
421pia., s2. B
43

Bergson, The Two Sources, 70.
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the source of evolution.44 By‘offering their lives as

s examples, mystics andemoral heroes promote'proéress in
moral and religioushspheres.'fUltimately,'inddvidualshsuch
as St. Paul;'St.“Teresa, St. Catherine of Sienna, and

St. Francis foreshadow the divine'humanity Which 45:for
/BergSOn represents the dlrectlon of human development in

a universe which is a "machlne for the maklng of gods "46

Mystlcs and moral heroes are the only men who atta1n
true freedom. Thls 1s so because they possess ‘a more fully
developed 1ntu1t1ve faculty ‘that enables them to rlse above

the social nlane to ‘the un11m1ted level of the elan v1tale.

Since they can escape habit and transcend.the soc1alucla1ms
“that bind 1esser men, these people may create thelr own -
code of llfe, Whlch is above ‘but does not’contradlct, life
‘on the soc1al level In thls-reSpect Athe'mystic or'moral |
hero achleves true freedom by creatlno hlmself 47

The mystlc or moral hero possesses an "open soul"

because he is pervaded by an unllmlted love of humanlty 48

7'744Jacques Chevalier Henrl Bergson ‘trans. by Lilian A.
—.Clare (New York*' 1928), 313. BT L

45,

Bergson, The Two Sources 288

p461b1d 317. Italics mine.

47Gallagher Morallty in Evolut10n 66.‘

481p14a., 75.




':iIndeed- Bergson states that "each of these souls marked
"then a certaln p01nt attalned by the evolutlon of llfe, 
.and each of them was a manlfestatlon, 1n orlglnal form cg‘_“
- a lEXS Wthh seems to be the very essence of the creatlveh

Sleffort»"49

Part1c1pat1no 1n the elan v1ta1e, which 1s,f'
‘apparently a creatlve Eros these are the only 1nd1v1duals
bwho are truly human,v51nce they rlse above soc1a1

f¢‘boundar1es to embrace all manklnd In addltlon the

.7’f‘myst1c or moral hero a]lows other men to become truly

: human and thus to create thelr own destlny, by offerlnc”‘“"

59,.The:f}t.‘

:.hls 11fe as an example for others to. follow
}superlorlty of these souls 11es in. thelr level of splrltuenhel'
'dallty, their moral creat1v1ty, and thelr role as 1nstrumentsva5
of moral and rellglous prOgress.51 | | | h !
| Imp11c1t w1tn1n both Nletzsche s and Bergson s reply L

to Darw1n S account of the process of evolutlon is a

» f_partlal afflrmatlon and a partlal rejectlon of what later Lo

‘“became known as: ”soc1a1 Darw1nlsm V or the appllcatlon of%v'y”
Darw1n S. evolutlonary theory to man s soc1a1 development.
Vullee the soc1a1 DarW1nlsts Nletzsche and Bergson acceptedbmi*

i}Darw1n [ contentlon that man has evolved from 1ower

o ;anlmals and that the dlstlnctlon between man and the 1ower;fﬂb

49Bergson The Two Sources 95.: Itallcs m1ne

:‘,soGallagher Morallty in Evolutlon 96 | f'iyatn?t

Slipid., 75.
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anlmals lS small Indeed Bercson belleved that the termb

Homo saplens was a 1ess accurate deflnltlon of man than

Homo.faber for Bergson held man S mental structure to bed:x“

more fltted for the fabr1cat1on of tools and 1mplements'.'
‘than for theorlzlng 52. Slmllarly, Nletzsche v1ewed man
‘as 11tt1e more than an exceptlonal ape “and in place of the e

trad1t1onal conceptlon of the wide breech in nature betweenf

‘man and the 1ower anlmals he con51ders the broadest breech."_”’

'53

"to be that between men In th1s manner both thlnkers

b-accept the Darw1n1an 1mp11cat10n that ‘man is more anlmal- P
like than God*llke._ But they step beyond establ1shed )
'levolutlonary theory ln prop051no that althouch man 1s only :
- sllchtly above the other an1mals in development he need

not remaln so For both thlnkers then ! radlcal dlstlnctlon

'between human and lower an1ma1 spec1es ex1sts, man is to be:"'

| dlst1noulshed from the lower anlmals not by hlS attrlbutes o

~ but- by hlS Eotentlal

Nelther Nletzsche nor Bergson belleved that Darw1n15m‘~ -

e Qcould fully account for the phenomenon of man, a creature

-~ who need not evolve 1nto a more reflned or spec1allzed

baorganlsm in order,to;progress For both of these thlnkers _l:

>21bid., 47,

3$3Kanmann;"Niet2$che, 175.
s 7\4 :
;149 50.

"Ibid.: 150,,anthalhagher,JMorality-intEvolution;‘”,y‘”



N man is a creaturefln the process of becomlng,‘notba
icompleted spec1es and the gap between man s nature and
hlS potentlal constltutes the ‘area open for progress:
w1th1n the spec1es SS The spec1f1c spheres in Wthh the‘
‘two phllosophers ant1c1pated progress were the ”truly human"
aspects of the 11fe of nanklnd for N1etzsche art and
’phllosophy, for Bergson man s 1ntu1t1ve capac1ty, and,
3 for both the realms of morallty and rellglon 561;Ittg;1 ‘
: follows that those who part1c1pate most fully in. these’fll o
‘ flelds are the greatest among manklnd and that these*'
‘fmore truly human 1nd1v1duals beneflt the human spec1es
‘vIndeed- Nletzsche and Bergson clalmed that thesefout-’fv'a:
';standlng 1nd1v1duals were the only source of human progress
‘for both phllosophers held tnat progress among. men did not
'f‘occur as spec1es w1de evolutlon ‘nor - take place naturally

57 The real1zat10n of man s

_”Mw1thout consc1ous effort
7potent1al,;for both thrnkers;_ls the’result,of 1nd1v1dual:

efforthrather:than evolutiOnary‘growth among‘mankind as a_

>SKaufmann, Nletzsche, l6l,rand'Gallagher,vMoralitXib'

in Evolution, 41 R R
o 56Kaufmann_, Nietzsche, 175-6, and Gallagher;}MoralitX

in Evolution, 53. - S Lol ,:A»'»,ff

. v 57Kaufmann Vletzsche 311,»an&’Gallagher,fMorality"

~in Evolution, 52 e : o s




whol_e.58 Moreover, Nietzsche and Bergson agree fha% the
goal of human development héed_not be progressiVely7realized
by the entirebhuman species through time,'but might be
foreshadowed in the most perfect specimens of humanity
already produced.59 By observing the supérmaﬁ or moral
hero closely then, we may discover thevdirection of man's
movement toward perfection and thé general qualities
constituting man's potential.

This same interest in man's movement toward fhe
realization of his potential extends to Nietzsche's and
Bergson's moral philosophies, which for both thinkers are
outgrowths of their overall philosophical positions. As
their developmental frames of»reference suggest, Niefzsche
and Bergson view_morélity from‘an evolutionary perspective,
and in the development of morality both thinkers'éssign a
central role to what they define as the great man. Indéed,
both thinkers mark out a moral type charactefistic of
outstanding individuals and a separaté type common to
lesser men. This distinction between typeé of morality.

parallels the distinction made by Nietzsche and Bergson

SgBertram Laing, "The Origin of Nietzsche's Problem
and its Solution," The International Journal of Ethics,
XXVI (July, 1916), 512, and Gallagher, Morality 1in
Evolution, 53. : .

SgKaufmann, Nietzsche, 311, and Gallagher, Morality
in Evolution, 14.
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.‘between.man e nature and hlS potentlal a‘dlstlnctlonrﬁt'd
?.bpredlcated on thelr conceptlon of 11fe as a fundamentaily o
h.dynamlc phenomenon | | o
| “As a formatlve force in man’ s develobmentbrmoraiity
' must be de31gned to serve 11fe For Nletzsche thisdmeant-
that moral codes must cease to be forces for the repre351on'-
:'of 1mpulses' that they must strlke a balance between Jh - b‘v.
,offerlng a vent to 1mpulses and malntalnlng soc1al 11fe 69v‘vlb

lNletzsche be11eved ‘that soc1a11y acceptable outlets for"vb

’*Vlmpulses would be: 1ntroduced and become operatlve only 1f

:‘men would accept the fact that morallty must ex1st for the

'purpose of 1mprov1ng, as well as preserv1ng and perpetuatlng;

'Qllfe 61;'For Bergson serv1ngv11fe through morallty

"“‘1nvolved the fosterlng of freedom and creat1v1ty - In a f

- 51t10n to the 11fe 5p1r1t

; word Bergson thought that 11fe demanded moral flex1b111ty,;
;'for flxed hablts and statlc 1aws orT. customs are 1n oppo—“ '
62 For both thlnkers then no .
imoral code 1s f1nal moralltles must be open to change 1f

f1 they are to remain relevant to human 11fe

60

Danto, Nietzeche as PhiIOSOpher, 152,17”“
611bid” 160f A R
62W P. Montauue Great Vlslons of Phllosophy,

threeks To Bergson . (1111n01s ~1950), 425-6."
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By applying an evolutionary frame of reference to the
study of moralify, Nietzséhe and Bergson construct moral
philosophies that are quite different from those of their
'predecessdrs. Neither thinker simply defends the values
of his era, nor does either attempt to formulate a new
moral code. Instead, both philosophers evaluate norms
as well as complete moralities according to their corres-
pondence with a continually unfolding-huﬁan potential.
Man's destiny, for both thinkers, is in his own hands;
morality has served man in the past, and may serve him
in the future, by aiding him in the process of creating

himself.63

63Kaufmann, Nietzsche, 414, and Bergson, The Two
Sources, 317. See also Karl Jaspers, Nietzsche; An
Introduction to the Understanding of his Philosophical
Activity, trans. by C. F. Walraff and F. J. Schmitz
(Arizona: 1965), 140. :




CHAPTER II
MORAL TYPES

A tyﬁology of moréls’finds a ;entrél place in the
philosophies of Bergson and Nietzsche. vBothkphilosophers
'distingﬁish moralbtypes in explaining the.nature, hiétdfy,_
and evoluéibn ofbmorality. Bergsoh distinguishé$ between
a morality of "obligation'--a clésed, static, or social
morality——and one of'”aspifétion"-—an open;vaynamic, or
‘“huﬁan“ morality.v,NietZSche's'typologyvconsists of a -
social, slave; or herd morality,vcdrrespoﬁding>closely'to.
‘Bergson's morality of obligation, ‘and a maéter, persohél,
or individuélvmorality, similar to Bergson's morality'of 
aspiration. ‘ | | |

. The typologieS'of‘both phildéopheré must be examined
with cére in order to avoid confusion. Nietzsché warns
us that neithervdf his two types ever existedbih pureyform
and that traces Qf éa¢h type may be manifeéted in‘any‘ 
specific morality>or by any:singlg individﬁal,l Bergson
echoes this wafning whén‘he states that‘in'the development ’

of‘cohtemporary morality his two types have become

1George A. Morgan, What Nietzsche MeahS](New Ydrk,’
1941), 144. ’ - . o
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amalgamated and'that bothrtypes[are»incarnated.in3anyﬁy
.vspec1f1c modern morallty or 1nd1v1dua1 2dMoreover“
:thetzsche s typology of morals is, llke hlS entire
"phllosophy, dlfflcult to understand because of its:

| netaphorlcal and aphorlstlc presentatlon |

o In order to understand Vletzsche s dlscu551on of
bslave morallty,'we must envision an early Greek or pre—v'
’vGreek soc1ety d1v1ded between’masters and slaves 3f We
must also assume that the masters are superlor 1nd1v1duals
and that the-slaves'are thelr-lnferlors 4 ,Slave'moralltyv
fls then the eth1cal code de51gned by the slaves in- an o
effort to br1ng thelr masters around to the slave S p01nt j
of view. Hence the Very creatlon of.a slave ethlcs |
requlres the ex1stence of a ”Sphere dlfferent from and
hostlle to 1ts own. " All the act1ons of the slave classG
are reSponses to the1r masters an. out51de stlmulus of ald""
nhlgher order, all slave actlons belng nothlng more than -

reactlons.5 The or1g1nal and prlmary»notlon'among the

- ' 2Idella J. Gallagher Morallty in Evolutlon The Moral
Philosophy of denrl Bergson (Netherlands 1970), 90. ’

3A H. J. Knlght Some Aspects of the Llfe and Work .
of Nietzsche, and particularly of his connection w1th Greek
“therature and Thought (New YorL, 1967), 119. . ’

4Arthur C. Danto Nletzsche as Phllosopher (New York
©1965), 156.. o

5Frledrlch N1etzsche The Birth of Tragedy'and The‘
Genealogy of Morals, trans by Francis Golfflng (New York,
1956), 171. Hereafter c1ted as. Genealogy : S




24

slave clase is "evil'; this concept is appiied to‘their |
superiortmasters at whose hands they»receive:harsh, brutal,
and>Unequa1 treatment. The p051tlve category of slave
morallty 1s'fcood " a derlvatlve category applled by the
slaves to themselves as the weak, 1mpotent counterpart to
their strong andvaWeffullmastefs: s | |
Nietzsche holds that the slave is not capable of belng |

,.anythlng other than "good," which is 1dent1f1ab1e w1th |
meekness, humility, patlence dlllgence and frlendshlp
However thelr masters are qulte capable of being ”ev11
oTo counter the "evil" tendencies of their masters and‘to i
' persuade them to_coﬁform, the slaves create¢a preSciiptive
morality. Denying that'the slave is naturally a meekg’ -
“diligent, and humble‘creature, slaVe’moraiity'holds‘that
he behaves in this manner because one ggggt‘to be "good."-t‘
Thos,_for Nietische,-the imperatives.Ofvslafe%morality’

are deceptivelyvinvoked to perSuade‘the masters to do
1ntent10na11y what the slaves must do naturally 6

| Rancor and resentment are at the root of slave -
morallty. The helplessness»and 1mpotence of thevslave
inhibit‘the direct telease of his im@ulses; ;The slave's
‘emotions become bottled up andvrequire‘somethingbootward

to negate rather than something inward to‘affirm.7

®Ibid., 149-51.

"Tbid., 171.
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Furthérmore, sinée'the slave recogni?es_his_inferiorify:’
as a specimen relative to the master, he ndt'only fears
the ﬁastér'class'but also fesents_it; and‘hisvfailufe to
receive'equal treatment at the_hands of the'mastér class.
~adds tb his resentment.sj Thus,‘fdf Nietzsche,vSiave,
morality is‘partially a product of psychdlpgical disor&érs.i
and the'physical disturbances that‘issue from them. More- ;‘
over, this‘unﬁealthy, decadént.mofality_tends fo pérpetuate
“mental and physical distress and produce increasingly';
degéneréte'indiVidualsig;Z: | |

According to Nietzsche, social or slafe morélity is
also a means of préSéfving and perpefuafing sbcial‘iife;
it ié notvan.end ih‘itseif; The Specific rulesﬂinCludéd
in any one social morélity.may Varytgreatly With'thOse of
another; yet their end—éthe'preservétion of societj—-is;'

10 Each society'definés.good and evil,

always identical.
establishes social rules and fosters social relationships
beneficial to its own type of social'order, using group

solidarity as the primary basis of values. Men are valued

81bid., 157-9.

Ibid., 161-3.

_ '1OWilliam”M.:Salter, Nietzsche the Thinker: A Study
(New York, 1968), 325. -
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only for their social utility. Hence, a society's morality
is a prescription for the type of individual it most
desires.ll. |

The‘conduct of societies toward one another may be
cdnsistént or inconsistentYWith the mqral‘tbnduct‘that '
societies command Ofbtheir members. For example, most
social units genera£e an iﬁperative designed tb preserVé
the lives of their members and state this in a formula
suchbas "no man shall kill another'; yet in times of.dénger
when social disintegration appears imminent, this same-

~group may command its members to combine en masse and kill

external enemies. However, these activitiés‘of thé group
as a wholé cannotvbé termedbimmoral; for i1f the societyv
acts in a manner that tends to breserve itself,:it'seekS
the same end as‘its memberé fdllow wheh‘thef act morally.
Only‘if a sdciéty composed of”the'entire huménvrace existea
would morality apply to the conduct of smaller social
groups toward 6ne_aﬁother.12' | |

Once established, social moralities are maiﬂtained_by
customs which eventually develop into éystems and tend to
make a society's rule»df conduct rigid. 'Religious sahéti_,

fication of social moralities increases their rigidity.-

Mipia., 219.
12

Ibid., 220-21.
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Pinally;'sbcial moralities claim to be unchaliéngable;
absolute, and etefnally Valid, a ciaim reiﬂforcéd by the
tendency of the membefs 6f é society to'éubmit unquestidn_
ingly to its dictates. In the process, a socialvﬁoraiity
tends to find expression in absolute antitheses; bnly_good
~and evil exist With no middle_gfoUnd; Neither can there'
be any goodnesé,whatsoeVer in those thingsfcdndemned és
‘evil,_and 1ikeWisé,bno evil qﬁalities can be attaChed fo )
the good thing‘of attion.l3 |

A social morality, then, will abide no éxéepfidns; 
the rules Which-it lays down must be followed by all. For
- Nietzsche, thisviS-the most important as well as tﬁe ﬁosf'~'
_infémous characteristic of social morality."Admitting ho 
fléxibility; it refuses to)réCOgnize-the formidable
differences ampng‘men. -Hence, social morality has‘a
Built—in leﬁelihg tendency; perpetuéting mediocrity and
confining the superidr men who are sﬁbject»to it‘.'l4

Bergson'sjfirst mofal type closely para11e1§
vNietzsche‘s sociélbor slave morality. .This.tYpe of
morality arises_first.in small,‘simple"socieﬁies,and‘is:
thus termed a social moralify.> It survived the advent

of more complex and differentiated sociéties‘because of -

13Henry L. Mencken, The Phiiosophy of Friedrich
‘Nietzsche (New York, 1908), 75-77.

Aipia., 78-79.
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the fundamental point of resemblance existing between
primitive and modern societies: they are closed societies,

includinO-some individuals te the exclusion of all others.15

~Each closed society demands that the social obllgatlons of
vltS members be greater than thelr obllgatlons to- manklnd
since such groups are always potentlally or actlvely

16 5 closed mdrality develOps1i

17

hostile to one another.
w1th1n such a society; its end is soc1al preservatlon.
Bergson held that man had evolved as a- creature best:
fitted for small, simple soc1et1es and closed mqral
sYstems.lS: The most natural society, er the one most
analogous to an organism, is‘the'iﬁstinctive tYpe,'such.'
~as an ant colony. Human soc1ety is built around this
orlglnal d651gn» although for humans habit plays the role
of'instinct.lgr In an anlmal society each rule of organi-
zation is demanded by nature; but among humans, hature’ |

demands only the necessity of rules.zo. Thus, a closed

mbrality.is also a natural morality{

Dhenri Bergson, The Two Sources of Morality and
Rellglon trans. by R. Ashley Audra, Cloudesley Bereton
and W. Horsfall Carter (New York, 1935), 30. Hereafter
Clted as The Two Sources. o : -

16

Gallagher, Moral1tyiin Evolution, 68.

| 17Bergson, The Two Sources, 30.

18Gallagher, Morality in Evolution, 68.

19Bergson, The Two Sources, 26.

Orpid., 28.
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Soc1a1 morality 1s a morallty of eblloatlon with -
habit as’ 1ts 1nfra 1nte11ectua1 or. sub ratlonal ba51s
.Habltual soc1al obllgatlons 1ntroduce‘a regularlty into
'thezhuman'eommuaity neafly;as'etrong’ae the inflexiblef
order inherent in an organiSmi21‘:Social obligation is of -
such magnitude fhat it amounfs to a habit of a'different'
'order from regular hablts. Each>soeial imperative,'ﬁefhaps_
etr1v1a1'1n itself, is lent strength by the totallty of -
soc1a1 obllgatlon veach has the und1v1ded authorlty_of.

the wHole 22

» Although'the,individuai is'censeiOusaef his
.ability to evade social cOmmands he cannot escape thev
sense of nece551ty 1nherent in them.‘ ThlS dual awareness
constltutes the 1nd1v1dua1 s moral censc1ousness soelal
pressureﬂlnsures 1t5'operat10nf23.

'Habit is usually enough to make ihdividuale‘cohforma'
to thelr soc1a1 duty,‘and by excusing 1nd1v1duals from |
‘thlnklng about their every action, hablt promotes social
harmony and_stablllty.z4 Soc1ety relnforceS'hablt by .'
constantly,inculcating its mofality into 'its members.f:

In the:process the human ego becomes a social ego, and

11bid., 11.

- 221pid., 10.

231pid., 14.

. ‘4Ib1d ., 18.
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;hthlS social self adds its welght to external group pressure ,h
to prov1de a dual source to - soc1a1 compu151on. Soc1ety-

aims at strengthenlnc the Soc1a1 ego, ”to cultlvate thlS

°soc1a1 ego " says’Bergson, "15 the essence Of our obllgatlona-z-

to soc1ety "25

Easing'our teiatiohﬁto‘éociéffhahd,reinforcihgIOurf-
adherence to soc1a1 morallty are the medlarles between‘h
ourselves and our collectlve ex1stence These 1nc1udei.=
- the 1nd1v1dua1 s fanlly and the occupatlonal rellglous,
iand natlonal organlzatlons of whlch he 15 a part. 'Weh
fulfill our social obllgatlons by fulfllllng our.obli—
gations to these»social‘units' theyutender.obiigationse.:fch”
:less abstract make them more ea511y acceptable, andf
'1ntroduce us to our soc1a1 dutles by degrees  As long as'
one malntalns these concrete relatlons and fulfllls hlS
duties w1th1n them his social role.seems natural.-’Onlyf :
if he departs from thls path does he flnd hlS rolef”
'problematlc 26

Bergson adds that the members of a soc1ety see noA
difference between.natural 1aws.and‘5001a1vrules.‘@Naturalvh
1aw$ are coﬁstrUctions'determihed'by:facts, Yet it is

difficult for an indiVidua1'hot*to,believe:that'hatﬁralh

>Tbid., 14-15."
26

Ibid., 18-19.
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- laws oo hot commend féctévand ofder natorelb A 5001a1 :
1mperat1ve applylng to all assumes the character , in our
mlnds at least, of a nmatural law. Since soc1a1_rules‘eeem'
eoﬁnaturel,‘a "breach of the éociel order assomes‘an:anti—e
‘natural chafacter;'even Whenhffequently repeatedh it
_ strlhes us as an exceptlon belng to soc1ety what a freak t
creation is to nature' 27, Moreover rel;g;ous'commands;
ioften 11e behlnd social 1mperat1ves Here reiigion playe'
an 1mportant role in soc1ety, sustalnlng and re1nforc1ng
1t$‘c1a1ms.‘ Rellglon seems to insure ‘the correctness of
sooial imperatlves and makes'them appear even more closely't
’analogous‘to;the,laws*offnatﬁre;zg
h.‘All'of the buttfessee of sooial,morality'make itbmofe
.acceptable,}they do not however ‘erasé thefféct.that}h
'soc1a1 morallty 1s a statlc morallty 29_ Closed morallty
bls conservatlve and unchanglng, its only alm is group
‘rﬁpreservatlon 30_ Slnce closed morallty applles only to
‘the members of a 51ng1e soc1ety, it is- 1ncomp1ete and
caught up in the c1rc1e of soc1a1 cohesion, lnterested in
31 -

’ good only for 1ts_ut111tyt ‘ The fect that 1t:1nheres 1n‘

*T1bid., 12.
ZSIbid;,:ls.
PO1pia., 58. | ‘v
39Ga11agher;TMora1ity'in’EVolution;-69—7O.
31 o

Bergson, The Two Sources, 31.
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-habits,'customs, laws, language, and institutions further
restricts social morality, making it even more unthanging.32

Moreover, social morality is impérsonai and easily'trans-
~ lated into a set of rules which tend to become static.>>

In turh, these staticvmaximébtend to confine and‘dehumanize:
those who fallIWithin their domain.34 Hence, the moral
attitude of the individual in a closed mqral system is
self-centered; he and his sociefy are closely fied, since
his ego is both individual ahd social; he possesses a

35

"closed soul." In most cases he obeys automatically,

passively acquiescing in hisvsocial‘duty,36

Nietzsche's sdcial morality and Bergson’s'closed |
morality ara "majofity" moralities, encompassing the |
greater partiof mankind within small social units. The
object of both types is social presefvatioﬁ; the moral
value of iadividuais is thus measuréd in terms of social

utility. -An individual 1living under either of these

moralities is commanded_to value the felle'membérs of

‘ 3ZJ.'H. Muirhead, "M. Bergson's New Work on Morals and
"Religion,;" The Hibbert Journal, XXXI (October, 1932), 3.

33

Gallagher, Morality in Evolution, 71.
34Colin Smith, Contemporary French Philosophy; A
Study in Norms and Values (New York, 1964), 145-6.

35

Bergson, The Two Sources, 37-38.

361444, , 19.
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his society above mankind as a whole. Bergson is critical
of closed morality because it,éxcludes all those outside
of its social order. Nietzsche criticizes this same short-
coming of his social type in an effort to exposé its
contradictions. More importantly, however, he criticizes
social morality for its inclusion of superior beings. The
superman does not need soéial morality, and it, in turn;'
stifles him and thwarts his creativity. |
Reinforced by religion, expressed in impersonal codes
| and claiming to be absolute,-both types of mqrality Become N
increasingly rigid and static. Social and closed.m§fality
are also both based on social pressure, habit, and |
,traditioh, further insuring conformity. For Bergson,
these aspécts of closed mOralityrdehumanize‘itsifollowers
who’passively and automatically fulfill their social
duties. Closed morality thus‘offers little chance for
creating better men; indeed, it constrains those who would
attempt to escape it with bonds of habit and social
pressure. Nietzsche's criticism takes the same direction
‘but 1is morelsevere: social morality is not only one of
mediocrity tending to dehumanize its followers; but it is
aléo the product and perpetuator of psychological and
physical disorders, an enemy of the human species. However,

for both men, social and closed morality contain some good
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and play a vital role in the evolutiqn of morality, as
bwillibe Seen in Chapter III.

Over against inferior soCial'morality Nietzsche sets
'pérsonal, individualQ or master morality. Most of his
discuésion of personal moraiity is cast iﬁ the same setting
_as‘his tfeatment of slave morality: a Greek or pre-Greek
society divided between maéters and slaves.37  Originating
among the superior:élements-inﬁsociéty, the values of
master mofality have nothing to do with social utility;
men are evaluated as men with no reference to their
. relation'to society. This is so because, as we have seen,
Nietzsche believes that a man's nature is manifested in
his actions as an existential fact; there is no fneutrél
- subject" behind an individual's actions allowing him to

freely choose one mode of behavior over another.38

It is
thus a man's nature that is the first object of appro?al
in a master‘moralify, his actions are of secondary
importance since they follow from his nature. The $o¢ia1
impact of actions is totally ignored, for the ﬁgodd" man,
 from the perspective of master morality, 1is his‘own |

“justification.

37

Knight, Life and Work of Nietzsche, 119.

38Nietzsche, Genealogy, 178-9.



The superior man cdnsiders himsélf‘and others 1ike
him to be ”good.”39 This positive value arises spontane-
ously as an act of self—affirmation on the part of the
master. The masters further affirm theméelves by seeking
out and labeling their opposites.' The negative concepts
of master morality, referring to the siavés, are 'bad,"
"humble," and ”base.”40

| The prescriptive or moral element has no place in
master morality.. The bad things within the view of the
‘masters are simply inferior and naturally bad. 'Bad
humans' are in no way culpable; they simply é{g bad. In
evaluating:the actions of men, master morality follows thé
same pattern. Actions afe‘”gOOd” when they are typical
of the master class and “béd” when they typify the slaves,41
Since the Slaves are inferior, they cannot act as the
masters do. Any imperative commanding them to model their
behavior after that of the masters wouldfthus be ineffective.

Contempt is at the roof of master negative valuations.
However, contempt does not do‘Violence to reality as

~completely as does the rancor and resentment of the slave.

According to Nietzsche, this is because contempt is a

91pid., 161-3.

401h1d., 166-8.
41 '

Ibid., 171.
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'more'"casuaiﬁ emetion, expressed actively_invcemparison
with rancor,‘which,is intense, supressed hatred, bredbby
the slave's impotencev Thue the negative Valuationsfef
a master morality are not as - dlstortlng as those of slave ‘h
'morallty 42

| The master's life of energeclc act1V1ty and release
allows hlm to live before;hrs cohsc1ence truthfully and‘

with'confidence.43'

_ His ideal is strength and‘health;h
combined with its natural outlete° adventure;”combat,
revelry, huntlng 44 In accordance with thls 1d al, masterA
morality does not bottle up impulses or seek to extlrpate,'A
them. Since master morallty“afflrms 1mpulse, it is-a
whealthy.morality, conducive to the deVelepment of superiorv'
indiriduals 45 |
As a healthy morallty, Neitzsche's master moralltyv

exists for the preservatlon and 1mprovement of 1nd1v1duals
rather than soc1ety.46 However, Nietzsche's personal
morality is not to be confused Wifh'morai individualiem;*'
for all 1nd1v1duals are not capable of de51gn1ng and -

- following thelr own - code of conduct. ‘Personal morallty>

2Tbid., 160.
43 ’

Ibid., 171.

“1pia., 172.

*31pid., 167.

4bMergan;.What Nietzsche Means, 149.
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is only.for the superman; one who creates his own rule and
stylerof 1ife.47 For Nietzsche,vthese persons--men like
Goethe and Socfates48—-are autonomous; they follow an
ethies’of self—reaiization based on self—mastery.49 They
must elways transcend established cedes, but this does not
imply that established norms are repudiated; they may be
fulfilled in a higher way,so bThus, as fountains of moral
creativity, supermen stand out in history as symbols of
,vnonQCOnformity, serving as models and offering a multi-
‘plicity of norms that other individuals may strive to
ful£iln. >t

| Bergson delineates a moral type similar to Nietzsche's
~personal morality. This type of morality knows no limits;
,reaching out to humanity as a whole, it rises above the
beundéries of closed societies.52 Since it attempts to-

unite mankind in a single brotherhood, this type of

morality 1is neither a social nor a closed type, but an

47

Salter, Nietzsche the Thinker, 216.

, 48Wa1ter W. Kaufmann, Nietzsche; Philosopher,
Psychologist, Antichrist (New Jersey: 1968), 399.

49

Salter, Nietzsche the Thinker, 322.

5OKaufmann, Nietzsche, 158. See also p. 280.

>lipia., 300.

52Bergson, The Two Sources, 32.
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open morality.s3 :The individual comes to share social
~claims in degrees thfough~his family, church, and other
social uhits, but he must maké a leap in order to come to |

>4 In making'thisvleap;.the

share the claims of humanity.
~individual doés not merely transcend social or national
‘boundaries. Since closed morality is, according to
Bergson, naturél to the human speéies, it cannot;grédUally :
~ progress to open morality. Hence, in the leap to open-’
morality,vthe individual transcends his nature, re-entering -
the stream of the life foréé'and rising from the 1éve1 of
' chiéty to the 1evé1.of humanity.55 Open or human morality
is thus a supra-natural morality, different in kind from
-closed morality.$6 | |
While closed morality is followed by the ovefwhélming
majority, open morality is the ethic of the few. The rule
of life followed by great individuals is demanding,
requiring‘gréat effort and seif-discipline in contrast-
to the péssivé écquiesence with which othefs fulfill fhe
imperatives of closed mqraiity. Oblivious to socialj

pressure, the moral hero responds to the call of a dynamic .

>3Gallagher, Morality in Evolution, 71.

»54Bergson, The Two Sources, 50.

55Gallagher, Morality in Evolution, 70.

56

Tbid., 73.
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eﬁo;ioh, the product of his communing with the elan
?itale.57 Thisﬂlibeiating'emotion experienced by thdse
directly in:contéct with the vital elan generafes‘moral
Creativity.‘ Rejecting custom and hébit,‘the:mystit or
moral hero intuifiVeiy‘creates norms; these are implicit

58 These moral creators

in his actions and'dispositioh.
stand out as models for mankind to‘imifate, influencing
others by their example,sg | |

Social pressure and'obligation do not‘prOVide the:
basis f@r:open morality;binétead it is a moraiity'df
aSpirétion.ﬁO “As the expréséion of én.emotidnal state,

61 This contagioUs;

open'morality attracts individuals.
highly personal emotioﬁ radiating from the moralkhero,
togefhér'with the example which he'sets, creates a nearly
irresistable appeal fo those who'coﬁe into contact with
him.62 The emotional and'pérsonal_nature of open morality'
makes it impossible-to'objeétify ih its completeness..

Once formulated intovimpersonal rules, the example of the.

57Bergson, The Two Sourcés, 37.

58Gallagher; Morality in Evolution, 75.

, ‘ 59Thomas Hanna, The Bergsonian Heritage (New quk;
1962), 166. : " ‘

60Bergsdn; The Two  Sources, 49.

v6lGa11agher, Morality in Evolution, 72.

62

Smith, Contemporary French Philosophy, 145.
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moral hero becomes only a re51due of the emotlon Wthh
| he»generates.lé3 Since it is- emot10na1 and resists
rbcrystallization'intova EOde ‘open>mora11ty~never beComes'r
sqssifiedrand is:thusda dynamlc morallty 64” Constantly
}moVing,awayifrom fixed rules toward a "truly human'"
,ddispositien and ourlook,'open morality has,no dehumanizing‘
dftendenc1es |
The open morallty of. Bergson and the personal morallty
' of Nletzsche represent for both thlnkers,;a superlor typer
of morallty In part this‘is.trUe because neither type . )
s based on obllgatlon Bergson s open morallty gains its
~followers through 1ts appeal Ind1v1duals do,not feel o
dobl;ged to follow open-morallty; instead they‘are’inspired
fo deaso,by‘the example of the moralvherod_ Nietzsche's

'personal'morality is similar in being non-prescriptiVe.

o :The superlor man does not command adherence of the

;1nfer10r men around him to his rule of 11fe,‘ Recognlzlng
thatethisdis,an’impessibility, ne‘offers‘his example for
~others to.imitatebto the-extent"othheir’ability.- The
bsame holds true for Beroson s moral hero although |

, 1nd1v1duals ‘may follow hlS example very few succeed in

o matchlng hls.dlsp031t10n and outlook.

- 63Bergson, The Two Sources, 58-59.

~641pi4., 9s.
éssmith, Contemporary French Pnilosophy, 145-6.
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Because they are demanding mofalities_requiring gféat
efforts in self-discipline and se1f—mastery, both Nietzsche's
personal morality and‘Bergsén's open morality are mdralities
of the few. Althbugh it reaches‘out'toball’mahkind, open }
morality 1s truly represeﬁted only by the moral hérd.b |
Nietzséhe's personal morality ié, 1ikeWise, only completely

incarhated in thebsuperman. Rather than attempting to |
include all men, however, personal morality attempts to

differentiate between them,-including onlyAsuperior‘

individuals. In its exclusiveness, Nietzsche's personal
morality 1is similaf;to Bergson's closed morality.

‘Both Nietzsche aﬁd Bergson describe their' superior
moral type:.as an agent of moral progress. Personal
ﬁorality 1s progressive bééauSe it gives free reign-fo
superior individuals, allgwing them to exercise their
creativity unrestrained,_ In addition; for Nietzsche it
is a healthy morality, fostering the development of more
and better'éupermen, Ultimately, Niétzsche conceives of .
personal morality as the primary means tbward creatipg
an entire species of supermen. For Bergson, open morality
is progressive because it cannot be reduced to impersonal
rules which become rigid and statié in practice; The

ultimate achievement of open morality is an open society
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: Whoaevmore_SPirltual ahd'lhtuitive’individuals ﬁould |
constitute a species of moral heroes. 66 |

The ‘source of Values for both personal morallty and
open mora11ty is the great man. Serv1ng as the source a§:
_well as the ultlmate end of'moral‘progrees N1etzsche § .
superman and Bergson S moral hero share an essentlal
' characterlstlc: creat1v1ty. Nletzsche s supermen 1neludei"
artists saints and phllosophers while'Bergsoh hamed.
'founders of rellglons :rellglous reformers mystics
~saints, and moral heroes as models of open morallty
"Slnce supermen and moral heroes fall into some of the same
categor1es, it is po551ble that Bergson anvaletzsehe;
‘could'have‘claimed one or more of‘the;éame‘individoalsi
among their greatvmoral agents. but SOCrates‘seemS to be‘
" the only 1nd1v1dua1 cla551f1ed as a great man by both
phllosophers 67 .

The ultimate aim of both Nletzsche and Bergson is
the 1mprovement of manklnd V1ew1ng morallty as a |
‘formatlve agent 1n the development of c1v1llzat10n each

hof the two phllosophers attempts to dlscover helpful and

1n3ur10us moral tendenc1es. Thelr typologles serve as

_66Gallagher Morallty in EVOlutlon 53,.,,

67Kaufmann V1etzsche 399, and Gallagher MOrality:
~in Evolution, 87 : o :




.defices-for isolatiﬁg SpecifiC'é5pe¢ts of'morality éﬁd
trécing their causes énd effecfs;' Inithe social and
,ciosed}typés Nietzsche ahd Bergéon déScribe:the m0fa1~'f'
'chdracteristics.which_théy.seé'asFOBstrucfing.mahfs f;i
vadvancemént;'whiie inbfhe‘péféonal and dpénftyPes we find
‘the mora1bcharacteriéticé'thafbcah,léad man:tdWérd his .
potential!»_Thé role of each of these}typéS»in thé o |
évoiﬁtion‘of morality is fhejéubject‘b£_the foilbWingb

]chapter.



CHAPTER III
MORAL EVOLUTION

Nietzsche and Befgson were both conVinced that :
moralitf could‘not be underStood apart from its origin i
and develdpment. Chobsing the developmental épproachi
‘to the study of morality, neither thinker constructs én-'
entirely speculative moral philosophy. However,'Nietzsche’
.énd Bergson do nbt undertake comprehensive studies of the
history of morality and their selections ahd'interpfetétions :
of facts from moral history are quite sketchy. 

For both philosophers, the first moraiity'to émergev.
corresponds to one of their moral types and deﬁe1ops
around the particular type of moral consciousness |
characteristic of these original moral t&pés, In Bergéonis-
philosophy, primitive morality is closed morality, while
for Nietzsche, the earliest morality is the sociai‘type.“
However, thé two philosophers disagree fundamentally on:
the nature and origin of the form of moral»consCioUsness
that they attribute to these original moralities.

Bergson holds that primitive men have, as.we'havé

seen, a natural social tendency or moral consciousness,

44
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a virtual instinct which-isdmanifested as habit.1 These
‘ ”mofal habits, " which explain‘the individual's adherence
to the needs of society, are not 1dent1cal to what is
busually deflned as habit, for_the moral commands”ofba
society clingvtogether,and_fofm a “totalityfbf_obligétion,”
whieh, in turn, lends its force to each morel habit;» The
awareness of socialldictavand tnefsense~of.neeessity tnat
' eccompanies them, constitutes fhedindividual's-moral‘
'conscidueness.z Although nature has ”decfeed” thaﬁ‘man
must live Bybrules, and thus‘that mdfal’consciousness'is
a glven product of blologlcal evolutlon, the specific
content of moral consc1ousness is acquired and’ dependent
on environmental 01rcumstance.3' |

In contrast;,Nietzsche'believed moral ‘consciousness
among primitive men was an acquired cnareeteristic. He
believed that.this.;ype of moral consciousness had a
complex erigin‘whieh he explained in terms of thevemergence
of two,distinet psychic states, "guilt" and "bad

conscience." The sense of guilt first arises as a feeling

lHenrl Bergson, The Two Sources of Morality and o
Religion, trans. by R. AshIey Audra, Cloudesley Bereton
and W orsfall Carter (New York 1935), 26. Hereafter
c1ted as The Two Sources. S o

Thid., 10-14.

S1bid., 28.
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of 1ndebtedness to ancestors and later to gods 4 while
bad conscience is the result of the contlnuous conflnlng
of men's anlmal 1nst1ncts required by 1ncrea51ng1y compleXii’:
forms of group liying;s' Accerding to Nietzsche, thejl~
psYchological discemfort which guilthfeelings~and'
supressed drives created was given a religious.intefﬁ
pretation: it‘wae the result ofvsin’against‘God;h‘Mah
sinned against‘God'by following his imbulsesh;Which wefe”;
thus considered evil; and, for Nletzsche, the emasculatlon
or extlrpatlon of 1mpulses dictated by th1s view is theli ei
essentlal characterlstlc of the moral eonsclousness o
commoh to slavelmofality 6 |

Although Nletzsche and Bergson are 1n fundamental"
dlsagreement on the nature and orlgln of moral conscious-
ness, the role Wthh they a551gn to 1t in moral evolutlon‘
is'identlcal ‘ Both thlnkers agree that moral censc1ousness
impedes moral procress by underplnnlng an establlshed
morallty and thereby re51st1ng all moral 1nnovat10n

ThlS is why Nletzsche and Bergson both hold that normatlve

4Frledrlch Nletzsche, The Birth of Tragedy and The
- Genealogy of Morals, trans. by Franc1s Golfflng (New York
1956), 194-225.

5

Ibid., 217-29.

O1bid., 276-7s.

: ' 7Georoe A. Moroan What Nietzsche Means (New York
1941), 169 and Gallagher Morallty in Evolutlon 61
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intuitidn, insofar as it proveskto be a pfoduct of moral
constiousness, is not an agenf of moral progress.8 Thus,
if foilows that Nietzsche's supermen and’Bergson's moral
heroes must break the.bonds of moral consciousness and
transcend'if in order to create values.>

According to Bergson, in primitive morality the
closed moral type may be observed in a pure state, unmixed
with open morality; Moreover, in primitive'sociéties
>Bergson, as we have seen, claims to>discernka'statié
religious type that corresponds to clqsed morality, each
one réinforCing the other. Closed morality and static
religion were coextensive in these early Societies; their
common.object was the attachment of each individual to

the group and the simultaneous detachment of_each-membef
' 10 '

from himself.
The psychic basis of static religion is what Bergson
calls the "myth-making function' a virtual instinct thaﬁ
conjures up illusory representatidné of realityvsuch‘as
gods and avenging spirits that incite the individual to

act as if he'were an instinctual creaturé.ll "In - this

81bid.

9Bergsdn, The TwovSources, 123, and Kaufmann,
Nietzsche, 250. ‘

10

Bergson, The Two Sources, 119-22.

Mypia., 14.
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,context static religion_isjav”defensiVebreaction:offnaturec
against what might be'depressing for the'ihdivldual, and
dissolvent for society;"in the exercise of ihtelllgence;”lz
‘Thus statlc rellglon, 11ke closed morallty, is natural
,Statlc rellglon is composed entlrely of maglc and bellef
in splrlts while 1ts practice con51sts in repetltloust‘
rites'and’ceremonles.13 Belief and practlce_are’1nsepgfeble
in static religioh and sustain onevenother.:hHence; Stdtic'
religion is ‘also similar-to closedamorality in beingld
infraéintellectual or habitual,14 :MoreoverQTSince static
| religioh is sharedhbybthe members of_a‘societyhahdlties

its members closely together in frequent feligious_;'
“;practice;'it'fosters social cohesioh.’}Further'inshring
socialasolidarity, static‘religion provides gfoups‘ﬁlth-t\”
ba'speCifiCxSOCial identity’ehd'promises thedsuccess of

the collectlve whole | Both static rel1g1on and closed
'morallty then share the end of social preservat1on.15
| Accordlng to Bergson prlmltlve men have}no conceptlon

of 1nd1v1duallty—-they do not dlstlnoulsh between them-ir

selves and the group 16 For thls reason, static rel;gloh ,
llzlbidh‘ 205.
131bid., 186.
Ypia., 201.
,151bid-' zoﬁf
. -

Gallagher Morality inihvolutioﬁ, 57.
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ahd closed»moraiity become operative in these early
sociefies without:frictién; by perpetuating this éondition
- among primitive mén%‘cldSed;morality and static religion
prove to be 1ong'endurihg, Since no notionfof individuélity
exists in primitive societies; thére'is also no.true |
awarenessbof'individual respbnsibility. .The group as a
whole feels responsible for any member who‘engage5 in‘
activities which do not conform fo‘custom, and moral
nonconformity is viewed as a'contagious thsiCal'illneés,
likely to pervade and contaminaté the’entire_group.17
Thevsociél preésure inherent‘in'élosed morality finds its
ofigin in this feeling of collective moral responsibility,
and since the weight of social presépre increased as
closed morality develops, ﬁonconformity becomes increasingly
rare. Combining ﬁith closed morality, static religion
attempts to preserVe and strengthen the feeling'of>group
vresponsibility by promising the punishment of the entire
group for thebnonconformity of any of its individual
members.18

Beginning in primitive societies, closed morality
provided the basis for the long period of moral development

that eventually culminated in contemporary morality.

17

Bergson, The Two.Sources, 124.

181p4d.
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However, closed'morelitY'ls by narure static} left,tod}d'
- itself it canmot prooress" Only twodavenues ofvdevelopmentil
are p0551ble 1n an 1solated closed morallty,llts 1mperat1ves
may be formulated 1nto a loglcally con51stent system .and
the society 1tself may expand throuoh conquest
-For‘Wletzsche the orlglnal morallty 1s a soc1al
"vmorality lee closed moral1ty, it is composed entlrely
of custom, sanctloned by pr1m1t1ve rel1g10n }and de51gned

to nourish‘and»perpetuatercollectlve‘llfe.zo

Nletzsche -
agrees w1th Bercson 1n holding that no- conceptlon of |
"1nd1v1dua11ty ex1sts among these prlmltlve»groups and thatd'
any notlon of self -interest or 1nd1v1dual1ty bodes 111 for
"tnese early>norallt1es. Hence, thls'"collectlve conscious-
‘ness”:or ”herd 1nst1nct” is one- of the orlglnal and most
1mportant bulwarks of soc1al morallty 21
Aat one . Wlth Bergson in p01nt1ng out the failure of prlmltlveﬁ_
lbmen to develop a conceptlon of 1nd1v1dual moral respon51—.7k

blllty, act1v1ty by any member of" the group 1n v1olat10n -

“of custom was thus expected to brlng supernatural punlshment

Yrbid., 276.
\ 2OHenry L Mencken The Pnllosophy of Frledrlcn
Nletzsche (New York: 1908), 76- 77

2lyiq15an M. Salter Nietzsche the Thlnker A Study .
(New York 1968), 216. . L

19

N1etzscne is alsor'_“
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on-t'he*entirevcommunit'y.22

Since théié4wa§vhbjaWaréness o
Qf‘individuality or indi?idual:moral2resp§ﬁsibilityhamong
fhesé primitiVe men; motiVes‘or'iﬁténti6ns:wéfé not =
 fecognized,_and actions were eféluated Byﬂthéir Supp05éd‘»
 natural of supernatura1'coiis"equences.z3 o .:
In,contrast to'Bergson,'Nietzéche hqldéuthat this -
~early stage*of'@oral‘development broughtvabqut significaﬁt”.; 
moral Progress, inéluding‘the_develOpment of’morall"‘ L
consciousness and the creation:Of morevﬁniform,‘deﬁéndab1e7'
 types of individﬁals:with_steadily deVeloping.pbwefs of"
memory and-réasoning, .At the same time however, super-.
stitionfand 6bcessi6n with supernatu?él or’a?enging spirits
prevénted men from understanding thévreal causes and effects
of their behaViof,‘leading f6 imaginary explanations in
which men ”mist00k_the'séquenéés of guilt and ﬁunishment
for cause and effecf.”24v |

Using their description and analysis of primitive-
morality aévtheir Starting point, both thinkers catalbguei
the‘major events ahd trends in moral hisfory and'offer a'
Vdoctrine\qf moral prqgress; Since both cloéed morality and
its Supporting~feligion are by nature static, Befgsonfé

account of moral evolution begins with the genesis of open

“ZMorgan, What Nietzsche Means, 146-47.
231pid., 145. |
24

Ibid., 147.
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 mera1ityvahd dynamic religion. Althoﬁgh Bergson SuggeSts‘.b
~that some moral heroes and’qUasi;mystics influenced mqfal
development before the birth of'Christ;‘it ivaithA"
Christianity‘that the first truly dynamicereligion arises,
~and it is among the Christian mystics that true mysticism
.is first attained.25 This is so because the Chfistiah'
mystics succeededvin the "establishment of a‘contéct,
consequently of e partial Coihcidence, withfthe‘ereative
effort which life itself manifests." Since this "effert
is of God, if it is nof’God himself‘" the Christian mystics e
are "contlnulno and extendlng the d1v1ne act10n."%6 Hence,
vChrlstlanlty prov1ded through its mystics, the flrstwmajor»’
source of moral progress and represents the~majer’event in '
bBergson's treatment'df the histery of merals;

| LThe‘role of the mystic is the'transfefmatioh of
humanlty, a long and slow procesq sinte'the,attention ef
men is- naturally turned to competltlon both among themselves
and with nature, giving them 11tt1e opportunlty to absorb
the myStiC's meSsage.ZZ' Since;the mYsticé reach oﬂlyea
Verybemallvpoftionvof humanity, they have historically
folloWedvthe pattern of creating ”spiritual'soCiefies” suche

~as convents and religious orders with the intention of

25Bergson, The Two Sources, 227.

201454, , 220-21.

2T1p1d., 235
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expanding theSe smallFSOCieties and increasino their
number unt11 the whole of manklnd could be encompassed
~within them 28 Yet untll this ultlmate end can be
achieved' only the 1mmed1ate followers of the mystlc or .
moral hero partlclpate fully in open morallty

| The message of the mystlc or moral hero then is notv
ttransmltted.to all mankind in 1ts-comp1eteness._ As,we haue'
seen, the message'of'the‘mySticfor moral herovis‘impoSSiblefui

’to ObJeCtlfY completely in rules and concepts 29

The
emot10na1 nature of open morallty can be approx1mated
however, through the . medlun of 1nte11ect By.translatlng'
'-it into expre351b1e max1ms 1nte1110ence’grounds'openh'
_morallty in 1anguage and concepts 30‘ Once obﬁectifiedb
open morallty takes on the appearance of closed morallty,
- and indeed, one of the card1na1 roles of 1nte11ect in
v‘moral evolutlon is the appllcatlon of the same concept-~'rT;
morallty-—to both the open and closed types thereby~,. :
,Teconc111n0 them 31 Moreover, -the Verbal and‘written |

expre551on allowed to Open morallty through the aoency of

1ntellect,.g1ves the re51due of open morallty_thus garneredf'

281pi4., 236. e
- 29C011n Smlth Contemporary‘Prench'Philosophy A
Study in Norms and "Values (New York, 1964), 145.

 30Ga11agher, Morality in Evolution, 91.

Slipid., 93.
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- a less restricted means of transmission and,permits itba
;broader audience. _By‘attaining permanemce in‘lahguage,
b‘open morality,blike closed morality,’also eventually comes -
" to inhere in 1anguage;’customs,vand imStitutionsband.is
.perpetoated.through eduCaﬁion.Sz‘ |

~After both moral types have,Beentclassified as
morality,-intellect begihs to;gradually'insfallbthe.appealsd:‘
ofythe openvtype into the existing?closed mofallsystem in
a logically-ConsiStent mannef;:’3 “Hence, bmoral'progfess :
results from the expan51on of closed morallty to 1nclude

portlons of conceptually formulated open moral1ty 34

~Both
moral types ‘have a crucial role to play in this proce55°
open morallty prov1des new moral materlal in the form of
_dynamlc emotlonal appeals, whlle closed morallty lends 1ts
obligatory‘chafaCter.tovthe conceptuallzed appeals-of,oPen
morality. “In thevprocess, the actualvnatufe'of both'types N
is obscured. :By’conceptualizing opem‘morality, intellect'
’glves it the appearance of statlc max1ms whlle in comblnlng
the two types, 1t makes them appear as. one Moreover by

'castlng the appeals of open morallty and the 1mperat1ves

of closed morallty 1nto a loglcal system ~intellect causes

321pid., 91.

31bid., 93.

3%1pid., 92.
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vobligatory actions to coincide with rational acts,
, fostering the illusion that reason is the basis of
obligation.35
Bergson's doctriﬁe of moral progress allows only fof

thevgraduél evolution of cl@éed»morality iﬁ Continuoﬁély
expanding circles. Although the moral hero broadens the
contemporary morality,'his example must be reduced toban
1ncomplete formula and thus his 1mpact is diminished.
Moreover, these new additions to the prevailing closed
moral system become static, 0551fy1ng into rules and
‘reinforced by habit and social pressure, dlstlngulshable
ohly from the commands of closed morality in that they are
~universal rather than social maxims. Thus, although they
- continuously evolve away £r6m the parochial toward the
universal in this manner, moralitiesvneceSSarily progress
slowly.36

‘In contrast to this slow moral evolution in the past,
Bergson suggests that séience and indﬁstriélism may speed
moralldevelopment in the future and make the transition
td_an entirely open morality possible. By initiating ab

radlcal change in man's material conditions and thereby

ellmlnatlng the struggle for survival among men, science

351hid.

36Thomas Hanna (ed ), The Berosonlan Heritage
(New York, 1962), 20. v
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and technology could free man to foliow the éxample bf the
myétic or moral hero ih the création of a more perfectly
moral Society.37 However, at present; industrialisﬁ has
introduced,the "disease' of preoccupatiohvwifh material
comfdrtsvand 1uxury.' Thus,‘mechanizatibn presehts both a -
threatAand a promisevto the moral life of'mankihd,-and man
‘must Choosé his dwn destiny.ss

Nietzsche's account of moral evolution élsq involves
the'intéraction‘of‘his'tWo moral types and beginé with the
deveiopment_bf‘mbre comp1éx_énd diffefentiated sotietiés.
As the diVisioh ofblébor‘beéomes mbre pronounced in a
'sbéiety, consciousness of individuality begins to emergé 
to the'detrimeﬁt_of social mdrality;sg This awareness of
individualify_provideé the basis for personal morality
which never_emerged“among fhe primitives. Sincé.persbnal
~and social moraiity:afe diametrically.opposed, the genesis
of maéter'morality ﬁshered in a stfuggle_between the two
moralities ﬁhat ended ultimateiy in the predominance of
the social type.40 v |

Apparently, Nietzschevbeliéved that mastervmprality7_

was quite prevalent in the post-primitive age, for he

37Gallagher, Morality in Evolution) 54.

38

Tbid., 53.

398a1ter, Nietzsche the Thinker, 216.

40Morgan, What Nietzsche Means, 149.
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termed the resurgence of social morallty the "slave revolt”
in moralS'and the "transvaluation" of master morality a
This slave revolt wasjactually a process of aecretion
~encompassing 2000 years. It took place iﬁ‘mao aé he
developedvmofal conscioosness and in motality with the
deoline of master morality. The ”herd” or social inStinCt ;
together with the steady development of moral consc1ousness
- foreshadowed the slave revolt but Chrlstlanlty was the
major 1nstrument in the triumph of social morallty
Although Judalsm and its antecedents contrlbuted to thev
success of the slave revolt Chrlstlanlty, as a more
fervant dynamlc, and unlversal faith played the prlmary
'role 42

Although Nietzsche's"language Leads one to'believe
that he‘considers the "slave revolt” and‘the'emergence'of
Chrietianity_as eompletely retrogressive‘oceurrences,'this;
is not°the.case. -Nietzsche,thought_that’the Christian '

religion was a necessary evil in the development of morals.

Both religion and social morality portray’the impulses as
evil; as such; they divide man against'himself' cau51ng him
to struggle with himself. As a dialectical thlnker

| Nietzsche holdsvthat-consciousness of the ugly and evil

, 41Arthur C. Danto Nietzsche ae‘PhilOSOpher (New York,
1965), 164-5. ‘ .

42Salter Nietzsche the Thinker, 260.
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mus t preceed awarenessbof the good and beautiful.' Thus,
the development among allhmen of the,feeling'that inpolses'
‘are evil isba necessary_stage‘in the approach_to their
sublimation. The next stage of moral deVelopment involves
: the:transcending’of‘this evil conception of impulse and

'the'recognition‘of’the potentiaily creative role that

impulse should assume in Vaer formation Once this stage

of moral evolution is reached human actlons can be

evaluated as to how Well they produce power. or self‘mastery
The second major occurrence that Nietzsche dlscusses‘-

'in'mora; history 1s the “deafh of God,'" an erenththat has

no counterpart in Bergson's moralvphilosophy} ~The death of

43

God is not simply an expression of-Nietzsche's own atheism;

it is the phrase that Nletzsche applied to what he belleved
ato be the w1despread trend toward athelsm in late nineteenth
century EUrope;44p Since the slave revolt,»Christianity had
1beeome the_basie for European morality; thus'the decline -
in religious belief signaled the preSence’ofpa critical

stage in moral evolution and foreshadowed a major alteration

'in Western values. Nietzsche hoped to confront and surmount

the wave of nihilism which he anticipated as the immediate

ConsequenCe of this decline in religious belief by

43Walter Kaufmann, N1etzsche° Philosopher, PsyCholo—
glst Antichrist (New Jersey, 1968), 253-4.

44,

Ibld 96 97.
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undertaking a‘thorough critique of the reigning Western . -
yelues He believed that an'evaluation andlcriticism'ofe

'~ the contemporary morallty would lay the foundatlon for the 
. creatlon of new values 45 Because he expected an 1mm1nent'
‘crisis 1n morals, Nletzsche S moral phllosophy contains an
urgency that does not e x1st in Bergson's analy51s of
morality, an urgency that caused Nletzsche to percelve his
own role in moral evolutlon dlfferently |

lee Bergson Nietzsche constructs a theory of moral
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