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S. May, Oxford University Press, 2008?] Nietzschedfl Freedoms John Richardson, YU ma well known that Nietzsche expresses both positive and negative views about freedon. Both, indeed, turn important wheels in his philosophy. Ui dentats of the possibility or coherence of free will in the traditional sensefs a first cause, an uncaused causefre often-stressed argunents in his attack on
morality, which he clains relies on the picture of us as free in this way. But my focus will be on his positive notionffin the different kind of freedon he asserts we can have. | think this positive idea of freedon is even more important in his thinking, since it is one main way he describes and justifies his ideal to us. Now these positive and negative views may be taken as inconsistent. It
seens they must be, if these vieus are about fkhe same thing? For Nietzsche often expresses his negative verdicts on freedon as unqualified denials: freedon or free will is impossible, the very idea is incoherent. These denials are gonerally not tempered as against frecdon filn one sense? orcover Nietzsche similarly rejects as nonexistent or impossible many of the other things we closely
associate with freedom, including self, will and responsibility. So he scems to lay waste the whole ground around froedon, leaving nothing with which to build  positive account. Nevertheless I think he has such an account, and that we only understand those denials by subordinating them to the positive notion. So cvery one, I will argue, of these assertions that fhere is no Xfjtcach outright
denial of some usual term for agency and personhood3thould be heard as a provocative and simplifying statenent of a nuanced point about what X really every case he wants to speak about Xs himselffflo make clains that depend on there being such things. So in particular for freedon: he tells us what itdil not, as a step to the really important point, what it is. Of course the things
Nistzsche nost comany insists 1o be uireel or ispossible aro chings (1ike resdoe) that ave alvays boen valued. He singles out his tardets ith this ovo far what o care sbout, so that his danials are cutting, not resssuring, Ho means to disturk us chat ve lack the freedon vedle presumed and bean proud of. Ho alao tries to disturb this valve snather o, which is even more vital. For he has
another kind of negative point in reserve hehind those denials of existence: he concedes that these Xs can and do but argues that theyFe a ba thing, So this freedom velke presumed, insofar as ve really can have it, is in fact nothing to be proud of, but something damsging and dininishing. The vay ve have been free is a shabby snd narvoving thing And vet, oven this decper valuative
ttack 15 5 part of & larger, positive viewiin which Nietssche takes up freedon, and being a self, and even responsibility, and akes then into a fresh Ideal of his ¥ Trom Trocdom being cithor impossible or damaging, 1CH tho way ho Rost calls us to bo. Tndeed 1 think oven the casual readr takes Nietzsche s pror and exenplifying o Striking nos Troedon, oven thoudh thore are fov
OApLiciL amnouncencnts, and no oxtended dovolopmints of the point. Ono. conspicuons  place he affirms and praises Ircedon this say 1o in O 11, 2, shore ho speaks of m.e Sovercian individual Cooumeraine Individunl, sho resenblos only hinsel?, who has cone Joose Lloseckomenc] again 1ron the othic of custon. autononons (avtonone) and supracihical [fersittliche] (for #utononous?and thical?
are motually exclusive) in short, the humn being with his om independent [wnabiisigen] lons will? with fn authentic consciousness of pover and Treedom, o fecling of the completion of the humn in general? @, 1L, 2).  Nefil sco that there are difffcultios in this pussage, but it is o dramatic statoment of his positive view So the challenge i to say what this Ireedom i, in the sense in

ich Nietzsche affims and preaches it, and to distinguish this sense in which he denies and rejects it g st Lo situate. Frecdon vith respeet to other ks Nictzschean concepts in 115 vicinity. These include powor, Self, and responsibility, Let me say some first shings about theso comections, all three of which aro evident in o o we

Tohoe, o o mdorstam vy b salues Froedan vo-moet set how 1t 1x velatod to power. That he closely connects these 1s evident in the qum Fron G, 11, 2 above, which attributes to the sovereign individual a consciousness of power and freedom; Nietzsche soon adds: astery over hinself also necessarily gives in hand mastery over circumstances, over nature
unreliable creatures? Yore suecinctly, W, 770: firecdon understood, that s, 1% positive pover, as w1l to pover?  Becoming free s also very intinately related 1o becoming a self or agent, Familiarly, Nietzsche thinks that  self 1 something that necds to bo acquired, or rather createdhis is one aain renson for calling hin an existentialist. Gnly a Self can bo free, and Freedom may be o
or little more than most fully being a self. These goals lie in the same direction, are points along the same axis for Nietzsche (as for other existentialists). We find their comection displayed in G, II, 2fil hero-nane fhe sovereign individualifhis achievement is both to be free and to be an individual. Traditionally, one of freedondil main roles has been to ground responsibility: we can
only be responsible, insofar as we are free. Ve might expect Niotzscho to be a thorough critic of responsibility, as a kind of guiltiness, and so to mean to sever this tie, even if he retains and revalues freedom. But in fact he keps even this connection. The froedom he advocates involves a magnified sense of responsibility, as we Likewise see in G, 11, 2, which attributes to the sovercign
individual fhe proud knowledge of the extraordinary privilege of responsibility, the consciousness of this rare freedom, this pover over oneself and fate? I will try to show how Nietzsche offers a new conception of freedo, which values it as a privileged kind of power, achieving a new kind of self, and assuning a new kind of responsibility. So, generally, his critique is of past or existing
notions and versions of frecdon, and his positive views are about what it can be. The forner is his theory of freedom, meant naturalistically: the latter is a projective valuing of what freedom should (and can) be. So he carries out a fedesign?ol freedon and these allied notions. This redesign has, I think, two principal objectives. Nietzsche wants in the first place to Saturalize?freedontlo
show it as a feature of a certain kind of organisn, one variety of f8ife? Ho traces the roots of freedom back to our animality; the latter is still operative in it. The freedom he rejects as impossible is the freedom of a metaphysical subjectionchow detached from that biological root, something Mure? It is therefore crucial that freedom is something that has evolved, within a cortain kind
of animal, from abilities that were at first merely those of other animalstind that freedom is something that is evolving still. This naturalizing story about freedom will also, necessarily, be about fiireedon? i.e. an idea or notion of freedon. As freedom has evolved in this (kind of) organisn, it has done so in tandem with a conception this organism has had of itself as free. And Nietzsche is
as mich interested in this ideaffnd aim and valuefif freedon as he is in frecdon itself. This point greatly complicates the logic of his discussion. Freedom, wefjjl see, is a certain skill or capacity, a dunamis, passed on from organisn to organism as an instinct or habit. This capacity has evolved, by biological and by social processes, through different forns in different historical settings.
And in cach case the skill is associated with a cortain view of itself, an idea of what is being donc, of what this freedom is it achieving. The skill itself involves a certain perspective, most importantly the perspective on itself, of what it is and is trying to be. Freedon is a skill aimed at an idea of freedon. We need to track the evolution of skill and idea in tanden. One crucial
question will be to what extent the skill#fl perspective on itself is true. As we practice [reedom, do we conceive ourselves to be free in the very way we are? So Nietzsche tells an historical story about [recdom and its concept. We must therefore apply to them the general lesson he draws about historical phenomena, in the famous treatment of punishnent in G, 11, 13. Freedom too is
indefinable, because the concept and practice both bear the diverse meanings that have been layered into them by that design history. The word bears that complexity, in ils many uses in different contexts, and the practice does too, in its diverse parts shaped and settled at different times (under different selective forces) in the past. Some of the difficulty in Nietzschelfl treatment of
frocdon is that he speaks readily within the many different senses thus built into the term. 1 said that those past meanings are f¥ayered into?later ones. This is a very important point for Nietzsche: the cumlative character of this history is the reason historical things are indefinable. And wef)l see that frecdon, as an evolving ability, incorporates and builds on its carlior stages, so
that the sinpler kinds of freedom are compnents of the loter ones, Hovever it should ol bo emphasized that this preservation of the past is only partial, | In the case of punishnent, for oxample, there ey well be past usce that have been so comletely overvritten ihat 1o proce rmins of then in our current practice and idea of punishnent. Nietzschelll hope is to oversrite and expunge some
of what frecdon has n this view there is  sense in vhich freodon is fne thing7alter sllfft s in fact an extendsd, historical thing, sn evolving sbility vith an idea of itsell. So Nietasche is saved from self contradiction, in his various remarks sbout freedom, ot by spesking of different things diftoremt kinds of froedo), but by talking about difforent parts of this one historical
Thing. The sceing contradictions are resolved whon W 500 that ho doscribes differont tenporal parts of this ovolving thing, and © tinos 15 abi1ity, sometines ite idea of ftself. Thoy are resolved when we view then with the istorical sensethe laments philosophy has generally lacked (11, | 14l inportant that this developnent is still going on. Nietzsche in fact means to
participate in 11Fo help us Lo carry out o furthor redesian, appropriate for us today. Tn his mest Favored and enthusiastic and shole-hearted uses of the Lorm, he is not analysing vhat frecdom hus becn or is, but advocating what it should be, prosoting his redesian. So ve should Atstinguish his utatistie analysie of the concept and proctices o Far, snd his Hovalumtion? by which he
promotes a new phase in the evolution of freedon. (The new freedom will turn out ially include this process of gencalogy and revaluation, itself.) These last points have brought us to the second principal objective Nietzsche has in revising fireedon? he wants crucially to de-nmoralize it. This is the main character of his Mevaluation of values? lle revalues freedom not in the sense of
changing a positive evaluation into a nogative, but by redesigning it to sorve different ends. Mo takes it aut of servics of noral ends, and adepts it o sarve the nov endiBhich e thirks is 1ifef old ondfir pover. The point is to chango shat freciom is o, what qutemes 11 ends 1o bring about, So for, as vell see, this practice(and concept) has been designed 1o sootalize s, 10 ke is
better herd aninals. In recent millennia it has done so by making people moral (this connection is expressed revealingly in Kant). Nietzsche gives reasons for resisting and refusing this moral ideal. lie promotes a personal and also a social project to his readers, to change the practice to serve end: e-moralizing?freedon Nietzschelll point is not, then,
S render it valuatively neutral. Tho ain ianik to vier froedon solely in » namnlnuc or scientific Spiri, 1o strip the practice or concept of all valuative mplications hatsoerer. Nietrscho stll wents @ practice of pursuing and desiring reedon, i which the Concapt counts as an ideal. Besidos his nataralizing gencalogy of frecdon, shich ubjects fresdom 0 cold and critical study,
Nietzsche also speaks the term as a value, modeling the new practice of fro motes. Ve might sum theSe points up with the slogan: freedom is not, it becomes. It must be studied as a long cultural process, within which w ourselves to stand at a certain point. Freedon now means what its history has shaped it to meanbfnd the latter is what genealogy discovers. But freedom
is still beconing, and we can participate in this, by carrying out a Teetbonsion of it in-the Tight of that soncalogy. In Nictzschell story how frcedon becones there arel vill avguobhros principal phascs or statcs. | Eich af theso i3 & certain capacicy or Skill, which involves, s velle soon, & certain ideo of 11se1f, of 1iself as Hree? These Ldeas vary, we shall soes in hov iruo or sceurate
they are as to the skill itself. Each skill is a kind of power, cach constitutes a kind of self and assuncs o kind of responsibility. These skills arise and cvolve under different selective forces, and are therchy designed to served differcnt ends. But these kinds of freedon arc not just stages, because carlicr skills Becunulatc?uithin later ones. So these are also the three elements in the
full conception of freedon Nietzsche promotes to us. Hlere we meet, in turn, Nietzscheill notions of selfhood, agency, and (full, Nietsschean) freedon. a. Unifying the drives. The first account of freedom is the most evident in Nietzscheill texts. Its main feature is to locate freedontfnd the associated notion of an I or selffét the level of the drives, in terms of the drives. This move fown?to
the Tevel of the drives in explaining thought and action is characteristic of Nietzschoflthough woffll see (in b.) that he also constitutes a kind of agency on top of this. This underlying psychology of drives has an alwost chemical simplicity. Freodom of this first sort is a skill in and of these drives. Hore Nietzscho thinks of frecdom as a capacity that reaches down into our animality, into
aur condition sinply s (an instance of) 18ite? I think he would be willing to attribute this firat kind of frosdon to orgunizns generally, though o couse te 15 sleuys focused on the husen cuse. For esch living thing is  collection of drives, drives that comete 1o control what the orgunisn doss. 10 shen he treats fresdon Just in terms of thess drives that he most obviously Hauralizes

it (though really the Test of his story will be naturalistic as well). When Nietzsche denies that there is any T or self or subject, what he usually puts in its place is that collection of drives. For example D, 119 speaks of BEhe totality of drives that constitute [a mandil] being? And KSA, 10:274: fis cell stands physiologically beside cell, so drive beside driv
our ensena o an asociation o dioes, ¥i1h comtmunl vl lon and allimncen i h one anather.? Whon | 1c' T Think that Ten mubjoce o selt-have ehosen to-db what T delrg. potibe crten saystiherell no such T, and what really explains is some drive that Sust hen had control of the orgenism Throughout Niotsschedl peschologss 1t 1. these. drives that are his Favorite and veual expleiners.
Nevertheless there is a kind of freedom that occurs even herefindecd he finds freedom here in several ways. The First way Nietzsche interprets froedom in terms of drives is quite simple: freedom vedll own feeling of power, while it comands another drive. It is the of comand?that he so often mentions. Here freedom seens attributable to any single drive, at i

Lo comand, 1ts opposite 15 the state and fecling of being hemed in and consiraingd, prevented from venting o discharging. Consider som passagos: KSA 11,605 (LN, 30): fiho vill I Tore a1} S1s0.an ofTece: Lhat athees of conannd. ‘W 1s called froaion of (ho wiLL 5 cesentialrs a Tooling of sperlority ver che ane abo move cbey: i on rce, s suet bevBichis conschoneness 15
present fn every will . . . 2 05, 3Tt Bll, as the affect of comand, fs the decisive mrk of self- mstery [Selbstherrlicheeit] o Foree? hnd KSA, 115056 (01X, 16): firee: means fot pushed and shoved, without o feeling of comulsion; it is the feeling of our More of force that ve call Bireedon of the vill”, the consciousness that our force compels in relation 1o o force which i
compelled? This simplest capacity of reodoa already hus an ides of Lisolly and this ddea iz alreaty pust] this comanding will looks only ahead, and doesnflé sce its own constrainedness. So it has the beginnings of the setaphysical faith in flreodon of the will2 L I 18 e are hungry, but originally do not think that the organism wills to sustain itself, but that feeling secms
to make calid vithout cause or purpose, 1t isolatcs 1iself and considers icselT voluniary TR b T belier T Toces of the 111 10 o original error of everything organic? Hlovever Nietzsche isnbk content with th Siiple”Lden of Treedon. Elsowhere, more uuall, ho nakes Treedon o feature not of an Indis dual river oo the Orsanisn s & colloction of drives. T
e neing Lt being-Free consist in s certain unity or Unification of the drives.  What is 1t First, that noods Such unifyIng? T Sugaest that o pietur the drives a5 & et of orces af various Surengths, puehing for various gouls. By the relation betcen hels soals, shey tond el hor 1o Fursher or hinder one snother. And by the relation betusen their sirensths, they tond either
Comnand o obey one another. So, xe may Say, by tholr vectors and strengthe, they stand at any monent In a cortain over-structureeith one another,  System of oppositions and alliances, forcings and compulsions. Bt Turiher, wo mist inagine this structure as fluctuating rather drastically through tino, as particulan drives strangthen (poshaps stimlatod by tho Situation) or wea

when sated). Now what will unification be? A preliminary kind of unity is already present in Nietzschedfl fuller analysis of that fEffect of comand? For it turns out that this affect involves not just the feling of comand, but The simultineous. Teolng of abeying. 1 reauires that the orgamisn her and experionce 115611 a6, At once both comnder and obover Again KSh,

who willsffommands a something in himself which obeys, or e believes will obey. , , , [Iln a given case we are sinultaneously the commanders and the obeyers, and as obeyers know the feelings of resisting . . .? Somy drives are not isolated viewpoints, but intermesh, and combine into a single opening upon the world, whereby the world looks and feels as it does to them all, at once.
is this synthotic viewpoint that has then togother before d experionces at once both the comanding and the obeying drive, that possesses the full affect of comand, & Kind of proto-freedon. As 1 constrain one drive in order to exercise another, | exporience the latierdil comand more conpletoly, by fooling It too Irom the point of view of the part that abeys. This fi
Just on drives?coalescing into an overall viewpoint in which they are all clenents. And I think Nietzsche attributes this to organisns gencrally, inasmuch as all of them have miltiple drives, simultaneously active, and their drives all involve perspectives. So every organism fiews?the world within various seis or projects towards i1, and fiicels?their different prospects together. So it can
experience itself as constraining one ain to suit another, as when a cat needs to eat in an unconfortable posture, and is at once gratified and bothered. But this is only a preliminary way Nictzsche thinks of drives as unified or united. He has something further in mind by the unity required for selfhood and freedom. For even a chaotic and akratic person could still Ehare?drives?perspectives
this vayffould, while acting fron a monentarily dominant drive, simultancously feel other drives sacrificed to it. How further must drives come together, for there to be a self? I think itdll hard to pin down Nietzschedll position herefffhere are several candidates. i) Nietzsche might define this unity in terms of functionality or effectiveness. That is, a set of drives would be synthesized or
mified fnsofar as they mesh offectively together, so that the organisn s o whole%can vork offectively on ivs enviroment. 1 think Vietasche docs attribute this functional nity even 1o snimls: shen Boalthy? their drives are indiyidually sirong, but also synthesized, organised, and unified 50 as to maxinize the mgummm overall success. So particular drives operate when and to the extent
 best serves the organism. Nietzsche often associates unity vith such effectiveness. r 1 doubt that he identifies them; success is instead & contingent result. Unity has some character of its own, that mekes it effective. ii) So instead, unity might lie in a stable p Dorsisting netvork of pover_relations (o one another. Each drive, that. i
hat a phace in this strecture, and 1o held to 16, T docendh Sometnes overpover the eor mkercata-and o the organian Tor  whiles 1o he detrinont of the rést. So 1he orsanian hoeps o coneisiant view of 115 interests, and runs 16 behavion wich a steady ain Vo can o how chis Kind of consistency night sroduce Uho ofTect Ivenoss on the enviromment <ited in D). 1 think that mmeche
often does have this kind of nity in mind. Hle thinks of health as the capacity to achieve and sustain such a stable synthesis, making the organism more effective in turn. This capacity does not belong to some preexisting self, but to the collection of drives itself. A healthy organism is simply a set of drives that is able to settle into such a stable structure; it has a self,
ehieving.that symhosin, Such henlih To ueuhl in other anamle, but 1o e, ahd eopeciolly. in modern hosants Tor v Lhis Synthcsts o ot Hoses el 1v2 This 1+ such ot Niocsschell ien of uniine hoveser mot a1 E11) Unity soy 1ie I here.being ove rulet o (his see oF drivesTh 2ingte. doniouni drive, or peshaps o ruling Homivtechor dfvee. Al hough Nietsscho ofoen ha 1) in
mind, he usually supplenents it with this stronger point. At least in the best case of unity, that synthesis of a stable power-system of drives is accomplished by a single drive taking control, and inposing its single command. WP, 46: fijultiplicity and disaggregation of the impulses, lack of system anong them, results as feak will? their coordination under the dominance of a single one
results as Htrong willfkin the first case it is oscillation and the lack of a centre of gravity; in the latter precision and clarity of direction? Unity, of one or more of these kinds, constitutes a first layer of agency, selfhood, and freedom. Most fully, this first freedom is the capacity to sustain a life under the command of a ruling passion. This capacity is free in both the positive
and negative ways. Positively, it is the freedon to use the other drives, and all the organisndil resources, and thereby also things around it. Negatively it is frocdon—fron being controlled by isolated passions or impulses (and thercby also frecdon-from control by the external stimuli of these passions or impulses). This synthesis of the drives, under single command, matters especially because
it is poverfiower over the other drives, e over the host of the organisni copaciies, and therefore pover over naiure. By nising tho drives it constitutos out of them a soll. And this self is also responsiblo, in that it spesks for the orgenisn. can be relied on to diroct the organisn. Tho organise has its drivas in control. and is os this avnthotic whole osponsible for fts om
belvior. As responsible, it is aiso relfable and (in this woy) predictable to those aromd it The capacity for this unity belongs, velle seen, to o animity, but Nietssche shinks this animl capacity has been dumaged and suppressed. ¥ face the challenge of reattaining the sbility to unify ourselves in this oy, Individually, ve need to hope that our systen of drives has this capucity,
and ospecially that vo posaoss one drive. that w111 becone strong anough o rule. T G4 1 Niotzscho presonts a modol for his kind of Ireedon In his astors? Porhaps tho mestorhl Koy (raic 18 procisely this capat iy 1o oraanize himsel? Stave moralityll docisivo blow o tho mastor 15 then o disrupy this selt-unicy, 16 d1vido him againet hisscrr. In OO T1, honever, it onerdos that tho
sssault on our natural unity began much sarlior, ith the prehistoric tasing of humans. for social 1ife, shich already broke dom the mum unity af o animal Gt ives, Nietssche (6115 his Firot stors oot pover and (recion complerely in (orne of the drives, hich Kives Tt A siriking simplicito, —When ho dhiske aions this 1ine, he leoves little or no role for any consotous and uennmum
Self. Either there is no such thing, or it is an cpiphenonenon (an aftereffect that affects nothing else), or it is simply a sccondary tool or expression of the drives. And similarly, on this line, for our conscious values, articulated in our principles. These explain little, by contrast with a subconscious valuing that goes on in our drives. b. The deliberative self. But this vocal of
e ives 1Bk enough Ton_ the expianations Nigesache sunce vo ghve of VSer Tof the nex velucs b vancs s GrFor s T dhe end he neens ot 10 0 amt s conet mans ond Ge11bOration bt o paturel i and de-moralisc shone 1L (apoteant o ungetscand bov ve ok and 0ot e, end Teporsane to Sopsove thive, Dreel a1 bechune, the ave 3o Important 1 hot we iver Nietzsche e tiefoon he xors
we are conscious and choose (the moral ways), and advocates different waysfieither of which would make sense if consciousness and choice were merely epiphenomenal. Noreover, iuffl clear that Nietzscheffl works themselves appeal Lo these capacities in his readerstfie vants us Lo reflect on his words, to deliberate in the light of them (even if perhaps he also means to affect us subliminally). So
although, as I have said, drives are Nietzschelfl principal explainers, they are not his sole explainers. How we reflect and choose are offective as well. Indeed itifl often through these that the drives themselves operate: Nietzsche very commonly points out surprising ways our decisions express unrecognized or unacknowledged drives. So even the story he tells about the drives often depends on
an secount of agoncy. And 50 we must not take those outright rejcctions of any such thing as conclusive. Nictasche not only needs roflection and choice as oxplainers, he also noeds. them in his valuesfEhey are featuros of the huan conditions he values most. They are a further kind of froedon, built on the aninal, and an elenent in Nietzschelfl om. In a difforent way than tho wnity in the
drives, reflection and choice involve the Bffect of comand? and constitute kinds of pover, self, and responsibilityBinds somcuhat different Tron those ve sav in o). This Treedon alzo takes f1self to be free, i ais at an iden of {15 om sgency or choice, In maturalizing this fBsency?(1401 use this term to sum up this broad topic) Nietzsche treats it, Like the drives, us a cortain

apacity or ahility of an individual organisn. But shoreas the capacity (o unify the deives has roots back in our aninal past, the capacity (o docide vas ovolved in our human prohistony, and distinguishes us. The Individual acquires this capacity not fonctically but from tho social matris, whore it has cvalved thraugh a long history, shich Nietssche offers various sketches of. As &
dispositional capecity, asency eompetes againat the drives as other such dispositions: (Vietzsche thinks of then 83 cometing to control the organism. by dictating its autlook and effort. Since the nmmm i really only the sum of its povers or dispositions, this competition is by each part 1o rule the hole, to organze the others fnto fts vhole.) Agency is refnforced or opposed
particular drives, as the latter are by o trenches?with the drives, not something different in kind, So agency is indeed a kind of drive itself, which I think is one reason Nietzsche sometines denies that that there can be any self or agent. He thinks we make it essential to agency that it be something quite different in kin e e iF this is

Tenential, thore con Indecd he mo ncrey. Moveoven, Ehis coneeption of AEene 15 not Joe an oreon o o Locts s phiosasherar 14 be g 10 she ety BRacusthie bapeciey has. o (LS FHhAL [F token F1s01T v b +ryinE Tober B mel]1 scer the wirs scs of FoFlocsing and chaoeing. insoloes o selfonisconcoptlon: sven o 11 sefors o oot 1 s Poand Bel hand fhree? T gore self mranks A of
this influences Nietzschedfl denials of the I, self, and freedon. Nietzsche offers various theories how this capacity for agency evolvedfElvays along with that enbedded idea of itself. He asks especially what forces shaped this skill, and to what purposes. He tries thereby to uncover what interests our capacity for agency expresses. 1 will focus on two of his discussions, on GS, 354ifl account

of tho ovolutlon of contclousness and lanaimgs, and an the second sasay of the Gonsaloy, which tells an elsborate story how the Hbility to'pronissthes duvelonod 1 eugaost that wo put thase todother as Mistaacholl eccount of the gvolution of sgoncy. Lot look flret ot 05, 364, vhich celle & story bov and why contclousness snd Lengungo arise, Thede ase two koy parts, T suggest, of the
delberative capacity e vant to understond. The fninai2drives are unconscious and nonlinguistic. Hov did these capacities evolve, and shat Tunctions were they selected 1o play? et me auickly presen, 65 3544l story by quoting selectively from it. Nietzsche argues in this long paragraph that fhe development of language and the development of consciousness . . . go hand in hand? e ot
he Tunction to Macilitate comumication? In the priary case, one bocones conscious of Something about oncself in onder o put it into words, and 1o share It vith othirs, The drives were alrcady woll shlo to hink, and what distinguishes conscioss thinking 1o that it Hakes place in words? hence is readicd o prepared to be shared. So fEclonsciousness is really Just & binding net
Tlerbindunganets] becween person and borsontlinly n thie capaciss did 15 have.vo dovelop: the solstars and prodators person vould hot have necded 1.7 This means that Bonaciomness actually bolongs not 10 the ndividual oxietence of  persons bot sathor 10 the commumicy- and herd-vacame. In s Niotusche infers (still in 65 350) that consclousness s finely doveloped enly n retation to
its usefulness to community or herd? It is designed to serve the interest of the community in binding us more tightly up in it. And this is the effect it still has in us, so that Hach of us, even with the best will to understand hinself as individually as possible, . . . will always bring t precisely the fi 2in hin, his through the character of
conseiouness -« our thought 1151F i3 continsally - - . translated back inta the hord-perspoctive? Notice hov Nietsicholil story runs againet what we might have supposed: that consciousness and language were developed as 10015 for the driveshioutral tools, generally available to the drives and sorving them (ho wight have thought that by serving the drivos they served the organisndl

interest in survival and, especially, power or growth.) On this model different drives at different times would take hold of these tools, so that it is now one drive that speaks and thinks, now another. But those toolstonsciousness and languageffiould themselves be indifferont among them, since they evolved (on this supposal) to serve them gencrally. But Nietzsche here denies that language
and consciousness are #eutral?in this wayFénd that they indifferently serve the drives generally. These capacities themselves express interests, and so are analogous to drives themselves. Moreover the interests they serve are not the interests of the drives. They are those of society: these capacities are designed to serve a socializing functionbfo facilitate our Meming?into good
animals? Rather than neutral servants of the drives, consciousness and language compete with them on behalf of those social interests; they represent those interests against the drives. (Notice how strongly all of this counts against the idea of consciousness as a mere epiphenonenon. The problem here is that itiil all-too-effectivefft herding us.) Letil turn now to G, 11, which describes the
contral capacity that consciousness and languago both serve, the capacity central 1o our socialization. Nietzsche presonts this as flfhe ability to promise? but it is something more claborate and far-reaching than this makes it seom. IUl the broad phenonenon I calling agency. Promising, first of all, is sonething complex: it depends on a number of interlocking sub-capacities. One of these is
the capacity to reneaber what one has pronised or comitted to do. Another is the capacity to commit oneself (to remember in the future). This memory, further, is a femory of the will?(G, 11, 1), i.e. an ffective memory that is able not just to retrieve comnitments but to abide by them. That is, the capacity induces the vhole organisn to abide by them. The promiser must be able to abide
comni tnents even or espocially when strong drives incline it not to. So the capacity must include  strong inhibitive power, to refrain from acting immediately upon onedil drives. The promiser is able to Hinsert a pause?in which to consult its comitments, and determine what these require in this circumstance. In its strong power to restrain the drives, this capacity is fscetic? here it draws,
perhaps, on existing forcos of restraint prosent independently in the drives. T, V1L 6: Hlhis is the Tirst proschooling for spiriwuality: nol o react imediatoly (o n stimlus, but instead Lo take in hand the hibiLing, excluding instinets. 7 For what purpose docs this capeeily restrain the drives? For the sake of onchl comitnents. OU 1 bogins by alking about commitmens to other
individuals in relations of trade (sec especially 11, 8), but Nietzsche soon shifts to what I think is really more important to him: commitments to society. This capacity (for agency) is above all designed to give husans the capacity to remember (and abide by) the social rules. Hith the help of such imagos and processes [the horrific punishments inflicted on breakers] one finally retains in
menory five, six # will nots? in connection with which one has given onedfl promise in order to Live within the advantages of society?(Gh, 11, 3; cf. also I1, 9). What one commits to then, are these social norms. O more broadly one comnits to be normal, to be like others. This capacity (for promising, for agency) serves the overall function of socializing and taming usknd this is perhaps
Nietzschedil most important lesson for us about it. This is the mein interest this new capacity serves, and it serves it against the interests of the drives. It is the ability to refrain from acting upon drives, so as to refer to principles or rules (or to &hat one does?, to which one then conforms onefll behavior. So although this new capacity works at the same level as the drivesfjefde seen
that {¢ 1a sinely a diepositicon] cpacity itsol i roprasente o kind of allen Intacest agalnat then It $e thus deeply Saootic? Tcil bocause this new dleposition is a0 Sorolan and so contay €0 tho drlves, thet such hard training has bean vesdod dn ofdar <o browd 1t into us 1t has hed to bn Intertad sasnget ous snimel drives and nsbled 1o comste with thes, Sndend to ool thes. To
iy, o mght say that there are o min phases of this training, for Nitasche, In the carlier and meh Jonger Bthic of custon? the training vorked mainly via mamdudmr»msm of the public tartaring punishments, n the pore recent phase. vhich pizsche calls orality? the iraining works nore subtly by guilt, in shich the individial#i om agsressive drives are enlist
nforcers of <he moral rules: they take pleasure in punishing the part of che individual that goes asirar. Nelfe seen that consciousness and language evolved with the function to socialize us. They do o in their oun Tights in learning o language the individual acquires o generic or avorage structuring, which welfo sccn consirains our conscious. thinking as vell. But consciousness and language
o soolalize us by pporting that ability 1o proais, L. o. to Hescaber the rules? Those rules re stated In language. and remonberod as such. And the Tulos aro applicd In consolouanessMiney are made 8o 88 1o vork eipliciily, by contrast ¥ith the purposs in tho drivos. (LLEL by having these coneolous rulcs. that the orguniom has Haluestin our usual sonseiMhough Nietzecho uscs tho torb moro
liberally, insisting that we, and other animals, already value in the unconscious drives.) As some drive inclines me towards an inviting act, memory must jolt me into awareness of the rule that prohibits it. So Nietzscheffl naturalizing story attributes to ustfusan organisnst certain package of abilities. We might sun it as the capacity, in an fction situation? to restrain our drives in
order to becone avare of cortain relevant rules, and 1o act in accordance with thesclfionce, somctines, against the interests of those drives. There are organisns with (his capacily, thiough that long soclal training. Bt now whore is the Holfoor M2in this story, and where is Mireodon? It 13 the organism that has (RIS now dispasitional sbility, alongeide the ather abilitics that aro its
drives. Yet there seems to ustoesntk there?fo be a self or I that has this new ability, but experiences the drives as external to it. f&%n the subject of consciousness, it seems, which weighs alternatives and determines goals. f?carry out my conscious thinking and deciding, and for fe?the influences of these drives and affects need to be uncovered and questioned: these drives dondk speak
for me, in the way that my deliberate choices do.  On Nietzscheffl naturalistic story, this notion of an 1 is the idea the new ability has of itself. The ability to consciously think and choose includes or involves a certain idea of itselfffn idea that of course is itself conscious and linguistic. The capacity takes a first-person point of view: it calls and thinks itself §#2 It also thinks
various things about itself, many of which are false. For example it takes itself to bo the essenco or core of the organisu, something different in kind from the drives, and so on. Itfil here at last that we come to the naturalistic site of the idea of freedom as free will, as first cause, which we noted at the start is Niotzschedll principal targot. This idea is a product of the second,
soralizing phaso of tho long social taning of humans into agency. In G T, 13 Nistasche depicts the slave gs the particular vehiclo of this imnovation: the resontful siavo foeds tho paster Lo bo froo and responsibl for his evil deeds, the better to punish hisfr rather o jaaging hin punished, dnd on the other hand the slave wants to count his own wesknss us really the Fosult of his
o ' the other cheek? Since the negative judgment is more vital to the slave, free will is needed especially for the purpose of grounding and intensifying blane. But agencyill idea of its own freedon and responsibility is not merely a product of this specific human type (the reactive slave) ccper Toots, and a broader role, 1t i ltisately. a further means to cnhance social
Conigol o8 Bombotn, vin thelr eun spentin] control oF shein driven: eyl phincionl Tuneeion. (b, sociel prbcesses Have Mty fonighed 1o Toty o 1o apeure. 1ho Mesbers 40 whel Gy Bust Tob the 00 Lony. oM. sogouher And prompete T+ Jous snby. o pabeioulor, miking aones predictsble. 1o e iothor (ble- 1o peosises. the beteer 1o nesh (eih serivities: (Lo tradere o3t aabes then
predictable by making them able and willing to frustrate their drives, andfftmportantlytflo bear up under the great suffering and physical depression Nietzsche thinks this caused. Agencyfil idea of itself serves this function. It takes itself as able (free) not only to restrain particular drivestfhich it often istkut to choose and will in complete independence from them all. This illusion both
enspirits it in its struggle against drives, and prepares it to feel guilty wherever it fails. So the idea of free will is an ally of bad conscience, which is the distinctive moral form of social control through values. It harnesses the aggressive impulses against themselves: it sublimates them into a crucl blaming of the self, whenever it lets any of these impulses act outwardly. At the same
ine this idea of agencyil freedon conceals its o main function 10 conforn the individual to socfal rules and valves, The agent prides hinsel on bis autonoms but is all the shile choosing according to the social script. So agency is  capacity, involving o certain fdea of itself. This idealff an 1 or selfls on the one hand selreferential, and picks out the capacity. But it also thinks

that capacity not as a capacity but as @ (netaphysical) subject. In this situation there are, I think, two options: a) we can identify the I solely by its reflexive rale, in which case the term refers to that capacity, or b) we can identify the I by the content the capacity attributes to itself, in which case there is no L Nietzsche generally takes the second line, he expresses in
outright donials that any 1 of Self or wm ovet nemarse Sk separetos. e most dooply ron netaphys £ians 152 1 ol conccie ththe Hia abat hinkat sarher 1 1ake.Lhe T 1Ll o w construetion oF IhNRIRE e s only s reguIative Fiction +11h the heID ol vhich x kind of consioney and thie TnoveniLitoPia. inserted InterInvented Inor o 20114 of becoming? KOk 115550 (m K
D). And vet it yould be just as legitimte to identify the self or I through the self-referential role. hence vith the copacity that calls itself so. ~There really is something there, sonething portont. for is i1s idea of itself completely fulse. Although it lacks the netaphysical status, and the primacy within the organisn, that it clains for ftsell, it fs still o significant
vithin the organise. the mast distinctive pover humans have. This capacity really is able, I sone cases, 1o control the organisn and 115 (other) drives, And ¢ really doos intolve o special kind of borer, and freadon. I think that Nictasche alfirms the pover and freedon in agency in his account of the soveréign individual in Gl o Phrases that soem (o apoly to this agential

Tontral o the B ivest B vote commerovuncoe of ponor and Trc0dont Bhia 1ora of the Troe x1T15 Hhis anstors over hisee 1 S1s0 necoushrily b ings viih 1t mastery over cTeeumtanees over matore ol A1 shoriar-villedand mave el ah e crentorosh 11he. DRrcemimn boing, ihe possossin o o 1ong. Wtedkebte-+i 17 Bnie pover avor ansscl? and Tares S Nievteche himself cees revsons T think
that a distinctive new pover is here, before and without which we were Allaves of momentary affect and desire?[Gh, 11, 3]. Nevertheless Nietzsche is also highly critical of this new capacity. lle is critical, wefife just seen, of the metaphysical self-conception enbedded in our agency. But worse than this ontological mistake is this agencyffl failure to see its own design, as by and fo
interests outside. This mekes the clain to constitute the organiswfil essential @elf?false in another way: ageney expresses not my individual interests, but social and generic ones. So all its I-ing is a kind of sham, implanted in the interests of taning and herding me. In this respect my drives are the more #e?than my conscious thinking and choosing. But agency has been designed as an enemy
of these drives: it is pitted against the aggressive drives in particular, i.e. precisely those in which people once most enjoyed the fffect of comsand? in which they felt themselves most masterly and free. So this agential freedon has been achieved only by a sacrifice of the original freedom in our drives (@, 11, 17). And to become an individual, the individual it is possible for me to be,
T mst Lot these drives give ae content, 1 must align ay agency with o unity that is achieved n oy drives, So Nietasche rojects agencyll picture of itself as properly independent of the drives. He presches 1o agentsifis readersto give crodit to their drives, and 1o learn to dovetail their agency to then, Ve mist hope that our drives have the powcrfiircedon of the first typefo unify
themselves, profrably undr o single doninant passion. ¥o noed to vatch for what distinguishes ua in our drives and passions, and leam to subordinato our agencylresdom of tho second typofflo this, So our agency, and the will in our drives, will coincids. Nietascho dapicts the sasters as individuals in hich this concidenco of drives and conscious will ix achiovod. That is, thoix values,
expressed in the principles they arfirm ond decids by dictate the sane behaviors drives, Thoir values, wnd their deliborative will, simply oxross the Jackage of rives they comrise, Nietsache depicts this as happenirg rmLurtu snd alimst efortlessly In them, 1t 1s & pussle, on ay story, hor this can e, Wy donik the asterd] values and sgency constrain his drives for social
Purpases, a5 welEe. soen agency vas designed to do? Where is the asceticisn and hostility o drives HEe suid characterises agency for Nictzsehe? (There. is also this other purale sbout (he asters: since surely hes com after that Toody history in which fhroaisingvas bred into us, why do. they not sulfer from the sickness and Floom Nicizsche savs are its products?) T think the answer
Tt Tneiude ot s these point. Firee. the meaters belonk o the eot1rcr phace f the stors 11 <elle the othic of custon GuiltHuTiT 1nio he a1cirode of seencs e not vor becom sin before s oliinate fod 5o 1 hasnh Yot tenched 11o most solf-1acorsting Farm. i which the Agent vievs drives ot evils n the body. Second.the masteraoecciety has beon orgonised (o ake Thets ovn
lives possible, with other members constrained to supporting roles (into which their drives are severely forced). Bul the masters?awn role is for war, for which strong aggressive drives will best suit them So the social interest makes values that favor these drives in them. But the development and rise to dominance of slave moralityfShich Nietzsche often just calls foralitylkhas made such
nesterly hasacny batwoan drfves and aguncy mih hardar end perhare inpossible, Whare this mrality s etrong. ¢ sees sgsner (consctous thinking and ohoseing) en avowed nety o the drives; sgeney bas the task of repressing end indeed oliinacing thess drives, OF course it fails to notice meny of thes and fe often used by then unbeinomst 1o {taelftind Niatzsche 1o constently poincing oot
these are so. Yet noral agency really does constrain and oprose many of the drives effect vely enough to injure thoatind in particular the strong drives that would unify uction on their om. istasche thirks that e madetns have been drivo-dumaged by morulityll long rule, Yo bave u fur richer variety of drives and intorests, but theso are alliin most of usMosker thun the fover simpler
eincn vere o carlier ages, Homovar mafolitre sothor of (his dumage, Lo 1he dbvces 1o 0150w uhder atiach, and Tocn ons of 115 ot offohonte. oral1sy, hich has shaped Lhe cureent sLyLe of o agency, 15 vory Sraduntly dying the s death th hod hasr Tho wiIL o (ruth that 1asucd ouL of 1bis aotal (y turned back Fhret afuinet the Taith in God, euposing. 1t 1o sho cold ove or sciontific
Thought. This some seruiiny w11 ventoally wmdernine faith in moralits o0 nell T i1l pull aves soch meiaphysica supports o6 those of o Soul, sursiving death into another world, in shioh 16 11 ind o due rovard. And 1 nill sraially ke mockory of the saintly el SeselPHhe 1deal of & selloss 11t apent aortifying the drives. This sscatie doal will (vry grodually) lose i1e
pover to spur and shape our agency, how we consciously aim and choose. People feel less and less reason to use their agency against their drives, or indeed to any end at all. Noralitylfl decline will veaken agencylfl grip on the drives, and its hostility to them. The way will lie casier, in this respect, Lo reachieve the healthy it of agency and drives, which characterized the masters. (Fe see
Trie 0’ the xpanding posiiive. mAercet in the hody and 105 healt and lessurees which Sodns an mportans tondoncy of the coerent age.) ovover thore 1o d1fForont problen, Agoncy and the drives Bay compore on  Bore. oven Tooring, bt that 15 by both having Sunk fn Atrongth. Our drives Have been domscratised: e have nans mere of thon 5 great richnéss of 1asios and vents pul1ing 5 in
different direotions. Dot rarely is any of them strong enough to be a dominating passion that organises the rost under it nd sgonoy i3 also wesker: ve feel no moral need 10 give ourselves o single rule. ur firat tesk, then, 5o to reachiove that. synthesis of the two kinds of Troodon, Troedon in the drivos, fresdon in agoncy. R freest act i that in shich our o strongest most finely

practiced nature springs forth, and in such a way that at the same tine our intellect shows its directing hand?(KSA, 10:258). For this synthesis, the unifying inpetus must come out of the drives, and as agents we must wait and watch for a dominating drive to gel. fflhe whole surface of consciousnessfionsciousness is a surfacefffas to be kept clean from all of the great imperatives.
T tine, b ratnt g, soverning Hdeatenens and uowe in the dopths—it starts commdmwm 11, 9). Once this drive energes, conscious agency should give itself over to it Goethe is Nietzschedfl sxsw)lax of this unity, this double freedon, fhat he villed vas totality: he fought against the separation of resson, sensibility, fecling will . ocihe conceived of 2 strong gy
educated, self-respecting person, skilled in all things physical and able to keep himself in check, vho could dare to allow himself the entire expanse and wealth of naturalness, who is strong cnough for this freedon?(TI, IV, 19). (Also : tlhe ffreat man?is great through the frecdom of play of his desires and through the yet greater pover that knows how to press these magnificent

Sonsters’(nio sevatee. T Re haver by non - pretty comtibmed piceuro o Frocaom bofore us, ot 1 think (el sei1] nconpretes shercil s thivd Kind of Tracdontle oloment i - conprehensive.Tocedomfhich N1otrache. thinks 15 his aain innovetfon. G06the. schieved (hat double Troadon, hae confruance oF ivae s sbonc, berior. thim anyones ang Nietsacho Mgkl dnred Gosther Dot he 4156 aspires,
1 think, to a kind of freedom that even Goethe didwbt have. c. Self-gencalogy. Ve have so far the idea of frecdom as a joint fulfillment of the two kinds of unification we humans have evolved capacities for. The first freedom is drive-synthesis, in particular by the dominance of a single passion. The second freedon is what we call agency, in which conscious thinking and choosing set our
course. Both, Nietzsche thinks, are weakening now in our modern age, so that despite our sense of ourselves as enjoying unparalleled freedon, we have less of either of the two capacities that freedom has so far been. Ttfil at this point that Nietzsche has his idea of something further and new, his own prospective idea of what freedon can become. fle thinks of this as his own contribution and
schiovomontfts tho distnctivoly Nistzschoan roadon, It lios in a nov kind of sgoncy, an edoncy rodesigning taelf for a now purposs. This new ogone is, in fact, & continuotion and dovelopment of the genealogicel ircuiry vefo boon pursuing an slons, This genesloay of our practicas/idess of froedom not only points the vay 10 tho syuthesis of drive- and agsncy-froodon votfo soon. It is
itself the beginning of a new, third kind of freedom. Genealogy, by al s way to becone a a self that feels a new pover, and o iew responsibilit gency has been trained to hostility against the drives: it fights them as forces foreign and alien to itselffiiron the Melf?it clains to be.
Bat agency has failed to rocoimize. tho way it tsolt is an Figent for?foreidn forets ecutes @ control of sm by those forces. Its cay Lo conmeiovs. shoughe i chotce. (tlong wich 116 Hea of 1151 have boen designed by 10ns cUlvural praceescs o Dind un 1o morality ank soctal morme, che hoLLGr o nbcerate wnd depioy s oteoncr 1t sxprecsen the miereats.of vatious
humen types, in various ages, who have redesigned the practice of agency Lo give themselves what they need (this includes many different kinds of masters and slaves). Foreign interests are built inlo our moral principles, buill into oven the siructure of ageney, in particular its linguistic structuring (ils rules are stated in averaging words). The secret rule of those social interests has
opposed what is in fact the basic and indispensable part of the organis, its drives. Ithll only gencalogy that brings these alien interests to light, and gives the agent a chance to oppose and correct for them, as they work in itself. Thus genealogy gives us a new way to be fiiree fron?control by external wills. It is a way for the organisn to take a fuller control over itself, as well as a
kind of control over those foreign interasts it culls out of itself. Yo aro fanilior with cortein ways of baing (nr not being) free from control by outside ores political freedom, oconomic freedon, religious freedom. Wo have larsely overlooked, Niotasche thinks, o decper kind of control ve are sublect 1o, through our valves. 5, 535: flour judgnent fihat fs right?has a prehistory in your
drives, fnclinations, aversions, experiences, and what you have not experienced; you have to ask fov did it cnerge there?Zand then also, Jfhat is reslly driving me to listen to (26 Ve need to wcover, that is, the interests that lie behind our values, the functions they have been designed to play in us. Vietasche especially stresses the release fron traditional values (though
hecossarily goncalogy as the Touto to 10 in his conccptian of tho fBres spirit? Already in W I, 225: Mhat charactorises tho froo spirit I That e b Tnotated baselT oo (radietons e domande reasan, the sess. domm 1 (b7 63 297: B scauired good conmeichen. secompanying hovti ity tovords what_ (e Tom1ians 1radivional. alioved constitatos what 1s really great, now,
o amasing n our culiurer 11 55 the 31ep of a1l Steps of the Frecd Spurii? WP, T80: Hihat a Teching of Fresdom 1 Is o sxpericnee, 46 we froed spiri1s crporience, that e are not hasnessed up o & syotem of Fndk?Ple cantk besin 1o comor the control of these Forces and interects unlecs we £ notice. theminlocs e can sco ahat our valus seally have been decigned to do with uo. Tt 1o
gencalogy that exposes these controlling forces. So it is indispensable for the kind of revaluation of these values that Nietzsche has in mind: a revaluation in awareness of the wills embedded in these values. G, P, 6: fe ned a critique of moral values, for once the value of these values is itself to be put in questionffnd for this we need a knowledge of the conditions and circunstances out
of shich they have grom, under shich they have developed and shifted? T insight fnto the sources of aur values besins to ke us indopendant of chem. G5, 305: e insight into how in general morel judgoents ovr srose would spoil these emotional vords ({futy?and Honscisncelh for you? Tt begins to open the affective distance fron these valuss, neoded slso for genwine rovalustion of chem
But howtit must be askedfre we to revalue values set so deeply in us? How can ve escape them to find any independent ground from which to assess then? Nietzsche thinks we do have access to a standpoint separate from our agency, and more relisble than it; of course this is the standpoint of our drives. I am to judge my conscious valuestind my agential way of living by these valuesfiy how they
help or harn the systom of drives and passions hay | Find as my Sti1l decpor Self. | nork 10 discover the aspeets of my agency hat are most damaging to my. instinctsblor cxample 1t reliance on GurltPind try to redesign them out of mysell. So I leamn to remake myaclf n o vay never possible befors, a self with a new kind of responsibility for self.  Tho point is not, however, simply 10 sir
up and set loose my drives and appetites. Nietzsche is often critical of what he calls fEaisser aller? letting go. So 1: ffFreedon T do not mean ~—9——In times like these, giving over to onofil instincts is just one more disaster. The instincts contradict, disturb, and destroy one another: 1 even define modernity as physiological self-contradiction. A rational education would have
Agency will still constrain drives, but nov in their own interest: its roles are to discipline them and to foster the emergence of a unifying passion. There is another kind of linit to this new kind of freedom. It is also more aware than the earlier kinds were of
Vit 11 doos ot and cannot overcomc. So it has a more adeauate idea of Fiself. 1t secs 1toelf as emeloped within necessicy and fate, and aakes no clain (o be @ firet and uncaused cause. The Niatzscheanly froe Individual recomises the contingency in his constitution of grivesFhere ar wills and values here that nake Mim up, and that he candh Mise above?or Home before? And this Free one
also recognizes his dependence on his monent in the historical drama. | have spoken of this diagnosis and revaluation of values and agency as something cach ffiree spirit2is to do for hinself. But Nietzsche has in mind that these personal efforts will be cumulative, will together build a new practice and idea of frecdom. So he sometimes speaks of this revaluation as carried out at the social-
or even species-level. Ell, 111, D, 2: #iy task, preparing for hunanityffl moment of highest self-reflection, a great noon when it will look back and look out, when it will escape from the mastery by chance and priests and for the first tine pose the questions of why? and what for? as a whole? So genealogy matters not just because it shows us a way to synthesize drive- and agency~ freedom, but
because it accomplishes this through a kind of agency that achieves a fuller pover, selfhood, and responsibility. As IiEe said this is what distinguishes Nietzscheffir those he makes possible, his overnenfflron Goethe, who did not meke himself out of insight into his agency and drives. Goethe ffevalues values?by intuitively accepting fron the Christian morality only those rules that would favor
s drivas, Mlottucha rovalues values by turning his ageneriis conscious and dellberating eolMack tpon Leaolf o us vo understand dhase values, and the interests they sucretly express, By revaluing ut of this underatanding he conerols aohlevenant of that synthoris, He hes o fraudomtin, vo might zay, o kind of sslDHE a sort without precudane oven i Goathe, 1 take Niotache to have thix
new Treedon in nind in his great peroration in G 1L 21: Bihis bell-stroke of noon and the great decision, that makes the vill Tree sgain, that gives back to the earth its ool ond to man his hove: this antichrist and sntinihilisi: this congueror of God and of the nothingif must one day cone . y undertaking to step back and judge mummy itself, this ner individual tass on @ new
vl of vesponeibi1ity (ko s BEE. 50 ond 2123, This then, 1 soggort 15 Notvechell foll conteption of theedon. st brondly: Freessn s coteuhing hiotorscals on ebi11oy 81 h o Linked ien of sise 1Hhat has bech bULTe very Evedunlly hrough human hstors, ond In such o wam th cor ] cr sezes e 1ayered beneath sore rece say what freedon s tell this history, and
AT b hon hLa histors s i onbodiad 1n vt In 5 Tvered copaeity. thes worke in our HLiven, in ous 0hC: o o 1o 10 501 pencnlogiont LnSLghe nte (hat ogincrs Nletieche Arpues shet wiCh: this oat step Trecdom roni1y aceomplizhos mth o shat 1 b claiaed o do 1o agent i Trondonthy mkes ome soveroLgh ol i indbs el o1 eamate o yor cenlly. trve so LOn ms our agency
failed to diagnose how its own taming and moralizing design made it work in the interests of foreign forces. Only genealogy lets us understand the design of the valves and povers we have taken for granted, opening the way to the new and more adequate freedon Nietzsche comnends to us. References Dennett, Daniel (1992). fffhe Self as a Center of Narrative Gravity? in F. Kessel, P. Cole, and D.
Johnson (eds. ), Self and Consciousness: Multiple Perspectives. Hillsdale, N.J.: Erlbaun. Denneit, Danicl (2003). Freedom Evolves. New York: Penguin. Gemes, Ken (2006). fifictzsche on Free Will, Autonomy, and the Sovereign Individual? in Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, suppl. vol., 80(2006):321-38. Janavay, Christopher (2007). Beyond Selflessness; Reading Nietzschelfl Gencalogy. Oxford
Oxford University Press. Katsafanas, Paul (unpublished). Practical Reason and the Structure of Reflective Agency. Harvard PhD dissertation. May, Sinon (1999). Nietzschedfl Ethics and his Var on fiorality? Oxford: Oxford University Press. Richardson, John (1996). Nietzschedfl System. New York: Oxford Universily Press. Richardson, John (2001). Nietzschedil New Darwinisn. New York: Oxford University
Press. Velloman, J. David (Q005). {fhe Self us Narrator? in J. Anderson and J. Cheistasn (eds.), Autonomy and the Challenges to Liberal sn: Nov Dssoys, Canbridge: Combridge University Pross. My second main ain, as will enorge, is to develop Nictuschelf accomtffnd critiquefil ageney, in o vay that goes beyond my treatment of it in (1990) and (00D, ight Nictzsche affira freodon in the
same sense that he denies it? Some possibilities here: a) he changes his view (in some decided way): b) he has no stable view, shifting freely among inconsistent ways of viewing it; c) he says it not about freedom in different senses, but speaks about the same freedom as it were in different voices, e.g. sometimes theoretically sometimes practically. 14y] discuss the third of these below.
Regarding the Tirac. o Janases (200D arguing thor in Tman, AT Too lman Motsscholl viow 15 ore simls negative. | Toous my atiention on the ater sorke, ind abote 111 on the Genealoy.  Recently mueh dlscussods | hive louned Tron ourlfor verslons of all the other papers In this volume. -~ v Bthie of custonPiranslates SIttl chhelt dor Sicto: sinee Nietsscho mand by 1his o way of
valuing of social rules and conventions, prior to morality and still operative fleneath?it, I think itdl better not to use foral?in rendering sittlich. Preferable is fthical? especially because we can hear Hithos?strongly present in it. (Note: the translations throughout are either mine, or are my revisions of published ones. I have tried to be more careful and consistent in rendering the
terns central to my topics.)  Also G5, 347, which begins by saying that the extent to which soneone needs #aith?to flourish is f§ measure of the degree of his strength? and concludes that # delight and force of self-determination, a freedom of the will is thinkable, in which a spirit takes leave of every faith [Glauben], of every wish for certainty? G, 11, 18 refers to fthat instinct for
frecdon (spoke in my language: the will to power)?  Katsafanas (unpub., ch. 6) presents a strong case for distinguishing selfhood from freedon in Nietzsche, with which I partly concur. But I develop a rather different account of their relationship belox.  See how TI, VI, 8 says that fhe great liberation?depends on nobody being held responsible any more.  In this his account is comparable
to Dennettdil well-known one in Freedon Evolves.  GS, 353 says that founders of religions invent both a) a practice and b) an interpretation that gives this practice highest value. Nietzsche is already telling this story in D, 18: fvery smallest step in the field of free thought, of a life shaped personally, has aluays had to be fought for with spiritual and bodily tortures . . . . Nothing
has been purchased more dearly than this little bit of husan reason and feeling of freedom that constitutes our pride.? That is, he uses freedon?not as a settled and technical term, but speaks with the same multiplicity that has been embedded in the term by its historyith an additional sense of his own (and which supplements rather than replaces the others). So notice how he takes over the
vordill special senses in contexts: artistic frecdon (BGE, 185, 213), freedon as opposed to servitude o slavery (O 11, 5), freedon as fetting o?(TL, X, 4D, and many others. G 11, 12 says that thhe previous fieaningland Hurposelmust of necessity becone obscured o entirely extinguished?  This tripartite schoma is typical for Nietsscheffle ight get it fron egel, or fron Plato, or
fron anywhere else. Ve find it in his schena of animal, human, and overman, or of master, slave, and overmantind the three kinds of freedom map onto these. Wl see that in us, as the Mick animal? this freedon often needs to be re-achieved, so that the natural freedom looks like a special accomplishment. Katsafanas (unpub., ch. 5) gives a sophisticated analysis of this unity.  BGE, 19:
fitfrecdon of the will@that is the expression for the complex state of delight of the willer [Wollemien] who commands and at the same tine counts hinself one with the executor of the urder" Earlier: #lo . . . at the sane time are the commanding and the obeying, and as the obeying we know the feelings of constraint, impulsion, pressure, resistance, motion? O perhaps not all of our drives
are always active, and we see things al any moment only from the several stances that arc active in us then.  So perhaps Gemes (2006: 336): o have a genuine sell is to have an enduring co-ordinated hierarchy of drives? Does unity in animals require this single ruling drive? Perhaps iUl only humans, who have lost the natural drive-unity of ii), thal need Lo reacquire it under that single
rule.  Nietzsche very often stresses the importance of a single doninant drive. WP, 778: fntagonisn o passions very unhealthy, inner ruin, betraying and increasing an ioner conflict and anarchisnfiinless one passion at last becones master. Return to health? Cf. Gemes (2006: 331), who cites passages on Wagnerfl ffuling passion?(W, 111, 2) and on fkhe organizing #dea?that is destined
to rule?(EN, 11, 9).  BGE, 117: fkhe will to overcome an affect is ultimately only the will of anather or several other affects? D, 109: fhe avarencss of suffering fron sueh vehesence [of one drivel presupposes that there is snother eaually vohement o even more vehcsent drive, and that a struggle iz in prospect in shich our intellect i going Lo hate 10 tako sides? | The failure of agency
to study itself is expressed in G, Preface: e are unknown to ourselves, we knowers? the task of the hook (and of his others) is to turn our attention back upon ourselves, as knowers. G, 335: fur opinions, valuations, and tables of goods are certainly some of the most powerful levers in the machinery of our actions? These are levers inasmuch as they are especially effective points
through which to alter behavior. WP, 524: consciousness s only a means for commnicability? G, 11, 16 likewise associates the development of an Bnner world?with humnsmmemon to society, but as an effect: society prevents drives from discharging outwardly, so they fjurn themselves imvards?  But Nietzsche perhaps thinks this way in WP, 524: Hflonsciousness is not the director but
an organ of the director? Compare Katsafanas (unpub., ch. 5) on the Mlector model?of will, which makes it fne motive among others?  Cf. GS, 296 on how society shapes us to be dependable, to have a reliable character in this way: it frowns on self-transformation.  Conversely, we might say that learning a language itself involves promising: one undertakes a commitment to use words in the
Tormal and comon vays. G, 305 Hihose mnral sca who conmand. the person Firer and sbove all to (ke control in himselt therchy being a peculioe discane upon A momcly, 5 consions stimlability by all matural irvitability ot ol natural stivrings ond inclinations . . . . Whatever may henceforth push, pull, beckon, fapel fim from within or without vill abxoys strike this stimlable one us
endangering his sm—msmw B, 1V, 8: {Rhe concept of SinPinvantad along with the associstad fnstrument of torture, the concet of Mrce ill? in order o confuse the inctincts, fn ordor to ke mistrust of the inatincts sacond natural? Alao TL VI, 7. Here Miataache takes Dottt view (o6, 1962) of the self as flctional.  Thic ia Vollemanfl view, 0.5 in QU9 1 aentioned
M, aling, hovover, and let e tov say shy. First, Niotusche depicts this soveroign individual in Tully positive toras that give no hint of tho Linitations I clsia ho doos ik this Mgenc . Second, he describes his individual as free aguin Trom the ethic of custan, sutonoaous and sprasthical? shich sounds close 1o the more Nistaschean freedon I xill turn to in o)
elon, The pussase Dresents. this Bupracthical?individoal as the esult of o Long socisl brocass nor complete, whereas | clain Niotssche thinke ho hiselt only now Shows the this true independence. My suggestion for resolving this dilemsa: that Nietzsche here depicts a moral forn of agency, which takes its o allegiance to abstract moral principles as a freedom fron fhe of
ot 1o Fron doing things a5 Bt ono does? But 11 15 U111 not frec fron thove principlon, whlch themelvcs coforce soclal Interaste In it Ok 11 16: sl aming s Involved 6 doclarat o f wor againet the o1d 1N inets an shich his forcc, dosire, and Loreiblancsa had ahus far rosied?  Soo M 1. 51 for an early stotemont I et are eoated i antruth
Femuita. in oncHl Einding his present notivos auch a5 et of honor, abentd, and eetiing mnckers and contenpt againet the peesions which teach out 1o The futir and o & happiness in 117 E, 1. 1o it distingsishos me, what et me apart from o11 e rest of hummity 15 the fact that | umeovered Chiiation norali1y.7 G5, 380: FThoudbts shout noral pre udices? 11 thes are not (o he
prejudices about prejudices, presuppose a position outside morality, some point beyond good and evil to which one has to rise, climb, or fly . . . . One has to be very light to drive oneffl will to knowledge into such a distance and, as it were, beyond oneffl time; to create for oneself eyes to survey millennia and, moreover, clear skies in these eyes.? I give sketches of the new Hthics?and
olitics?this genealogy-based redesign might result in, in (2001), ch. 3 E5-6.  Thanks to Asron Ridley for reminding me of this further aspect of freedom.  See also BCE, 188 against laisser aller: #lavery is, as it seems, both in the cruder and in the more subtle sense the indispensable means of spiritual discipline and cultivation.? Also WP, 122, CF. May (1999: 177) on freedon as Slelf-
responsible comitnent to the ffecessity?enbodied or expressed in oneill willling]? May glosses necossity as fEf nature, and specifically of a certain past and Hypeffl. 1 i, 1V, 1: fifevaluation of all values: that is my fornula for an act of humanityiil highest self-reflection, an act that has become flosh and genius in me.? EH, 111, Z, 6 says that f Goothe, a Shakespeare, would not foon o
to breathe for o seeond in this incredible pussion and heighi2ol Zavathustre. 1 presented carlior sersions of ths papr a conferences otganizcd by Keih nsell-Peson ot the Univorsity of Narvick, nd by Christopher Jonauay st the University of Southaspton. 1 am avsceful or he favitotions, and for the coments by the audiences ot these sessions.  PAGE - PAGE 8 3 mon 720
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