The Will to Power

That I-nwust be g=uggle an®a becomine=.an end

and 7 1« dpositic 1 c0 end - ah, who/ er guesics v aat
is m wii shoul a o g s on wha crooked pat ;s it
my . pooc ad.

Ahateve: T cr ate ¢ d he vever muc. Tler i, soon
I must oppose it and my love; thus my will wills it.

—THUS SPOKE ZARATHUSTRA, IT 12

Most ot Nietzsche’s later works are explicitly related to his project of
a “revaluation of all values.” On the Genealogy of Morals, for in-
‘tancesoffersiiree “prrliminaristudies” £o0ish a raciiintion (7T
Lo “On the/ Gerealog ' f Mir Is”), ar' . The Anti Christ is its irst
in/ . Ument’ FH. T “The "w/ 1g t of the dols” 3). £ 1d the n¢ eb I
com  he /ast twe ye: s Nii zsche’s | =oduct ve | ‘e offe’ a | rge
number of more or less detailed sketches for a major book devoted to
this project. If we are to believe the various plans for its execution
Nietzs ne left' s, as w 'l as the varts of i= i trruallv oo letedr i
p. i ot of re allation 5 uppe s 1 to tak' place und/ - the aeg 5 o the
wiv o por/ >+ T us, t e tle of Nietzsc ¢’s late boc < project 1s 1 Sot
Jsten: TV 2 Will o P wer 'Atti mpt at a Revaldatio. of A Val es”
(GM, III 27; cf. WP 69n). Some of the projected plans for the book
present the will to power as the “principle” or “standard” of this re-
-aluat’on (for’ astance KSA 71 H; WP, 390, (0o Prefai 0, 0074). 1 Lia
1. 2/ Anti-CF isi whic! (nder'a es this | coject in ez nest, op 1s  ’ith
a/ ¢y adiatic ~2f aditi ne e ac ptions ¢ happiness| nd the ¢l im iiac
ne g d 7 “all th it hoighias t e feeling o f nerier, tia wills pe ver,
power itself in man” (A 2). The main objective of the present chapter
is to offer an interpretation of the doctrine of the will to power.

Few of Nie': che’s ic .1s have | een more angred. Tc ot ex] i
re = .c form< of Hdiscon 2.t cor' ¢ n the t eoretical st nding a1 1s bdpe
of t.2 doc’ ‘= n de lai ng th t the v Il to powe is the ¢ bje ive

essen = (  life” ('GE 255 GM 1 12; A 7)o even of tha “wc 1d”
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(WP, 1067} Nietzsche apper~s to be maline a claim-chout whar the
wirld is /i itself.” The sy - lal stan/ ng this co’ iers to e ¢ Hctring
laces it/ n cc flict 7ivo th' s rictures Hf both his | erspectiv im adk7,
en »irig sm. O the on far |, if all' nowledge " ~ persp’ ctiv I, it is
partiai and bears an ineradicable subjecuve tinge, auu so no theory
may claim to capture the objective and complete “essence” of the

world. Onshe othehand, Niatzsche alsamnsintaing thanany legisimnte
¢l im to 1'1¢ vledge rust b’ ased on’ ensory evi/ :nce, bu the degree
. gener’ ity « nd al sti:ctin Hf the d ctrine of th : will to | ow =ia',

dic olvi ig any hoss dle' itk t empiric ! evide‘ce ' ad so ¢ pri s it of
epistemic legitimacy. Various proposals have been maace to resolve these
apparent conflicts.!

Mietzschmalso ofen givessthe doctri=n all-enanassin -
p' ysical ¢ 0, =. He i sents t e will t© power as / che esse ce [ life,’
«ad he /ince decla es thi. | This w rld is the vill to p we o
no hind beside 1” | NP 1067 . Beside \invitir' g

morphism, the doctrine mn this form has also appeared to be just an-
other instance of the wild-eye speculation not untypical in nineteenth-

Cy rges < - an 1ropo-

ceprary Gorman niraphysios, which e 7 doesCinmerit onions
a’.ention/ Tc appez ¢ this /> - of dis¢ ntent, son’ - scholar  hz e pro-
g osed tg view the w Il > pw rasaa ctrine abor - human 1ot CUCl,

the stu' y of wich el s t¢ empiric. " osyck slog  (BGE'_3).

The deepest and most enduring source ot discontent, however, affects
the doctrine even when its standing has been reconciled with both per-
spe‘dvism/ind em icism,/ hd when <L Ciape ber Ul linildin
b.man p¢ scl blogy. t scre t dbya g rticularly i’ viting in rp ‘tatior
C‘powe inte ms o ccatrl, r domi. ation (asin ‘an agen ha JCicr
ovc © s¢ neone | r sC net. ‘1g”
to seek to control or dominate. The implications of this interpretation
(for example, Nazi expansionism is a form of the will to power) have
preen de', ly emb rassing’ 5 scholar GinirwiseLvoiihly ¢ spood!
t.ward N et. :che’s d as.’

This / #a== -tatic1 i nt mbarra :ing, howe -r, insofi a 1w a
des it we psy. h0l¢ zica ' hec ry, which »resess the Hesira’ 0 d¢ ninate
as the fundamental human motivation. This view is certainly disturbing
to those who want to believe that human beings are capable of genuine
cor .passic’ « for ex mple, | t it shor'u nadly Mo cininrras g o
Mietzsche ins thems | »s. Alcc - all, it | us the sedu( ive patir o tough:
ninded/ o' 1. T e viev ; emba -assing be¢ use Nie zsc ¢ aiso
claims/ 0 find 1. the wili ‘0 pc wer the © =incid,e” ¢ new < nics indeed

To wili »ower in t. ‘s inte’ yret: ion, is
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an ethiss supesior to tha prevalent Christiar-marality. Tn+his internse
t.sio’, Nazi/ x, ansior s nis r'» only a / nenomcno;y’ Nietzsc e ¢ uld
ha'  predi¢ :d, i at als) ¢ae /£ hich he would hav  approve

It 1 thi¢ sort o eml arr.5'me ¢t that h. : led se'ne’ cholars suc  as
Karl Lowith, to articulate a comprehensive imerpretation i Nietzscne’s
philosophy which aims to show that it is coherent and compelling even
with the notien of thewvill to rawer left oenltogethes®Dthers bame
p st ved th' a ctrine 5 it trie 1 o saniti ¢ it by dov aplaying or up-
pr. cing its/ distu bing ea ure . | 7alter K ufmann, f¢ exampl ag 299
“iat 1 e w .l to p wer is a i ill o contrc . but k' pc ats our cha the
control Nietzsche advocates is primarily self-control.’ Jonn Richarason
also endorses the view of power as domination but introduces other
crucialvqualifisntions. Tor exanole, he maiswns that ' lamings
a.d/ominar d ntitiet e no' ] =rsons I it drives; a' d he arg 1es’ hat
the orm of dom natio f. vor':d »y Niet: che is “ma tery,” wl ch
ader tro’ bling " orm ol oer ion or i oressic i, i ther tun | cyr-
anny,” which includes them.¢

Others still, like Maudemarie Clark, follow a different strategy al-
ogether. Therrsuggesthat theotion of o= shor' " wimaril
. de stood ot 1s cor r | and « bminati n but as ¢ vacity (a in ‘an
ag 1t has t' = ha ver t¢ acriel e < »me enc 7). To will | ower is t er¢ oo
0 see .tol wcquire or ¢ vel | ce :ain cape ities./ iark nrope’.s tC un-
derstand the will to power as a second-order desire for the capacity to
satlsfy our first-order desires. Such a capacity might involve various
‘orms ,t cont’ 'l and ¢ 'minati¢ ", but it da 0 s essentiliconsi UL
thoe .

v ' these' nter retat bn  ad mi tedly d 'w on clair s Nietzs 1e | oo
aake 1 ¢ nnectich w h ti ¢ wi to powe » Butr< ey ¢ e alse’ guil - of
one fundamental error. They take a common, indeed perhaps inevi-
table, by-product or consequence of the pursuit of the will to power
o be 7 hat th' will to| ywer ¢ sists of. A piopr apricaiadon of s
fa t/in my/ ie , will 1 t on'y =nable | s to achiey = a muci de per
ur'acsstand oo this  ruial id g, it wii also go al ong way tov aiu
xplai ing how N :tzs he « uld sdlausibly have < me > see . the will
to power the principle of his revaluation of all values.

The notion of the will to power did not develop in a vacuum. It took
orm / gainst/. e back -op of/ thopenhs.cis hilost puy. Nietz i
pr ¢ ats his/ or ept o t e wi'. > powe as a substi ite for t = S ho-
puhuerial 2o cpto the il to live” fsee Z, 111 5 WP 10 7). (ue
.oncey - o the wil to | ve i in t rn, the tc:chset ne 0. Sches_nha er’s
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pes~imism~ doctrir= in whish Nietzsche fa1:nd a paradiam of thesary
nialism f r vhich I doc' " ie of th will to po’ er is du igr d as 2

>medy./ bel »ve tl at ola'in  the dc trine of th will to  ow w.ant.
in.2ed/ ne wh le ¢ tiq ¢ of 1ihilism, ‘n the #ant <t of a/ esp nse to
Schopenhauerian pessinusm “will prove very fruittui. Accoraingly, I
begin with a study of pessimism.

1" Schor' nh uer’s ? ssim s 1

1. Phild soppy  ud 1 cpe il ace

It is not possible to appreciate the significance of Schopenhauer’s meta-
physical speculations on the essence of life without understanding their
met'zod. Hwexplicit'= contrawys his concapenn of thismnthod virthe
vi_w that m taphys< ¢ \is a; = priori /[ iscipline: “/ had be n a sumec
«>foreh7 1d ti a1t m :a) hy/ cs and ko wledge a | riori wer  ic =l
[ .. ]] say tha the 50l < on 1) the ridd ‘= of thwe ld mus cor = from
an understanding ot the world itself; and nence that the task ot meta-
physics is not to pass over experience in which the world exists, but
to sadersttnd it theroughly™ (WWR L2 ini-ism of i Kantion ™y
I ophy, [ p. 1274 ¢ .8

Metay awvsic  seek  t n¢ erstand | xperience. Althoug Sc CpCi-
ha.=r / not q ite  xpl <t a out this, he ses’lis 1 .use t' ¢ n¢ ion of
“experience” in a relatively wide sense. It includes, as a matter of
course, different varieties of empirical knowledge, such as not only the
out’ 't expe ‘ence of hbjects [ space an e, butaLlhe in i
v rience / f 1 e “wi I, whi | is man’ ested in a / :rtain e> Yer' nce of
¢re’s ov rha 7 but ca n¢ b perceiv d in space’ nd time. \nc G0
dev on; es the ort Hf e eric 1ce one « 0 aca uire  ~rous’ a Il g life.
Experience in the first sense designates our acquaintance with a fairly
confused mass of perceptual data. In contrast, experience in the second
ser ¢ cons . utes n¢ simply | large ar Cuncaf thalusgibut 1 G
k'ad of ¢ stied pr =i of i, n whicl it comes 2 eady so -ed out, ir
e forn’ 2fx -y ge er | ¢ osc vations ’

1 am' nclinec to ¢ tril “ ce t  Schoper. auerae scond <, we  as the
first concept of experience for a number of reasons. For one thing,
many of the observations he invokes to support his metaphysical spec-
ula‘.ons ar - of a ve . generz nature: fo© cxa. ole, £ 1C oudirvat i
L ppines’ is, by an i rge. a attainal e in this lil .. This is “he sort o
Goserval 2ottt rec ait s J10!  than 1 ere acquair ance wit ol ctis in
spa e 7 1d time_or sith 1y ¢ ¥n body 2.2 llid 0. willi= 0 M( -eover,
more than most philosophers, Schopenhauer deliberately seeks confir-

€«

)
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matior,or surnort for-his metenhysical viesa.in manv.aaurces from
voorld literat’ re in wh - indiy . nals rec/ rded their ¢ wn expe ien :in
the cense I/ m ¢ nside in - n¢ w. Finally, he general y of met ph 1isg
i self =qui’ es thai =xp¢ fer ¢ be ndersto d “thoswug ly”: the oro der
one’s acquaintance witn the worid, the more experience one has, the
better supported one’s metaphysical speculations about it.
Thigsmethoology, vhich comaists in grerading metashsics inear
porielce,is b sc lona uhdam/'r al assur ption, nam/ y, thatt e tl ng-
in, celf “m’ nife s itsc £ sicl d rstellt]’ in the phe omenal v or! £
“erha s ir obscu = w ys. Tais issumpt. n und/rlie Schop/ iha er’s
conception of the method ot philosophy: “Now philosophy in our sense
tries to become more closely acquainted with the thing-in-itself. The
meanstro thigsare part's the bringing toget'=af outersd
p rie «ce, par ly the ar vl at /¢ underst’ ading or th' whole | her Hm-
en . by di cove ‘ng it 1 eay.n; and cc nection—¢ ymparab’ t¢
zadi » of aithert  my ter 2us ¢ aracters »f an 2 ikn wn wr .ing On
this path, philosophy proceeds trom the phenomenal appearance to
that which appears, to that which is hidden behind the phenomenon;
thus 7/7petd 0 puokd " meta /o physika.«'“0things bepoint the plon
ic:l Zvorld])”/\P. 21; p . 18-1") The m' ;aphysician’ oegins b 5 it res-
tig « ‘on int/ the ssenc o lif b gatheri g general ¢ servatio sa ~u.
. Suc> o) servatic as b tai <5 to ceveal th appes anc or the nar fes-
tation of that essence. He then asks what the essence ot life must be
like for it to assume this appearance, or to become manifested in this
vay. S mewh surpri¢ gly, Scl' penhauer’ Colneption Sl ntaphl Sl
ir. o) cs that/ ¢ 1. susce toole t¢ ¢ mpirical criticism: if one can| ro uce
cc' uelling’ mnit cal e iduac/ th t contr. licts the ge =ral obse var Jis
n wich/ e rests his etz - aysi al specu. fione hey 'ase tMir ¢ di-
bility. This may be a reason why Schopenhauer so fastidiously produces
page after page of empirical observations as well as evidence from
vorld/iteraty’  (inclu¢ g not ¢ ly philoseiiy, Tat alse o vi's, pd oy,
es a5, religi' us texts, 1 1so/r . These ources are neant to >ut ‘ess
th® _mpiri¢ Lfor 1dati n'of "1s netaphy ics. Even i we acce t S uo-
senha er’ genera obs rva ‘ons howevel, disac’ _emc ¢ canll  -ise
on their interpretation. Thus, Nietzsche will in fact accept a number of
Schopenhauer’s general observations but, as I will argue, challenge his
aterp’ ctation « f them

inne;

2.4 ssimis)
schopaah/ aer’s pe sim sm che iew that. sonisssis mnoaiple: Ev-
erything in life proclaims that earthly happiness is destined to be frus-
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tratad or recognized.as an ill=sion. The g=2nds for thialie deenin the
vy natu’ > € thing " (WW R IIch. X' VI; p. 573) Pessmis 1tk s rests

1 two /and: nent: ¢ ain' ;| n ethic | claim on  he natur of han=
ne s, a'd a m tapl ysici' cle m on ti > “native « € thingd * v ich is
supposed to expiain why happiness is impuossible.

Let us first consider the ethical basis of pessimism. Schopenhauer
ostesisibly //=fines hoopinesssin terms of !aaire saticfantian: ha=sinacs
is’ “a fina’ s. -isfacti i of th 2 will, aft’ v which n¢' iresh w. ling woulc
cocury [ /.. ] nimy 2r hal le satisfact on of the w  [eine fi ale Pt
digngl .es Wii ons, 1ac. [ vel ser kein' eues Wolle eintrd’ ., [, . |ein
unzerstorbares Genugen des Willens],” a ~permanent ruitillment which
completely and forever satisfies its craving,” or a “contentment that
canwot agan be digwarbed [ufriedenhei= .. |, dicoinht wied woges-
t t werd n' ann]” ((TWR' T 65, p. 2 .2).

Philos' phei : usu lly dis in uish be ween a cor eption 0 hz [l
in' ermv of de. re ¢ tisi i/ cor and a L donist’” cc ceptic’, ac ording
to which happiness 1s pleasure or the absence of pain. Un the first view,
getting what we want makes us happy even if it provides little or no

plessure. £d even ' we de ve pleasur " llum the 2~ lin%ct of juiiins
v iat we a1, this | asure (¢ inciden’ | and not e sential t¢ ha' oiness
n the/ ecor ! cor ey dof, | | we w nt, as it v cre, is p as’ olL-

thc 1gh he ost asik y ¢/ rac crizes it 2 terr's o. desire/ atis 1iction,
Schopenhauer’s conception of happiness 1s ultimately hedonistic: hap-
piness is pleasure, or at least the permanent absence of pain.

Sohopen’huer bewves the happinessilorstoo Lo the abd Lol
v'.1n, con’ .st. of the s -isfac 1 n of all | esires, bece se of his or eptior
¢‘ the 1 iatia  bet ec ruir and de ire. Specifi ally, he { en "CClii-
mi.ed/ 0 two ¢ air ab it p in and a vire. Tie fii = and < iost xplicit
claim is that desire implies pain. If the mere occurrence of a desire is
inherently painful, then happiness, the absence of pain, requires the
sat’ ractiof of all d ‘ires. B/ this onlviion that i Cosisfal (on &f
d'sires is/ . n cessar ondif ¢ | of pair essness, ng’ a sufficii at ¢ 1e. Fos
. ere co' !dha nain ha is':nc :pender  of any of ¢ ir desire/ Bt Sono-
perhar ris aliy c¢ nm * ed, f only 1 »lici?’ | to the vidw th t pain
implies desire: there is no pain without desire. And this commitment
explains why he takes the satisfaction of all our desires to be not only
nes ssary /» 't also| fficien’ o achiey’ pain'2ssne’s. Lobus ¢ nisiac
" ese twe cle ms m ro clos I beginn 1g with th¢ second.

c
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3. Pain_and Desire
I ak’ Schop’ ai auer tc e cor'r itted, if nly implic’ 1y, to th  sec H»nd
cla a that 7 ain uplie a sird I :cause 1 vo of his v :ws supp se hat
ain . not merely 1 pa tict '@ - qu ality of ¢ verien<z. b =st, he v ain ins
that the satisfaction or desires i1s not only niccessary but sufficient to
achieve a condition of painlessness. He himself offers no explicit reason
for thisyview. Put the rost inviting and compalling reasanis pregionts
t 2 doservat/hn that p 1 is n/ t a1 parti¢’ iar pheuon znal qu: ity hat
all’ xperier ses ¢ © paii v oul'. | ave in | bmmon. If we comj .re fas
‘xamle, 7 ie pair ul € pe‘face of losit. ~a chi’l, ¢ havin< ind ses-
tion, or ot failing an exam, we will be hard pressed to fina a distinctive
phenomenal quality all these experiences have in common. Neverthe-
‘ess, thwy all prost sharmsome choracteristic ' wicrtue ofo'vsh the
a.\plunful. T 1e most 0 \‘ous s 1 1 chara eristic 1s th' ir relatic 1 tc bur
de . es: all/vain' 's, w er ex el enced, nwanted. | unger w ul
ainfu ', f¢ exam le, ot . /aply by virtt . of be'ig . distine wve = ind
of sensation, but also by constitutionally involving a desire tor the elim-
ination of that sensation.

Seccid, Sckvenhau  endors 5 some veriiiinf the Dulithistic '
t1 e’ of cess/ dcy of d sive, or < he hin self calls it/ che “neg :tic . of
the will,” ¢ - “ce mple @ 1 sig1a on.” A cording to| his doct ne Wt

an b cor ¢ free  -om pai wit out alte ‘ng th’ fel. aualit’ s o' the
painful experience, but simply by suppressing the desire that is an es-
sential constituent of it. You can eliminate the pain of hunger, for ex-
smple/not by (ating bi by sup’ essing, th-TL lnsomet' g ke as Sl
n. >t ncatior | ti = desii : hat i’ ¢ onstitut’ e of it. In /[ 1is case, he en-
se‘. s ass( tiare  witl hing r | ersist, L it they arel 10 longe ex o
aced s 1 dnful.

Schopenhauer also maintains explicitly that desire implies pain: “of
its nature the desire is pain [der Wunsch ist, seiner Natur nach,
“chme z]” (Y VR, 1| 7, pp. 7 3-314). 770 Loy astaag, from dic
0. ¢, that / de ire is ¢ s wurce 0 pain or y so long a/ it is not | 1tis ed.
Sclicrenha ~=sk tchec ol a' . a gument or this vie  in pass zes inc
ae fo'ov ng: “T e b sis ' all willing, . swev . is" eed 17 edii tig-
keit], lack [Mangel], and hence pain [Schmerz], and by its very nature
and origin, it is therefore destined to pain” (WWR, I 57, p. 3125 cf.
8, p 196). /| d agai . “This/, reat inter .y ¢owilliig 5 2 an| vy
itt - and d’ ec'y a ¢ 1 tant' s urce of suffering, | rstly bec us all
wiligas§ aha sings rem/acl and he ce from su fering” (VW 1
J5, p. 267 .



110 - The Will to Power

All desira.is bornf-om need, or lack. In.Sshopenhaa<’= paradiameoric
exumples/ o1 thirst i d hurg r, we it agine tuat/ ne org. hisr needs

rater of foou It s jn ls fiis need t¢ consciousr ss by ge S
ex erie’ ce of | in. ’ai1 i a  decific si_nal, thoful ~tion of wh h is to
put the organisin in motion to fulfill the niced. This specitic function is
reflected in the very structure of pain: it consists of a certain sensation
together with a degi-e to eliminate it. Thasensationmnkes agaastain
n':d mar fe ¢ and |2 des’ « to elim aate this s asation adu ces the
dividu' 1 to' ulfill | ha ne .d

~cal! chis ve sion of (2 ar ument t. = argusen. of orig/ . be ause it
rests on a view of the origin of all desires. 1t i1s because it has its origin
in a need, which is made manifest in consciousness in the form of pam

thasrdesires nphes in. Thechief shortaing of thivnvew isy -
p'«usibilit 7 « € the ¢ a m thy : Wl desir/ ; are born / om pa1. S¢ ne de
. vescov d be »orn -0 1p :a ure, for xample, o1 rom the zcc il

of “he 7 itrinsic valu ot  leir Hbject.
Schopenhauer denies that objects possess intrinsic value: “in short

we call everything good that is just as we want it to be. [...] The
corvept of “he opp site [./1] is expratctvby theviized bad e
rcely an/ a stract! -y the 7 ord evi’ which the' :fore dei ote every-
cing th' f is ot a re ab’: 1) the st iving of th will in| ac “wul

(WYR T65,) 36 ).1 in¢ojectis g od by virt. = of b .ng ' anted,
then its value depends on desire and cannot elicit it.

But it seems as though desires could be born from pleasure, just as
the "are b/ a from| 1in. Jug as an expoticie of poil Clnstitu Uil
i'volves / dusire fc s ter a hation, | n experien’ : of plez ur¢ woulc
. volve / desi = for its rer coi uction | - perpetuatl >n. My ( ns 0icy)
dev're /) termi ate | pe ! ful :xperienc \is asurc hof p2'u in 1 quite
obvious way: the painful experience continues. In contrast, my (unsat-
isfied) desire to perpetuate or reproduce a pleasurable experience does
not seem t° He a so| ce of p/ 1 in this o' Vicin way T e frul Laal
¢ this d'sit . coull " mply caly that the pleasu’ ible exp rie ce has
e ded, I' «=.»= nece sa.ly/ he a pain 1l experienc  has tak' 1it prace.
It ¢ »ul’ presur ably be' ‘stat  that is i\ ither/sleas wable<,or | 1inful.

To resolve this difficulty, we must appeal to Schopenhauer’s contro-
versial claim that pleasure is essentially “negative,” namely, that it is
on! the e | erience . f the 2 ence of riiui: Al sacGiacinn [ riew!]
o ingl, or wk it is ¢ n mon'y alled h' ppiness, is | zally anc ess ntially
a ways / sz=* 2 on 7, . 1d ne er posi ve. It is n¢ a gratif ati u pe-
gl by’ g] which ¢ mes ‘o u sui genc s L priin.Jlichlind | f itself
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lwon selbst], -hut it =ust alveys be theaotisfactionof a desice
| Yur'sch]” (7 7R, T &5 p. 310 cf. 67,/..375). in / ccurring ‘on - in
the atisfact on « “ a pt -¢ -ist’ ig desire, | easure con ists in th' fe ino
“atiosult’ from  he e mii 2 1or of pain: ¢ is essiatic ly relie’ 1f | ea-
sure is tne experience of the absence of pain, wen to desic pleasure is
nothing other than to desire the absence of pain. Insofar as a desire is
built inrthe ermerienceof pleagre, it is a-7maice for camvinued roliof
tam  pain, n' t' desirc ir the | rpetuat’ »n or reprg .uction : €a  os-
itir . new e yeric 1ce.

Thi .ne¢ (tive cc acep fior ¢ ¢ pl asure m. ht be #7ou_ht to b’ a sl Hrt-
coming ot this view, for it hardly seems plausiple that pieasure occurs
only in the satisfaction of some pre-existing desire. Pleasures can come
wnbidden, as srhen T ditight atethe sight of nexpess ' beay !
s«on/.y. Sch/ pe "hauer ¢ wnced < that un 1dden plea’ ares of  his ort
ur . niably/ bccu . but e cordr aes to | Hld that ev n such g :as
ce nurati 2. Aest etic plec s ires such as he del” ht' iust m’atic ed,
do not result from the satisfaction of a pre-existing desire, but they
consist nevertheless in the cessation of desire. What is pleasurable
boutresthet™contenlation inot that seiiipartice! s Jisire s
is e but th/ ¢ 1 e ind 1'ual i, f only {/r a mome; , detact d i om
hj< ‘esires / 1 oe1 »ral,  7hi:h /.o onger a itate and t rment hj 1. ] ¢
", hov . Sc! openhz ter [ esci 'l es | esthetic | 'easur/. “1 e stor'. of Has-
sions, the pressure of desire and tear, and all the miseries ot willing are
then at once calmed and appeased in a marvellous way. For at the
mome’ ¢ wher'; torn fr{ 1 the w'", we have .. Course U0 to |,
w 'l css kng vii 2, we 1. ve st poed int¢ another wy :ld, so t  sp ak,
w! ¢ = ever thinc that nc res ot~ will, < \d thus vic >ntly agi ite &3,
.0 loy ~er/ xists” WW R, 1 8,1.197).

The argument of origin depends on the claim that all desires are born
from need, and therefore from pain. There is little doubt that this is
“chop/ahaues . official . rgumer’ for the ¢l int des™ O iiplies | e
Bit/lis woi h | oting h t he/d o some’ mes seems/ 1clined 1t we d a
diticent fo' m2f argur er , ¥ hi h T will -all the arg ment of | ffe e
Jssore mc’ . This ' rgu 1en. ' wh :h does . ot delend n_th< neg ‘ive
conception of pleasure, appears in passages like the following: “all
striving springs from lack, from dissatisfaction with one’s own state
Jaus Mungel, [ s Unzu “edenbh/. mit seina’. 2nand)<ia Cthere vic
st €ling so/on_ as it ;' ot s d fied” (Y WR, I 56, 1. 309).

. egin / “<ho ree | bs rv .tic 1s conc rning this | assage. | or Jic
ning, “st’ ving” ¢ o :, tl act 1al pursu. nof o desitcnnotiae d sire
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itself. Striving, in pesticular,is more thar Aesiring: itie.an actien.2nd
n/. just ¢ d positi 1 to a¢ . Further; ore, alioy ;h “stri ‘ng is noi
1 insta’ ce ¢ desi 2, 't i n verthele s motivate by a de ire wrhis’,
ca . be/ consid red ' ts {»'.rce or “bar :.” Sintz & hopenk .uer claims
expucitly that striving springs from a “lack,” it is theu reasonable to

suppose that he takes desire and lack to be closely related. This leads

me o a fin! observation corserning the =atian of “l=a'” T expasionce
s nething a  lackii 3 not ¢ 1 7 when/ do not ha' e it, bu als wher
.y not Iavin, it is| s urd: ¢ actual dissatisfac on” or < ai1 7T

co apel us to ask Hy i'cue of what my neotha ing sor eth g is a
source of pain. I'he answer now appears evident: my not having some-
thing is a source of pain because I desire it. To lack something is to
exporiencesn discrepncy beteen my asttistate, imetich Tt T
d’ not h' ve a cert 1 objs: and a/ ossible st e, in wi ‘ch = do. |
¢ cesuma ylv v ould 10 e el ence th ;3 contrast | 5 a discr pa ol
decd, T might " ot « <pe i nce the con. ast at/.l)" nless ' des ed the
object 1n question.

The key idea is that the sole occurrence of a desire, whatever its

orisin, is a“Hurce o Main be¢ use it indi e tiiee to evotiicce m !
¢/ adition’ as “dissa it 'ying’ r “lack’ 1g.” The p’ :sence ¢ th desire
cus cre fes o kinc ol af zc ve diss nance, a p vchologi 1l = wici,

whorel’ T star. ! at bdc V wit  my cow 'ition < ina -his te< sion which
persists so long as the desire remains unsatisfied, is a source of pain or
displeasure.'”

Stppose’hat an| xperien’ " of pleassii induces i iina d Uit
r/produc’ o. perpe u te it/ z 1d that/ cannot saf sfy it. A o1 ing tc
e argt nent of af >ct ve/ lis onance, the unsatis ed desir’ sh &idoe
a shur/ 2 of pan. Jut ‘'z fr stration »f thedesi» to r'.pet ate an
experience of pleasure means only that the pleasurable experience has
ended, but not necessarily that a painful experience has taken its place.
He' ce, the "ain cat »d by t'. frustratici. o.lesires Gunos be ¢ (ol
¢ the pa’1t atind i« 'd a /e ire for i ; eliminati¢ 1, as was the :ase ir
.= argy ~ent fori in. TH: ¢ inis nc v caused by the mere bcc iicuce
of .. d¢ 1re, reg rdliss o ' ts ¢ tigin.

This view might admittedly seem strange, but it is not entirely im-
plausible. It receives unexpected support from some forms of sophis-
tic.ed eth «al hed¢ ‘sm, w' ch recomicuu mode iuoioart cuiais,
i* the qu st ‘or ne y dleag i1 s. New pleasures l' ing witl th¢ n new
G osires / =ott ir pe pe uz 10 and r¢ rroduction, and the' fo - iiesh
pos ibi ties for frus rati 1. T ie experic iceo”a ne. wnleafyre 1 -annot
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ceprod=ce wor!d make.my life popear “lacki=s? or “diss~+isfying? for
Lissi.g it. Aol asure 1 5 knov t by con? ast, is a ple sure nc mi: ed.
Sc’ venhav r oi ers a el wvay ¢ « oservat n along th se lines:  In =a
Jortica as enjoyl ents an. le: wures inc ease, shsce tibilitv' o { em
decreases; that to whicn we are accustomed 15 no longer icit as a piea-
sure. But in precisely this way is the susceptibility to suffering increased;
for thescessatian of tho+ to whish we are 22202tomed io-f2'c painf-''=
1 hug che me su e of 1 L at is /u cessary [ icreases th’ hugh pc ses on,
an . thereby the apaci y' o f 2l hain” (N WR, II ch. XLVI, p. ;7!

Mc e si ious ¢ ‘fict ties /rise when w . consi‘er * he case’ of | 1in.
Suppose 1 experience a state as painful. This means (given Schopen-
hauer’s commitment to the view that pain implies desire) that I have a
desire Sor thasmtate topnd. In r've present s the frzassion of ol
a siris pair ui not ju - ecau' e t meand chat the pa iful stat. I d sire
to . ‘minat’ end res, | 1t als¢ b cause t is desire al ne bring wi =

fres. . kir 1 of di »lea ure

What does it mean to say that desire alone, regardless ot its origin,
is a source of displeasure? It means that the sole frustration of a desire
‘s a cavse of ¢ pleasus  indepe dently of =+ iinche suk i depr
0./ ccordin’, t  the a g men’ ¢ © origin/ che frustra’ on of a' lesi = is
as.orce of hain ' ecau =1 imOli s that ti = need caus 1g the pz a2, 0l
ausit. =tk desire rer ain. (nft filled. A -ordir; to he are .me1 : of
affective dissonance, this frustration is a source of displeasure in its
own right.

Sche penhay - does| ot clea’”r distingir i Totweer Lo WO £ oo
n. 0 becau ¢ | > take aldes ¢ to bel rn from p/ n, and s to iim
at'. o elimif atiar - But 1e' ee as 10nethe >ss commit >d to the dis
.onb cwy .ntwo  ind of 'sple sure. Su, ~ose ¥ _xpe ‘ence < 4in. his
means that I have a desire for that pain to end. The frustration of that
desire generates two kinds of displeasure. There is, first, the persistence
'f the/ain I ¢ ire to e minate:’ at there is7 50, acon )t Custrd o
[\« ecrience/ it i ot get 1. r wh/ ¢ want, | :gardless o/ what th: is For
exu ole, I -onle suffc - Eoth fr m the | ain of a b\ 'n and f o ic
custre o7 of my ‘esit to "zt r | of it.

He tends to call “suffering [Leiden]” the displeasure caused by the
sole frustration of a desire: “all suffering is simply nothing but unful-
“lled 4.nd th',irted v ling” [ "WR, I 20, p.363) Yy € am
[S Haerz],”/ ae' ends o refer t the ty e of disple sure the cc nes
uso.'\den, / wthe ense cheif is 1ot caus d by the fi stration of s e
ore-ex tir s desire bu coi titu onally nwalveta nendeste, C her
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types of disnleasure.can be rnderstood either as regrleino from o nre-
ex sting ¢ si e, or iply ¢ stitutior dly involvi' g one. s v = shal

~¢ shor' y, fu- exa 1p =, {ch penhat r conceive of “bor¢ lor >.20
ki d of sufter ¢.

Suifering, which resuits from resistance to the sausiaction of pre-
existing desires, is therefore only one variety of displeasure among
others. NeworthelesanSchope~hauer accesaiit a privilagad posicianahe
d/anes hs pp ness, © 1 ich re g lires the' zliminauon’ of all f¢ 'ms of dis-
. leasure’ in s ecific ccatrist o suffer ng. “We ce | its [the wil 2l
drince/ nrougi an bst (.e | aced be. veen it‘unc its tem/ ora 7 goal,
suffering [Leiden]; its attainment of the goal, on the other hand, we
call satisfaction [Befriedigung], well-being, happiness” (WWR, I 56,
p. 299, cf.225, p. 3¢2). Thiss v not surps= =g even #ongh sufforingis
n' ¢ ident’ ;ai with (i oleas/ r in gen( al, the elir ination ' f s ffering
. aplies 1 ie eli ninat bn of /s leasure| 1 general. | »r the eli’ 1in “nl
su. ‘erir ; impli s th > sc #.fac ion of a ' desirs, a d ther’ car be no
displeasure of any variety unless some desire remains unsatisfied.

4. The Negrtive Che=acter of-Happiness

P ssimisn’ is the v tha’ | appines’, understo¢ 1 as the »er ianent
<hsence/ of nz n, is. m os/ bl . It mu - therefore| est on m ta] ;icut
rav er /1an me ely  mp - cal rounds, vhich+ ou.'at be‘ sh¢ v hap-
piness to be highly unlikely. Thus, producing a large number of “def-
inite instances” of unhappiness would not suffice, as “such a descrip-
tio'might'asily bé ‘egarde/ as a mere<ICllimatior U mmar Lo
[©..], aod " s suc 't mi‘n be ch/ ged with [ artiality, be( 1use if
sarted 7 ith articr lay fal s (WWEK 1 59, p. 30 3). For @ is Jioiu,
Sci ope thauer ' rant to < ek 1 “philos ohica’ den »nstras on” Hf pes-
simism “at the very foundation of the nature of life.”

In particular, he finds in the very nature of the human will the ele-
me’cs of £ 5 main . rgume; ; for pese e Eackiliigament| Ciow
2Cvery di' ter at str. te vy. T e first ar{ ament, whi h I will| on der in
Cis sect »noc ves oty en’ that all o our desire. can be s tis' cuout
ain = t¢ show (hat  1e }':ast e we tak »at 15 sa. sfacti<li ca not be
permanent. The second argument, which I shall consider in a later sec-
tion, will actually show that the satisfaction of all of our desires is
im< ossible’ Zach ar | yment,/, loreover,<iaw.on aauplstant caius
< humar wi ling.

The £ 2=~ ume t i b/sec on wh - Schopenh uer calls the 1cga-
tive . ¢ aracter of | leas ve ¢ happinc s “a7 hap iness’is o1 y of a
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negative, and »ot a positive natpre, and [ . .\ far this recson it cannor
Lo I70cing sz 1s action| ad gr/ ¢ ication. out always delivers us = nly
fre ~ pain ¢ lac > (W W, I'58 p. 320 my empha s). To af re 2%
#1418 a guir nt, we mus st 7 wi 1 two o, *ning ¢’ser ations

The nrst concerns an ampiguity in the notion of satistacuon [Be;rie-
digung]. On the one hand, satisfaction simply designates securing pos-
sessionyof thewobject ¢f desire.sDn the othawhand, it isthe plegose
tuat/erives /0 1 the o sessic 1 H»f this ¢ ject (in'wh' th case . :ho en-
ha . r tends to u e ter s ike “¢ -atificat »n [Begliici tmg|” or ‘he 2
“ess | Bliid (|7 or | con cnti i at | Zufriede. heit, Goniig on]”). T ois | ads
us to the second observation. It is clear that nappiness, ror Schopen-
hauer, is a kind of experience, and so must consist of satisfaction in
che seawnd serve, whig'nis the r'zasure derine'vfrom thesessiammn’
ti > foject of de ire. TI « distir & on has/ ne importz .t implic tio . In
de . ing the pos. bility o h2)p 1ess in| his first ar ament, $ ho
“auet acty’ dly doi s nc de ¢ thi : we car secure/Joss ssion «  the ob-
jects ot our desires, but he does deny that such possession can give us
permanent pleasure or gratification. This assumption is crucial to a
sroper apprec ntion of his first/ rgument for o claim o lihapp!
is in'possibld —  is a e ial ¢ | 1e poss/ ility of pel nanent , -ati ca-
tie . Let u¢ exar ine F »w he'in rs this' laim from | 1e negat’ e ¢ w2
cter £ p! asure « - hz pi1 - s.

Happiness is negative in the tollowing sense: “All satistaction |Be-
friedigung], or what is commonly called happiness, is really and es-
ential’y alwe 2 negat] 2 only,/ 1d neverCiilwe. It ilna grl il
ceic 1 [Begl ck ng]l w u h co'y 5 to us [ 1i generis [ rspriing:, -h] ind
of i elf (va celb t), b t1 m st ilways | > the satisf: :tion of ¢ de 7

WWi 108, p.59; £ 67 p. 75). Giv n the/umb. ity 2 the no-
tion of satisfaction I just noted, this claim admits of two possible in-
terpretations. If we define satisfaction as securing possession of the
'bjectof one . desire, hen it / negative< ol as #10 plint 0] ac
qur’ag the ¢oje tis si 1y ly th'  delivers «ce from a [ ain, fro1 a  ced
[f4c his oF 22t The! : i, .nd “| ositive™ benefit to f rssessing his G-
oct be ron' . the eli ain: ion  f th need fo. it If Ty c¢ trast<ve d ine
satisfaction as gratification, then it is negative insofar as it is not ex-
perienced directly and “of itself,” but only as the absence of pain. The

ame /,0es, # . atis mi . ndis, /. - the not"Lu 6. “prliavetsati ac-
tica Satisfa’ cio . in tl 2 Grst/.e se wou d be posit’ e insofa  as the
p i of ag =isis - the Hbj et of Hne’s de ire is groui led in th o cct

cself ( =s 7 itrinsic’ alu ), ro aer han in itcsemaing « need T And sat-
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isfaction ir.the second sense.is positive-insofar as tha.enjoyrmeant of
th posse sicn of a | atring ¢ lly valu’ ole objcet £ comes - us sui ge-
2ris an/ of | self” it do¢, 1 ot have o result fr m the re 107 Lot
pr -exi’ Ing pa n.
Sinice Schopenhauer defines happiness 11 terms of picasure or grati-
fication, we should understand accordingly his claim that all satisfac-

tionis onlnegative. For tha sake of clawir I will mentsict my mannf
th_ term / at. factio ' o des z ate the/ ossession ¢ the ob; ¢t fa de-
. re,and will " se th( te m (ra ficatior -orefertot eenjoym nt sl

frcn t'at pos =ssic n.  V.th Ul these definit?sns ind di inc ons in
place, we may now turn to Schopenhauer's inference rrom the negative
character of happiness to the view that it is impossible.

Cratifica’on canpot be lasting becavaswsonsiste'y of th oo
ri nce of/ he absen € of p7 1 “For ¢ sire, that i’ to say, ack is the
¢ ceceder _cor ditior o ev ry pleasui ; but with ‘he satis .ct =j'iC
de‘re 7 1d ther forc the v .eas ire cease and s the atisfac .on r grat-
ification can never be more than deliverance trom a pain, from a need”

(WWR, I 58, p. 319). This argument looks simple enough: desire is a

cortiition /¢ the prosibilitys f gratificae™Ciinas sorinthe ¢ oinos
s<asfied,/ a appez s and,/ v hit, gr ification its’ «f. Henc ha: oiness
vhich ¢ nsisi . of ¢ici a/zre ificatio , is fleeting at best.’ 'he wintic

arg 'm¢ it hing : on he' !im hat desii (and<J pa ) is th “pr cedent
condition of every pleasure.” Initially, Schopenhauer relies on his thirst
and hunger analogy. Drinking, for example, never gives pleasure “of
itse’”
c'.enched di nking 1 lon¢z provid¢ any pleas; e.!' Her e, airst is
« condif »n.o takil 3} 'ea’ ur in drir ing.

Jhe/ase of tirst hov ! ver, brovides nerelv.n i1 mitive! cor oelling
illustration of this claim, not an explanation for it. Schopenhauer even-
tually recognizes this difficulty and proposes the following explana-
tio”.

>: it 25 s0 0 v for s¢ neone wharlo Uhirsty, ST CCn as | Lol

We fee nain but 1 >t air es 1ess; wo -y, but not i =edom frc n v o1,
varn ' atnot s fety ind' ¢ curi . We fee. the des” ¢ as ve feel” ang  and
thirst; but as soon as it has been satisfied, it 1s like the mouthful ot food
which has been taken, and which ceases to exist for our feelings the mo-
ment it is swallowed. We painfully feel the lass of pleasures and eniov-

ents, 2 Lhon as |ty fail/  appear,/ at whe » pa’ s ceasc =ver after
being p’ zser. for a or «tim , aeir abs¢ ce is not dir’ :tly felt, £ ta most
‘hey 2° =w'vv ht ¢ in °n on lly by n ans of refle -ion. For/ »nli pam
a d/! ck can' e fe t pc dve , and the. foreiey pooclaint chen elves
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|kiindigen daher sich selbst an]. well-being, or the contrarv_is merelv

neg’ dve. (W & X, [T ch 'LVL, ¢ | 75; cf. PT 149, . 28 -292)

In. is pass’ ge, . chopi 1l ue’ a empts | » make his| ase by a' pe: ino
*s a =cul ir asy. ‘mel y L3 wec 1 the ex eriencevof  leasure anc the
experience of pain. Wnereas the pains from wnich our ucsires spring
are felt directly and “positively” (“they proclaim themselves”), pleasure
‘s experiencedonly “nesatively” as the elimnstion or thabsengonat
poind Chus, 7 e becom ' ware ¢ our we -being onl’ when 1 is | bne
an . we feel pain agair o w' er we ren, mber the y iin that | ec o
“. Fco th') reasch, g atit o tio cannot be theob, <t of £ “d rect
feeling,” but merely ot a “thought,” namely, the “reflecuve” recogni-
tion that we are not in pain. The peculiar nature of the experience of
sleasusz, whish Schoprehauer solls its “nessine” charen there!
e.»liins why th expet = ce of p inisa ¢ aditionof i 5 very pc ik ity.
M cover, /. alsi exp i wy happinc s, as lastir | gratific rio
onte. tme .t, is in d»os¢ ble. 7 he xperienc of ple sur depen’ s in ced
on the memory of the pain that is now removed. This memory is bound
to fade, as happy times go on, and with it the experience of gratification
an whith it dohends. This expe “ence can #iinfare netiiiperma
bt/ n the ¢ mi ary m 1t be ¢« urbed t ne and ag/ n in orc r t be
pa .. ble at/ 1l

Twy na' aral ol ecti ns' /ise gainst t. s argr nen » First< grar ing
the relativity of pain and pleasure, we might object that it is equally
plausible to argue that the asymmetry goes. the other way: pleasure is
he “pisitive’ zeling, | " which/ 1in is sime=; i “nega 10 But | Lol
a i~ woul h wve sor ¢ trou! ii 1g impli ations. If v : take p: n t be
re’ s 've to /[ weas e in he we/ ¢ hopenl uer takes | easure t be .li
cive (» p in, the the fee '\g ¢ pain woald nesun. bly f-.e a the
same rate as the memory of the pleasure it negated. This seems im-
plausible: pam in Schopenhauer’s words, would continue to proclalm
tself’ even 7 the mé ‘ory of sleasure Mo complerl, Cinpori cu.
M.~ over, ir tho alterr t ve vi' w now un er consider tion, pa; w uld
ne. e the/ hies of 2 ir ot/ 2el ng, but nly of a re lective ar >re i
on, e/ 2cognit yn Tiat - eas re is no anged relt. Rut 175 is| Iso
implausible, since pain appears to be the very paradigm of a direct
feeling.1?

The second « bjectio -0 Sche | enhauer’> iccoint corLists nden g
th/clativity of »leasu e 1nd fa 1. Both/ an be the | djects of 1 d ect
fe'n g, an/ ho=  can be exver :nced ‘ Hositively,” ndepenc ntl o1
cach ¢ hel Ttis a1 cia to . nop :nhauer’s heosthat pleasse ca not
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be ~xperierced “pesitively.” Consider acain the casei=which.~ nlea-
s e is ex’ el =nced \ :n thd o h no ap jarent pdin/ s remov d. | can be
leasant’ ~ sul brisec b a [ ez itiful s¢ nery, a del :ious dis , 0 2.t
re.sion' 1 drug, eve if ' h.re 5 no pri < pain/vhi h these :xp iences
eliminate.

We might of course reply that, in such cases, the pleasure brings into
sha=» reliefa pain »f which,she agent haanly a dirvasvareneassThe
fe ting of pl asure 1 kes t! € agent o n up to th' misery f h r exis-
.once, ar dit' s to e xpldr :d by t. > contrast | ith this s e
ur. xpe’ ced en) 'ym nt « f pea tiful sce ery we'ild' e noth’.g o er and
above the realization of what [ had been muissing. This reply may seem
suspiciously ad hoc, but it fits in well with Schopenhauer’s conception

of sesthetivopleasur for evemple. Aest'n pleasroman co o=
biden, ir ;o wras t € do o result f >m the sati’ action ¢ "so 1e pre-
. isting/ esirc  But ne st’ | ¢onstitut, a relief fro 1 desires, vh =il

co. sist’ of a d -ack ner. / ror desires  ~ gene il (¢ e WW/ ([, 1 8).

5. The Nature of Human Willing

Thivfirst 2 rument;r pessitrism gives o nimporsiinlues tfulo.
p ahauer’ 1 etaph s s of t e hums 1 will. In / ccordan = v th his
« ethod/ we r ust a k e/ ol »wing ¢ ‘estion: Wl 1t proper y r ooi¢

ass 2n /O hum. 1 w llin, Lo ¢« :count . - the < sen ‘ally nativ : char-
acter of gratification, and the resulting impossibility ot happiness? To
understand the conception of human willing presupposed in Schopen-
hay_r’s ne. ive cor =ption /'~ happines ;.. Cvhould iiaina dis Lodon
b cween / we kinds o. desis i object-l ised desire{ are basc ' o a rec
¢ rnition’ of tF - intr st d'sit bility ¢ their objec ; need-b sea liiils
arc bad d on a en og¢ ous 1eed—th v do ot ¢ mend < a th  desir-
ability of their object, which, on the contrary, depends on them. The
negative conception of happiness presupposes that all desires are need-
bas’d. Sch’/ enhau¢ oresent ‘hirst andliigimas pilaugms of Laiia
dsire. I £ 5 1t bec n = thi'st becaus I recogniz that drii kin wate;
tointrind ~oll Hesir ble Rtk 1, drink 1g water be ‘omes de ral C Gy
bec us' Tam t irst

This distinction implies a difference in the desirability of the objects
of the two kinds of desire. The object of a need-based desire is desirable
ing' rar as/. ‘s need .. wher(. ;5 the obje o1 o> obicT-valid me vall!
7 _sire is / 2si;able it 't asicz 1y As a c¢ isequence, | 1e desira ilit  of the
Golect @ =o=e d-ba =d lefire s relati| > to the pr¢ ence of © ie © icvant
nec ' (fr exam le, rini agl as no apy aliffam . ot thilsty), Hut the
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object.of an ehject-basad desire.remains desizable ever-ance its nas
s.ssiZa is se¢ re 1 (owr 1 and : joying ¢ . intrinsical’; valual =0 ect
wi not tak' aw vy its p, <al’

Fini lly, / ae dist actic n bt wee 1 two ki ds of dusir implied anc her
difference, crucial tor schopenhauer’s purposcs, concerniug the condi-
tions of their satisfaction. Since the desirability of the object of a need-
hased desire liss entire!sr in its Heing desiredshe pursiitaf the neosd
b sel desire/ a1 only z r. at th = liminati’ n of the pa’ ( associz ed  -ith
it...ad not/ .t th  poss :ss on/Hf ts obje  as such. 1 »r the pc ses ‘on

« tho obi’ ot has' ho point ¢ the than eli ninatin’) th. ¢ pain./ . 'his im-
plication '1s crucial because it opens up the possibility tnat the elnmi-
nation of pain, which is the ultimate aim of the pursuit of need-based
desiresrcouldshe achigred in seme other sonthan thagh secu
pssission ¢ veir o joct. Tis, as SO aopenhaue’ will at ue see
Ck . ter 4)/ deta hing | neelf tr¢ m the ¢ sire not on 7 does su ce '~

amiratin the pa n a¢ oct (:d v ith it, it = in fa‘. th only ¥ uy t do
so once and for all. If I can manage to disarm my desire to eliminate
the pain, then, since pain implies desire, the pain will vanish. The same

loes rst go ©ir objec Hased ¢ sires, how i nsince ~ nsire 7o
0.ie' s beca’ se -hey a = intrir i ally des ‘able, there is no we 7 t¢ get
w! < we w/ atin durst ng th' m Hther th n through | ‘curing tl :ir ¢
cssio. s Ir' other v ord | fo. Hbje t-based  =sires .ierc ‘s no = cepi ble
alternative to satisfaction.

Schopenhauer points to this last feature of need-based desires when
e obs rves t! t their | tisfacti’ 1 can onl= U0 regatiz) U the 100
li ernce fr¢ n': pair rom /1 ack.” 7 ae concept on of d sire as
ol ¢ t-base’ by ontr: st, w¢ ulc imply a “positive” | otion of  ati &<
.on. (‘nc the ol ect Of ¢ ire nhas valucindes nde ¢lv ofits b ing
desired by the subject, its possession would gratify the subject, whether
or not he actually had a prior desire for it.

Schd penha - believ : that /= “willine andintriviny Gt de oo
hoviin life fugt to € und/ < ood or the model of a “tl rst or
“Ka.zer,” 7 2t to si 7, s 1 2e -based | esire. He f vors suc/ a ou-
eptio.n¢  becau. : he delr “es t atis the ‘cht ~falys.of ox7 cor ept
of desire, but because he believes that it is required to account for the
negative character of the experience of pleasure and ultimately for the

npos .bility //a lastil | happi/. ss.13
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6. The Argument from Boredom

W _ may 1 ov turn | O Schot = hauer’s/ ccond argy anent foi ves mism
his arg .me1 - folle wi. a /1f ‘rent st itegy. The | rst argu en =22
tia'y a' zued t at e en f we :oncede hat all‘of Car desi’ s ¢ uld be
satisfied, we stul could not aerive permanent gratification from that,
for the very possibility of gratification depends on periodical bouts of
pai=: The socond asrument sojects the commssion gramnd by tha Sant-
h/ ppiness is impos i, le be'z 1se the /atisfaction/,f all ov: d¢ iires is

1 I

.apossil e. T e ess at s/ f 1is argl nent are sk tched ou in -
lo\ ing/ »assagt

Willing and striving are [life’s] whole essence, and can be fully compared
to an unquenchable thirst. The basis of all willing, however, is need [Be-
A uftigke . lack [ i mgell, /. d hence < an [0 'mer ,, anu Yy it very
nature 7 1d " rigin, | | ther f -e destir d to pain. I’ on the o er and,
it lacks ohiec 5 of v 1li g,/ ec useitis| - once depri >d of ther ag ..,
v o e Ly asat fact oHn,  fearl | emptine 2 and ! srec m com ove it; in
other words, its being and its existence itselt pecome an intolerable burden
for it. Hence its life swings like a pendulum to and fro between pain and
boredom. and these two are in fact its ultimate constituents. This had
"cen exy e ed very { raintly 3 saying t' ., after nap’ad plac d al H»ains
and tor aen : in h |, ther' v as noth' g left for k' aven but jor lom.
WWF 577 5,31 ¢35 196)

£l

Schopenhauer first notes that human beings have all kinds of desires,
which are painful so long as they remain unsatisfied. He evidently takes
thi to be /hcontrd “rsial. T e crux of Ll timgumer I Llnin al olll 1
¢'um, na' ae. : that 1 man/> ngs are susceptible .0 borec 'm, and ir
(e relad 4w th t1aman ife “sw ags like a | :ndulum o o&700
be. vee’ pain ' nd vorc om. To apy =ciate’ che ienifie.nce H>f this
claim, we must ask what kind of state boredom is, and what our sus-
ceptibility to it shows about us.™
¢ hopen . huer’s a lysis of horedom ! Lginiwith 4/ LcC apor! Lol

¢ cvation’. F = first ¢ nark’ ‘1at bor¢ tom sets in’ when ali ou occur;
t at det’ == te de irc: 2 e atisfied, ind no nev desire ¢ pp aio un
the sce’ €” (W' 7R, 57 5.3 4). Seco. 1 _heusistthat X ored m is a
singularly unpleasant state, which we are prepared to go to great
lengths to escape: “Boredom is anything but an evil to be thought of
ligh (ly; ult'( ately i lepicts/ 1 the coyiiciia me re T ucs, nir”  w wi
<, p.31)). Third, h  poi'it out th' : the distit tive dis} ea: ire we
€ werier 2! 'n w a1 bore s one of frustratic 1: we fee as uough
sor. 2tk ng is s 1l I ckit ', o1 left to L ndesiicd. > Thusiie d scribes
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boredem as a=. “emptv.longing Heeres Sehpo1> (WWR.T.88, p. 320
L= w ach he'm ans a| ihngin' | vithout / deternuna’ : object 'Sei zen
oh : bestinn mte. Obje :t;> (Y VR, 129 p.164), o “the pre sui of
7l yself. withou « recogn 7 d 1 otive [o «+ Willtusa g sel’ st, « uch
ohne erranntes Moiiv] (WWR, T 65, p. 364).

This last observation circumscribes the central difficulty the analysis
of boredom nrmst conf-ant. If beredom setesnwhen allssasurrenss
tum’iate de irc s have L zen s/ ¢ ified, ar' « no new ¢ :sire ha. yel oc-
cu .»d and/ lem: aded au sfal cic 1, how ould the d ipleasure :h:
“_risti > of /¢ resul froi 1 th»/iru ration ¢ a desi‘e? s Scho! enh uer
describes 1t, boredom 1s a state in which the agent, having achieved
some particular goal, continues to will, this time without any deter-
minatevintentmal focpn. It is 70 though thesisfaction it the do
n ‘ns e desir/ s, is som L ow ur s tisfying’ And this rg ses the 1 llo) ing
qu - sion: Wav d es th acaif mcat of a « :terminate oal not s ffi
“ufill he //illy sohat t p osist) in the fosm of £a © mpty N ngi 37?
He proposes the following answer: “The goal was only apparent; pos-
session takes away its charm” (WWR, I 57, pp. 313-314). The attain-
ment 7 a gos'is not ¢ “isfyings ind leaves i hared, hotiiee ther oot
w s/ “only /pp rent.” his I'y dary a/ swer is an diguous. So we
shoi1d beg? . bv ontr: 5ti. ¢ t vo possibli interpretat ons of it.

I m ~ht/ .or exa aple be “nv: iced thai " reall wai ~to ea’ (a1 ed-
ical degree, but then experience a feeling of diffuse dissatisfaction or
“emptiness” when I actually reach that goal. A natural, if complex,
xplarition f/ this fe( 'ng goe’ s followsZiiiing thelillimal dé oo
is /. what/ roally w ored a' o ally it/ vas not my “real” ¢ hal. My
re‘ 1 voal, I¢ me < ippoi:, | vas co secure t e esteem O My pare’ S. .o
Joal, “ow ver, is ' ncc iscic ' s: 1 could nc admit it toomyse’ | for ex-
ample, because it would mean acknowledging the distressing fact that
I did not have the esteem of my parents already. And this is an ac-
now! dgmer’ that m{ ‘trong / ed for thi"{sooim mis o Litivat)
t¢ ol oid. If farn ‘ng the 1 edic/ 1 egree I¢ .ves my pal nts indi ere t, I
w1 Gnd lil le.s- isfac o1 \ir it decause my parent. esteem, 101 i
.egrec it/ f, is m_ rez go . Bu, unawa. ».as T um o ot it my ceal
goal, my dissatisfaction will remain diffuse and unintelligible to me.

This reading is afflicted with two shortcomings. First, it does not rule

ut th possil « ity that . =rtain /, als are ““Tar " the Taanle ab ve,
se v ing my pa ents’ s cem/w~ uld bel ny real g¢ l). And f ¢ me
g aiare rf L his soase t! en one cou d achieve ¢ gratificar on
voula 1o pe foll¢ ved by L red m, a pos. hilits¢chop anha2'r de ies.
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Secead, and more sienificant!s, the feelinaof “emptiraas” describad in
th's exam' le is not i usibl’ | haractes zed as vore .om. Tk tw  states
e, I th' 1k, | heno e olc jic lly dist 1ct. The di use disse isf ~tia=.
ex erie’ ce at « btai ing t.e 1 edical a oree when his doe' no secure
my parents’ esteem 1nvoives a sense that suinething 1s suil lacking, but
something of a determinate, if unknown, nature. In contrast, when I
ambored, " have a''-the dete=minate obissea. T wantedond althamsh 1
hive the / :n = that « methi 1 is lacki’ g, it is 1ot/ ne sensc tha some-
.oing de’ :rmu ate i¢ la kir s

.'n 2’ equate accc ant o bc edom, t. =n, mr't ex ~lain th' s se se that
something indeterminate is lacking. Schopenhauer otters the following
proposal “The will dispenses entlrely with an ultimate aim and ob]ect

It a'ways st ives, berruse stri'ng is its se!=nture, tesh no A
glal can/ uan en . Such/.t iving is’ herefore ir .apable f fi al sat-
. faction it c. 1 be | he tke'. ¢ly by I ndrance, bt in itsel it i

forwver (WW., 1 6, /308 . The w. ' goes/ n p =ssing/ _ver after a
determinate goal has been attained, because it is ultimately aimless, so
that no determinate goal can ever satisfy it. The determinate goal it

rea’’zes is /nly aprrent” 1ot because iiiher detariiiinate goo e
4l goal/ ou  becau s it ha' o goal /  all.
I belic e th t thi vi w/s isleadil 3, however for it cc flic sl

Sci ope’ hauer’ clai 1 th 2 hu nan will. ‘e (or< esit. ~g) is =, ess ntially
intentional state and therefore requires an intentional object. Indeed,
the idea of a willing without an object makes no sense: “When a man
wil's, he vi'ls som¢ hing; hit will is al=, 0lirecte L0 obj ool

¢’ n be th' ugt of c - in ¢ I ion to [ a object” (I W, p. 14 cf. ¥WR
129, p./ A2 But | ow th :n. are we' o make sel se of the de Tlun
“avnle’ s strivir = (1 7W2 12, p. 164, Cons’ier 1. ~t the/ otic ' Scho-
penhauer introduces to characterize this blind, aimless willing is the
“will to live.” This notion merits our attention. For you might recall
tha' Schop’. hauer | fines li in terms .« " wiling: “Yiwpand| Lvalp
alcits vao esse ¢ (VYR, T 5, p.312)./ the “wi t live,”
. erefor’ iso will v dll T is idea | also intim ted in th pl soage 1
am o7 sidering at resc . I declarin_ thar<ne v/l “stves | ecause
striving is its sole nature,” Schopenhauer suggests that the will simply
wants to will—it is, so to speak, a desire to desire. Boredom results
fro'a the £ stratiol of this' eculiar dbuc. e ar vuidd, he ui 1ac
@ clares,/ vhin we | I. <k o' )j :ts of v lling.” Wh n we arc bo =d, we
a = not/ a2~ the et m na = object of particul r desires ou wec are
rat. =r/ acking « bjec s ¢¢ lesi .
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This-accourt of boredom is horne out bw+he distinetiza phenema
tolody of th's' tate. + ored 1 dividua' will comnp’ an that “he has
ne ing to/ 0.” Dbvic 1si;, b’ ¢ ses not| 1ean that | is unde nc 2k
I'gati s to' do any hing th 1/ vou d be lei. 're, not"bo. "dom. F ¢ m ans
rather that he has no inclination or desire wo do anytung. Notning
arouses his interest; nothing engages his will. As Schopenhauer says,
he “lacks objeats of wiling.” Tk bored indi=ial, morasmar doeg =t
G sir’ anythi (g leterm n te: h/  ierely d¢ ires somiet! ng to d ire but
ne . ing in / artic 1lar. | n, fre.h lesire w Il do. Bore om is a & 2si i
<arci of /a2 obje -, a lesi ¢ to  esire ag. ‘n: this'is v hy it a/ ses nly
when occurrent determinate desires have been satisfied.

The possession of the objects of these determinate desires takes away
<heir ¢varm, ¢ this view, not brerause thesar'octs wessns suite '
sctis’, those/ e ‘res, b’ t hecau ¢ their pg session elir nates ti  de ire.

ccher w/rds. he a pe |l ¢ t e objec of a deter rinate d¢ ire
“NO Cstin’ ¢ soure s: i is ot pea ng by v tue of its  hility +¢ ful Il a
certain need, and 1t is also appealing by virtue of arousing desire. In
this latter case, we might say that it is appealing by virtue of being
ppealiig. Ore its paession /7 secured. +"“oinhiect detimat log
fi.st/.ppeal- 1t ontini = to fi'd | a cert in need. Br' in fulfi ing his
ne o it elir inatc : the les re /nc so lose its second| ppeal.’é

Fro a S aopenl uer 5 re ! ctic ns on ti . susc/ ptib. ity to< ore om
emerges the following picture of human willing. Human beings obvi-
ously have many ﬁrst—order desires for determinate objects (for in-
tance fame,/ ealth, { bd and’ helter, an/ 00 n). Brotlilinsuse o
b. it to bor dc 1 reve | that'd =y also/ ave a seco d-order’ ‘esi 3, a
dei = who! - oht =tis or nc ad s) a des -e.!'” This s ucture o hu il

villing \in/ irst- ar. | se onc ' rde desires  hows< . hy (final<ad ¢ ym-
plete satisfaction of all desires (happiness) is impossible. The satisfac-
tion of first-order desires for determinate objects, which eliminates or-
linary’ pain, / >cessari  impli¢. the frustLucinof thi siinnd-¢ il
dui‘cto hav (ad pur u ) (fir ¢ »rder) d' sires, and t! :refore b rec Hm,
ar' 4 vice vi a1 fac, 1 e/.es e to de ire is a de. re for b/ th = ai
.nd fiostr’ don. T' = desire’ s de ire is a acvire f2© pai wsineatall d sire
comes from pain. Moreover, the desire to desire is also a desire for
obstacles to satisfaction, since the desire necessarily disappears as soon
s it i satisfi’ <) Sinc¢ hoth ki's Is of desi carneve ue savisfied wo-
gebr, hum/a i %e “sv r.vs lil 2 pendu 1m to and| ro betw °n ain
ar’ A horedd 7



124 - The Will to Power

II.- What/ .« the W . to P¢. er?

The C itig. 2 of & h ver a er
N tzsc' e expi citly pre € its | s concu »t of w''l t power s ¢  alter-
native to the wiil to live, which he finds mipiausible: indeed tne truth
was not hit by him who shot at it with the word of the ‘will to exis-

tenc2’: thas will do~= not exist. For, what="aes not.==2¢ cann~s+1l
b ¢ what is in exii ¢ce, Fo v could’ .hat stur v .nt exis. ncc  Only
‘here tF :re 1 life | t. ere al b will: ot will to | e but—t us ==ls

yo —v Al to powe ” (U I 2). At 1 st glar'ze,  he obif tio1 is too
facile to be persuasive. Surely, those targetea by Nietzscne’s critique did
not mean that something that does not exist actually wills its own

exisrence; suther, thoy meart that some+ =~ that alread ‘ot
vwiuls its (on inued istend i its selfy reservatior As a ci nise uence.
Lietzsch s pipose torel la e the w | to live w h the wi  t¢ oy

sec Ms ¢ ematu e.

The second part ot the passage suggests a different objection, one that
applies precisely to this qualified view. Nietzsche challenges the received
idesrthat a'"living bings, ins"ading hupiiinings, 20 nrese o d
p'rpetuaf’ ti :ir ow | xiste’ ¢ . He inv )kes the em’ irical fac  th t some
C‘thetir ear ast,] un an/sei gsseen ‘o esteem s nething ' or Liglly
the » th ir own hury val 7 iclt ling that ~f theid spe.‘=s), ar'. ar¢ indeed
prepared to risk their life “for the sake ot power.” Thus, he remarks:
“The wish to preserve oneself is the symptom of a condition of distress,
of #'limita"on of tI " really /7 ndament~-""..0vnct of "l rhich ! o
t' 2 expar io of pc v v, an/, vishing/ or that treq ently ris sa d ever
s> crifice self- reser at on/ (¢ S 349; . WP 688) 3

i s/ inclear vhe 1er' lese passages, *nd ' nc fon of ‘wil to life
[Wille zum Leben]” to which they allude, concern Schopenhauer. They
could be read with at least equal plausibility as a critique of a certain
ver .on of/ [ »inozis  (BGE/ 3) or of = uncrading Licloret! won OF
T arwinis 1 ([, IX 4, acg 1 ing to 7 hich the dr' 7ing biol gic | force
1. the if #i=e for ' =lf or/ser ation. | closer lin = betwee  S¢ iopui-
hav »r’¢ *will tc 'ive an ' Nie zsche’s w.'\to =" wer ~av b< 1nn /7 view,
found elsewhere.

The conception of the “will to live” in terms of a second-order desire
is /nly ad. mbrate by Sc! penhaues "« 0> Nietione Himse + wi
v akes th'; sc rond-¢ ~¢ =r st” a0 cure ful explicit in’ ais appry >ri -ion of
S hoper =2 tide . Whu', ¢ the w rld describ d, in ver  S¢ 1open-



The Will to Power - 125

haueri»n terms, “as a becoming.that knows =~ satiety..no disgust.~=
v.car'aess,” e declare 1 “Thi¢, ny Dior ysian worl( of the ter ally
sel -reating the etern Il se! -d stroyin [...], wi 1out goa u 299
*ie jez of arcle 1 itse © a' 1 al; vithout' xill, un’sss'  ring f< Is ¢ bod
will toward itself—do you want a name for uus world? A solution for
its riddles? [ . . . |—This world is the will to power—and nothing else!”
WP 1267). Al“hough i<swas eveatually diseaedad, this mataorovidass
c.uci't clue 15 1 fietzscel 2 app/ o riation/ r Schopenh' uer’s co cep ion
of e will./ (t is, he te s' s,/ w ‘hout g al, unless 1 e joy of ‘irc +is
“self'.go/ ”: sup osi1 3 thy the idea of  <circle” refc s to the cyc : of
desires and satisfactions, the “goal” of the wiil to power 1s, in the last
analysis, willing itself (see Z, IIl 12[19]). It has, in other words, the
hasic goructursof a seeend-orden desire.

M reover/ N itzsche « so de /¢ ops an¢ refines the/ dea of 4 sec nd-
or .- desird to a sire i ¢ uci' | spects. Although h' does not hir ='¢
pply his / otion « € wi | t¢ 1 ow r to the  xplapsion »f bors .om we
may get an initial grip on some of the retinements he proposes by
returning to it. To begin with, the bare desire to have desires, on which
Schopsiihauer’™ own 2 ount r'es, does oo ndequats’, weolain e
su ¢/ ptibility’ tc bored .. We'- 1 be bc' =d even wlk' n we h: e ¢ de-
te’ . ‘nate d sire: ‘or ex 1n le' w can be rored while we are l¢ ke iy

“1ajelce ., even hou hv < ver muchv nttodetc r. Whiiwi are
bored, we do not complain that we have nothing to desire, but rather
that we have nothing to do. The desire Whose frustration is a source
°f bortdom i¢ hereforr more s' cifically 2+2C00n not in00 iivhave Dal
a. 0 .0 pursi e ( =sires. V = wa .t desires,  n other w¢ ds, beca se ey
gi'c s son thin to d . . nd ot - desire| o get out 0 jail has | rec i)
“econ > u’ able to zive us ' < me 1ing to ¢ . sina’ the = is n< ning we
can do to satisfy it.

We can also be bored, moreover, even when we are engaged in the
hursui’ of deles, nar | ly, whe' this purstic COnsists iy 0f und s
le otug acti’itic . Anc (o the esire of which th¢ suscepti ilit  to
bsiclom d nenc is a de ire to confror challenges or resist nc ,
ae pt.su’ of a a tert ina -~ de¢ re. The U le n=‘sence of ok iacle or
resistance will not suffice to dispel boredom, arguably, if we do not
really have the desires with the satisfaction of which they interfere.
Hence’ we m'. t actuz .7 have/ e desires wioiy saticlacudn s ¢ rai-
le. o'ag.

10 these/

. ~1lL

atio’ s, . Tie zsc 1e adds|  final one, | thichisn lo gei
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related to he explanation of boredom hutis of the fxor impestance,
A’ nough/ » might ¢ :casic’ . ly want' desires we [ re powt 1es< to sat-

fy, mog cor. monl v = w . noton to confroi - resistan 2, talal
to over ome 1. Sir ‘e 12 ver is what' ve exp/riei e in tF = su cessful
overcoming of resistance, Nietzsche calls will to power” this desire
for the overcoming of resistance in the pursuit of determinate desires.

2. The N/ u 2 of th  Yill t¢ = ower

7hat, t} :n, 1 the | ili to/ o rer? In | is publishe writings N #maa’_
de.srib’s it in' lelik rat I' pr wocative terms:“Li. \itself 7 es< ntially
appropriation, injury, overpowering of whnat is alien and weaker; sup-
pression, hardness, imposition of one’s own forms, incorporation and

at lvast, at'ts mildest, explesation—Dbranhy shor! e alwepee
those wo/ Is. n whi h a slar d rous inf nt has peer imprint {1 fc - ages:
(. .]Foloi ation di=s/ ot belong ' a corrupt| rimperfl :t¢ -

iti. > so’ tety: it delc igs' ¢ the essence” € what'live as a K sic rganic
function; it is a consequence of the will to power, which is after all the
will of life” (BGE 259). Note first that “appropriation, injury, over-

poyering #° what inalien a! weaker.” i s0 ontihere dentind
a’ “conse qui aces” 1 the 1 suit of t e will to p/ wer, wh h ¢ 1ggests
¢ at the' mis t no b. w .t that pu suit consis,  of. Anc in¢ 2iy

ex, lica’ ing the - ter ns i1 nis' otes, N1 zsche’ xpl. itly en’ shas zes the
idea of overcoming resistance, which he presents as their common de-
fining feature: “But all expansion, incorporation, growth is striving
agz'ast so' =thing [Tat resit \; movem i Thesseps il tied ol
s“utes of / 1sy leasur ; hat v t ch is he e the drivi’ 3 force i usi in any
¢ ent de 1re ¢ meth ng =ls’ [t 1an hap iness] if it| esires di sle ,uilu
thiow; ;7 and «onti uai ¥ loc cs for it. ="(W 7(G 2\ “F+ans on, in-
corporation, growth,” Nietzsche suggests, “is striving against some-
thing that resists.” The will to power is therefore the will to “striving
aga ast so/ »thing [ at resi/, .” Since </iviin agaiioe wan € i L

o ercom¢ w_migh s vths ewillt powerist! :will to| ver oming
 sistans -

1o th e last | asse ze, etz che exp. sitlv. < sting wishes the  will to
power from the will to happiness. This suggests that the resistance to
overcome is resistance against the satisfaction of desires and that the
wil” to po'vor is n¢ . a will/ ) the star i which < Csisiaice B vec
< sercom( (a' tate i1 \ hich d sires ha' ¢ been sati/ 1ed), wh *h 1 “hap;
poaess”/ ~uth sens p =s/ prorsed by Schopenhal or’s pess ais 1. 1ur-
the m¢ e, the v illt po eri¢ notsimp. »a v, to 1 vistar e, th desire
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for a ¢onditien, in which some, determinate dasire is pesnotually foae
t.ate’ by res st nce or ¢ Hstacl s to its fu' allment. T) :re wou 1 b no
“er hansion’ Incc pora 0., gfov -h” unl is the strivi g was ev nt1 2!l
<uccexful/ the w 1 to »ov e, ir the last' malysistis © will to' -he ery
activity o] overcoming resistance— “the will's 1orward thrust and again
and again becoming master over that which stands in its way” (WP
596), or “theszame of.resistanss and victesn” which-anasists of s
li le/iindrar e hat is ) ercon ¢ and imr' :diately fol bwed by anc her
litthindrz ce t at is g in / ve come” WP 699).

The aks/ o this' aitic ch 1 icte ization, ve can/veg. » to sor ou the
complexities of Nietzsche’s concept of the wili to power. 1wo important
ideas need to be brought out, the first of which is the paradoxical claim
shat thw will 0 powerp“desiress'ispleasure”= > unders =t this &'
h w/ver, we m st exc 1. ne mH > closel’ the structf e of th. wi to
pe or. The' distis <tive tr cty ce Hf this v ill most cle rly come o1 =f

con ider tion ¢ its relaisn ) other « esires <t a ‘ves. I/ jegi by
examining five different conceptions of this relation, all ot which are
ultimately unsatisfactory, and then propose my own view.

First "Nietz: he’s cla™ that t* will to pevciis the “itne” o710
h.s <.emed 1) s me to s ggest t at the ¢ sctrine shor d be un =rs >od
ag'a form ¢ redi stion 5 a¢ .o! ling to | rhich all ht nan driv 5
"e recice’ to for as ¢ th /will to powe  Som< of L s owr wri ngs
encourage the reductionist reading. For example, he describes the sex
drive as “a lust for possession” (GS 14). He presents hunger as “an
pplic/ton of the origl al will £ become s7Cgnr” (W02 Anf" i
a,» old that “t e so-¢ l.»d dr v to kno' sledge can [ e tracea bac  to
a/1 vetod mrov siate ne cg uq er” (W, 423), or t¢ “approp at a

oreig.”” (1.GE 25). 7 ae i plic ition of " his re< uctic ~ism i tha' the
will to power could not be distinguished from other drives since they
all are, ultimately, its own manifestations (see WP 675).

But/ Nietzs¢' : does ( tinguid between.C v to »Twainnd ¢ aa
di'v's. For ¢ (a1 ole, h (=scri' e it as th Greeks’ “¢ rongest  sti ct”
(T, X 3),/ =tk “strl ng st/ m st life-. firming dr. ¢” (GM 1l .o,
.nd o.en ,peaks  fth “li ¢ fc power™ < on<amc om~oiy de res
(see HH, I 142; EH, IV 4). This suggests a second view, namely, that
the will to power is merely one drive among others. This view, however,

» beli‘d by Y tzsche insiste’ = that it au 3sent’. uwan r ou-

va i, whid 1 r ises tl 2 ques’ ¢ 1 of hor  the will ¢ power  bu  at
orcebe or A+ am ng of ier and oc¢ upy a priv ‘eged po tic
wmai os cholog;
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The third.view, developed b Maudem~+ia. Clark, nranases to.anaswar
th's quest' b1 by inv o 1g us/ ¢ conceiv/ the wili to/ ower “ 5 a  =cond-
«der ddire “or th bhili'y o satisi  one’s oth r, or firs -or oA
sit 8.2 1t 1t 1. a s cor. 1/ ord r desire, the wi'’ t¢ nower/ cqu ‘es the
existenice of other, nrst-order, desires for e sake of wuich power can
be sought. This interpretation nicely explains the privileged position of
will.to povear in cormarisonsvith other A«0s. Differanshumar hoines
c/ald hay : Cifferer ' lrives' ut they/ vill all 'nav’ the w1 to >ower
_mply b vir 1e of 1a ing d ves, be 1use the o¢ urrence | fa e

de ire ¥ ill nat. -ally spe 7 a a desire fc the “riswe ” to sa’ sfy t.
Clark’s proposal 1s eminently sensible, put precisely this might al-
ready be thought to constitute an exegetical weakness. If the will to
powrer is jut the (sprond-orcdor) desire farihie capacin grati” Vs
(F st-orde ) 'esires 1 is di' r wult to 1 i1derstand I bw Niet sch  coulc
«ave cla’ ned' o mu :h. my or wnce an  originality, ‘or this r Htic =T
pronos (is aley af icte 1 by more se. ous prble »s. For' inst nce, it
cannot make sense of Nietzsche’s insistence that the will to power is,
by its very nature, an indefinite striving, or a perpetual growth or self-

overcomin (WP 127, 689, 7967). If al'srivant inoiinsing o=
tl': abilit’ tc satisfy ¢ 1r de'us s, we ¢/ ald in prin/ ple com to  point
vvhere o' r wi to pow r i cc mpletel fulfilled, n' mely, wh n v sl

acuhall’ secure ' su icie ) means to s. sfy o f @1 »n des’es. s, of
course, possible that the satistaction of some desires requires an indef-
inite striving for power. But then, indefiniteness is only an accidental
feasure of /" e pursi - of po’ o, a funct Ui f the slinlar doJlioons
i“ made t s ve, ar 1 not, /s Nietzsck ~ clearly thi ks, an e sen al fea-
v re of /- _Fi thert o1, i i hard t see how, n this i ;tri &iiial
int_-pr’ cation, he v ill t ¥ pov =r could', =ovid< che | -incir’ or = 1e core
value of a new ethics (see A 2). The capacity to satisty one’s desires
would not possess any value unless the ob]ects of at least some of these
des'les we' indepe lently /' luable, a=Ts0he val il aliigned oLl
o pacity / eri es fro 1 he v/ (1 = grante | to those ¢ jects. In ‘act Nietz;
s he goe ot -asiya clirel hat wh the will t¢ power is o1 wacicd
a 1. 2re ‘meant’ to son " hir ; else, it - ther(hy “Uehased” (VP 707,
cf. 751).2

A fourth possible view of the relation between the drives and the
)

wil to po’vr cons s simp  in inver<ag wo inst lanc ol re non
i'st discr sse. Eacl «rive /i @ its ow . distinctiv/ specific' nd whick
G fines / =2t = pa cic la’ di ve it is. Power no | nger de' gn s wie

me. ns/ 1ecessai 7 tC ack’ ve | drive’s (pecif ena, hut i nov s the
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seneric-end of =ach drive, to which the achisement of ito =necifig and
1.om/ ely a /e ns. Fo ' xamy .« knowl/ ige is not / form ¢ pc ver,
an oower/ s nc just hc carac 5y to ac |uire know :dge, but kn !
<age woul be aiean to i cur power.

In this view, power 1s a determinate end wiat can be cuaracterized
without reference to any of the specific ends of drives, such as knowl-
~dge, the achiavement-of whigch is only 2-wsens to it Presumahl=
pow/. is he: " » be ¢ ceive/ s a relf 1on that ¢ tains be we 1 a
do . ‘nating’ ager. v an  a doy iir 1ted ag acy. An agacy is dc ain
“ hen ‘ts ¢ ecific  ads .nd = tiv ies are « ther svupr. ssed or'ube -di-
nated by the dominating agency. But such a cnaracterization of power
remains purely formal, and here lies the problem: what precisely is that
sowerso whish the pyuit of krowledge, 2% the spes"“and of
o he' drive, /0 ld be aere 7 i ans? Th' ¢ knowiedg  can be m ans
to . cure p wer eem¢ oi vic s mough: my knowle ge of yo n
Ave I 2 s¢ ne pov °r ¢ er  «ua,i the sen »that’ mi_htena'.en :to
influence your behavior. But what is here the recipient ot the power
achieved by means of knowledge, and in what does that power consist?
"t is plrusibler» suppa » that itts another "I af mireytosthe ¢
tese’uce, w'ici my ki o 7ledg’.  f your ¢ .aracter end sles me 1 gr tify
m 1 effect zelv. By hy oo hef s, r1oweve power cai 1ot be ¢l ra
"ed 1. ter as of s cces ful  duc ion, sinc \like ' ¢ sp cific e ds ¢ all
other drives, seduction is supposed to be only a means to power, and
power is itself a condition whose determinate content must be describ-
1ble without /'y refer{ ce to it’ \s a congauoine, it botoins diff o uid
tc sz how / ov er cot ¢ be ¢z acteriz¢ « if it is n¢ by refe =nc to
of’ . drive’ and heir pe ifi¢ er Is.

Thiowve' / diffic 'ty aspi:'s tl = last acc>unt < po =r an its = :la-
tions to other drives I wish to consider here. We owe it to John Rich-
ardson, who has offered the most suggestive and illuminating interpre-
ation/ of the' will to| ower i’ recent liviiaciie. AarGiainr tol s
in = pretatic’ ., ¢ ch pa t. ular/d ve has | s own spe¢ 1c end,  'd  ach
d v also v Men wer. [Th wil > powel is not, how ver, the f nd .y
suilt 1to/ very di ve t ) sect re t e necess. v ma’as te achiel:its pe-
cific end. And it is not the ultimate motivation of every drive, the final
end for the sake of which it pursues its specific end. Rather, the will to
~ower design’ »s som¢ hing ab’ at the maer 0 whitli o parsue 1
spodacend/  Vhatde =it m a  for a ¢ ‘ive, like th drive t¢ kn wl-
e ze to pu 2 dwer n' or ae fion wii | the pursu. of its 0 n
nichai 1s¢ . disting uist >s B wei 1 two pc aihledinswins tofais ¢ 1es-
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tior A driz= can will power. either as thaswaximal a-hicvemert ofits
st _cific e/ d, or as | = dev | pment [« that tnd/ and of he pecific
 Aattern ¢ acuvity i v lve/ i1 pursuil 3 it).

“he / rive t¢ kno slec 2 ai s at ma imal aiie »ment ¥ aen t aims
at acquiring as much knowiedge as possivie. Richaruson rejects the
conception of power as maximal achievement of a drive’s specific end
apporentlysan the ==ound th-t it assumssthat therammnnuld benfanl
st'.ce of 2 h.wemer -, and /1 refore ¢ nnal sacisf’ ction o1 the will tc
. ower, 1 hick Niet sc e ¢<p citly d nies: the p rsuit of  ne ="
po ver/ as the ‘orn of ¢ in finite g »wth (e VP 125,589 Rich-
ardson accordingly ravors a conception or power as aevelopment.

The development of the specific end (and distinctive activity) of a

drize consiiis essentally of 7 mastery avnather don (BGE7™7P
471). The cief che < steris’ ¢ of mast ry (in cont ast to ai >th r form
. ¢ domi atio " that N =tz'ch calls | yranny”) i that th¢ m s

drie d es not dep: ve % : m stered ¢ ‘ves of the. .own < ids nd ac-
tivities, but rather integrates them into the pursuit ot its end. Lhis in-
tegration is such, moreover, that the specific end of the dominant drive

ma becor > modi©d acco'ingly, by 'tiiming evtiiind orp i
v ch the /1a of the 1 aster ¢ drives. | or example the desi > tc seduce
«ight er oll i e de re to/n w and | e desire tc olease tc the wovile

of s ¢ .d, whi h n ght “1en cease to e mer iy 1. = end r se uction
and become the end of seduction through knowledge and aesthetic
appeal. And mere seduction, which does not marshall the activities of

ing liry an'artistic ‘reation’ would tha il its 2o pliin Alor o
li‘ies, Nie zs\ 1e ren 1 ks th' t ‘he spec iac ends of | rives ca. be ‘subli:
(oated”/ r “er ‘ritua ize 17/ a ¢ ill morc far-reachin, ways (se BC Z7000;

GLL T/ s TLV ;Y P L12),

Richardson’s account is very suggestive, but it is not without its
shortcomings. In particular, it leaves out a claim Nietzsche makes ex-
pliccdy an'. repeat¢ 'y aboy the will<0 pliver 2oL wiich r 0w
2Ccount / npasize: | ame'y, that th¢ will to po' er seeks res stance
tor inst a2 ve de cla es/ he  for th se who pc sess the tre gui w0
sat fy/ ¢, the v ill t pc - eri manifes. d asa dc ire to,verc Hme, a
desire to throw down, a desire to become master, a thirst for enemies
and resistances and triumphs” (GM, I 13; cf. WP 656, 702-704; my
em’ nasis)/ ‘his om ‘ion hz', an impor i, 2 osubt' o] iy eatil .

On Ric iar 'son’s’ ¢ ount ¢ drive’s | lesire to be ome ma: er’ simply
1La tend =e o de eldy is ¢ stinctiv. activity o1 its speci! = e u, aud
thic in/ Olves ni ste ng' _her drives. 1.~ nu it ¢ thisaste y may
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=ncourter resictance, a=d indeed it necessasiw will sincoother drizas
a0/ esire t¢ b mastc . Tts w' | 0 powe therefore /ompels e ¢ ive
to. zercom’ resi tance bt ¢ el :oming his resistar e is here >nl o=
iustri. men’ .l requ cem 1t « f/ dev lopmen. \if the 'riv. could / chi¢ e a
higher ‘1evel of development witnout having (0 overcorie such resis-
tance, its will to power would still be equally satisfied. Nietzsche’s claim
<hat thewill taspower faa “thira*” for resisteman clearlv.angrests, bams
€ =/ nhat the w !l to p v er ca 1 ot be sa’ sfied uiles’ 1t confr nts ind
ov ~omes / esist nce. Richar s 1’s acc¢ int explair | why its wi w0
“owe reg’ ires th ta « rive find :he ager. ‘whose drit 1 it is) < .oul  be
prepared to confront and overcome resistance in order to achieve a
higher level of development, but it does not explain why it would ac-
cually ~nuduce she driveror the zvent) to “thon” for sua'=sistanp
o.de to con' ‘0. t and ~ rcon' ¢ t. In otl :r words, R chardso. fai ;to
ne «a cruc i an bigui 71 th: 1 otion o1 2 “desire t become | 1as 7
7 cou d d/signate 1 de ire ¢ the satisfac. an of + hic. overcs nin  re-
sistance is a necessary means. Or it could designate a desire for the
overcoming of resistance itself. In the first case, which is Richardson’s
riew, rrarsuing the desiv o require being prem it t0 oves i whai
reis ance pr se; tsitse , ut ¢/ .1 inly no deliberatel’ seeking -. I the
se‘cd case whi h is he vie v think v e should f: ror, purs ing 2
esire reqr res act ally ana < :lib rately se “ing r<ista ce to s erce me.

Moreover, there is little unambiguous textual evidence that Nietz-
sche’s talk of “power,” “growth,” or “incorporation” can be inter-
wreted'n tern’ - of Ricl ~dson’s’ bncept of «'Z  ITnomer Ll Tinot ¢
fc Axample’ th 't “me s ry” /r | “incof yoration” ¢ he unc rst ads
thii are v cima > enc; 1 en se ‘es, insi ad of simj y more  ffe ¢
‘astru.ren’ s of she r d¢ mir» ion “han “ty. anv”<.nd " »uppre sior 7 It
is, by contrast, quite explicitly that he characterizes power in terms of
overcoming resistance. I do not deny that a drive, or an agent, may
nder 5 the I'ihd of d elopm/ t of whic' iihardse i spoits, B o
w 'lnly be/ b prodt :t or ¢/ r equenc/ of the activ ty of ove o1 ing
re‘is ance,/ ok ch th n tu e | f powe ultimately| esides. F 1al [«
s wou h 1 oting ti at v hen "diet sche putc forthi he il te ow( as
the basis for his revaluation of life-negating values, it is the definition
of power as overcoming of resistance that he explicitly invokes (see A
). Ariwe st ol see la  r that £ claim th ' unooartic G Cance. ol
pororis the ob; ct of  n imp¢ ot nt hum n aspiratic suppliet the <ey
to'n » strat s ove o in, n ailistic | >spair.

In 7 v ew, the. th wi' to | ower is t. ».wil'’ (o th vavesOmir | of
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resistance. This defi=ition dictates a partisular concentian of the rala-
ti‘a betw ei it anc ¢ ther ¢ - es. So ¢ fined, e [ oncept £ pc wer is.

»and o itsei  deve d »f o'y letermi. ate content It gets a « >te ninatl
cG tenf only i om ts ¢ atic1 to so. e dete’mil ‘te desi’ ¢ o drive.
Sometning constitutes a resistance only in 1ciation to a ueterminate end
one desires to realize. For example, a recalcitrant puzzle is an obstacle

to the desi=a to undarstand, ~nd the stresgsh of an anpasing pleranis
re istance aginst  w desir: o win./ sccordiugly the wi | tc powel
.nnot b sat. fied 1 1liss e gent he  a desire fo somethi’ ze 2,

po ver./ chis is the iew [ fai or. The " -ill to fow = there sre as the
structure of a second-oraer aesire: it is a aesire whose object includes
another (first-order) desire. It is, specifically, a desire for the overcoming

of rwsistansn in the prursuit ¢ some detesnate firstolar des;
rhis c¢ iciotion |t the w [ to pow - explains /' hy it ca no' be the
caly drife. bl t it ¢oet ng 1 ake qu. @ clear (as| "lark’s a cor =t

»

wi it/ hould e tl 2 “(s enc »” of lifc \or at/asi an ess< itial fixture
of human psychology. As I mentioned at tne beginning of the chapter,
Clark’s view is rather complex. She maintains, on the one hand, that
theswill torower it an esser al fixtures " mman = Cinlogy, ot
2/ any ps ticalar i v orde’ ¢ =sire sp/ wns the sed ynd-ordc  d¢ ire for

i1 P

« e pow r to atisfy it Of tl = other 1and, she a ;0 argues fin iliic
Ni tzsd e’sclai ast at “ ' e” r “the w «ld” ic ssse tially -+ ull t¢ power
must be expressions of his values rather than of his beliefs about the
nature of reality. But she does not specify Why this latter claim should
not apply /. Nietzs “e’s vier of humar 5, holog=ownll, w' i
i to say,/ iis claim  h t the v Il to p¢ ver is an e ,entlal h. ma moti;
votion if nat i self <1 visica ¢ life fr¢ n the view) sint of hi ve 200
Th» ¢/ ald be' hal ed ) to the fact hat b< an.'vsis o' the will to
power allows for a plausible account of its centrality in human psy-
chology. Since I disagree precisely with this analysis, I am inclined to
presose th . followi .+ qualif ation.

Nietzsc 1e ' ertain y consi € s that t e will to p/ wer is a1 im ortan
t.ootivat’ =tk tis { eciss y o expla 1 a signific nt range >f  sycuo-
log -al/ shenon 'na hat ppe r distinc. welv }imai T ha="alrc 1dy in-
dicated how the notion explains the susceptibility to boredom, and I
will show, at the end of this chapter, how it is also necessary to account
for' cruelty . nd asce cism a’  their su s ly meiaran hus 1o
t'dons ir hu nan b h vior/ [ vould I e to sugge = that, w_en| ie pre:
scats th' =Y o pc vel a¢ th essenti | human n tivation -tk 1ou-
vat »n/ hat dei 1es wha ‘it it to be hu »an-<Niet. she «_cual ~ turns
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ssychelogy inta an expression ¢f his values Thus, it is 2-=avcholosian!
t.ot Aaat hu'aa bein s want | ower, b’ ¢ it is an /chical v »w | hat
w7 cing po’ ser 1 wha is mo'c | nportar (“essential ') about | 1ei

3. The 2aradox of Wil. to Fower

Let me now turn to the paradoxical claim that the will to power “de-
sires dopleasy=2” or “s=ffering»?* To makesmnce of thismtmange viem
1o wi' help t/ ¢ nsider i agair ;i the bac! drop ot Scl Hpenhat t’s’ on-
cer . on of <uffer ag in el ms/»f esistan( : to satisfal ion: “W ca
"ne \ill’s’ hindre ace  hrc i ,h <1 obstac > place’t bi ween i an its
temporary goal, sujfering (Leiden)” (WWR, 1 56, p. 30y). As our ex-
amination of Schopenhauerian pessimism revealed, the aspiration to
happirsss ultmately amounts s the aspizomn to elinate allpn”
terind. This /5« here 1 1 tzsch’'  adically departs fr¢' a Schop nh: ier:
“F.man b ines 1o n t ' =el p asure | 1d avoid ¢ spleasurc [ =]
" vhat “un un beir ts w int, ¥ hat every st ~llest # gar sm w2’ s, | an
increase ot power; driven by that will they seek resistance, they need
something that opposes it—Displeasure, as an obstacle to their will to
~oweris ther‘ore a rormal fo0 [ ... ]; hoiiion beingZoinot a !
it thoy are £atl or in ol tinug. eed of [ [...]7 (Y P 702; . € 16).
Tk _ will to/ .owe insc ar 1s/ is 1 will t¢ the overcoi ing of re ste .2,
aust . ece’ sarily a so v ill t 1/ res stance tc avercs ne. ince s feri g is
defined in terms of resistance, then the will to power indeed “desires
displeasure.”

We <an find 'n Niet; ~he’s w/ " ings twoCosiile just Tiiinns o L
ciir that th - s tisfact o of t' € will to { bwer requif s dissati ‘ac on.
M- comr anlv the v ill 0 /01 er invo res a desire for resis inc 7

trtue of 1 cing a | esir foi ow 1, which bequir(s ac. vely o kin  re-
sistance to overcome. But on some occasions, Nietzsche also suggests
that the will to power involves a desire for resistance simply by virtue
»f bei“g a se/ ad-ordl desire/ r a desira’o Lisire. [ :
w 'lL o powd would k) ‘n ps t a desir/ to be mov d or stir :d y a
der 2, and meint so 1 ov id/ ec iires th * the latter desire re 1ai ,
only 10+ 2 momen . ur atis”:d. o have (. »d eviecriei se the/jull  f) a
desire, in other words, requires resistance to its satisfaction for, as
Nietzsche remarks, “wanting to have always comes to an end with
Savind (GS/103).

‘v either ¢ ise; howe e one a ght be ' mpted to t ink that his dis-
sz is action =224 10t ¢ us d sp casure, | r a feeling f dissati ‘ac o
cor ex m/ e, Kier ega rds edu er simply wzant to ei Jav.thistirl ngs

- une VIEW e
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of kis desi== for Cerdelia, b+ he does natnarticularhrcare te.sofisfy
th's desir/. ideed, 1 defe s zratifica’ .on for as [ ng as | »ssi le anc
ems rz her' lisap] o1 ted w en it ¢ 1 no longe be post on 1.Th
secucer chus s 'ms  ble ¢ fu ill his d¢ ire to <2sii and b cho Hughly
contented by it.

This superficial interpretation of the seducer’s predicament is con-
fused. For i« assumea that it i+ possible ei=nnlv to desiansa have dasinzeg
w' chout 2 s¢ desirir 5 0 be/ r »ved to/ ursue tueir’ tetermii 2te  bjects

>
s o)

he con asio. bear ¢ tle ature ¢ what it is| 0 have ¢ de =27
ha = a/ iesire | st 7 to Y m wved to ¢ tisfy i*>'1 ¢ nnot k' ve  desire
for some determinate obpject and be indirrerent to its possession. In
other words, I cannot have a desire and not suffer from its frustration.
Herze, ther'esire ton'esire cammot be satis™ " withorsusing thompuat
si’,nifican’ d. pleast - for / ¢ satisfac’ on require! that the age t have
<1 unsar sfiea desir

Tiet: sche is' fonc of Y ing 1g out ¢ rtain < rts »f diffifalt  leas in
short, aphoristic statements. By urging his readers to read his apho-
risms very “slowly,” and “ruminate” them (D, Preface 5; GM, Preface

8),/ e invity them toconsiderthat theirilise mea i gimight ol
a/ seeper,/ fte a1 mor | >rple/ 1 g one. I one such a’ horism, e c clares
"n the /1d o = lov s cae? disire anc 1ot what is desired” 3C 71770,

O1 the' ace of -, th stz me: tis rathe straie’ cfor vard: ¥ ¢ ult mately
want the stirrings of desire, not what the desires are tor. On further
reflection, however, it appears that this claim cannot, strictly speaking,
be ~iue. T desire| » have /" sires (the<1072 of deiliiinis thh Ziiin
t bestirr .d' ysom  =sire’ £ it one ¢/ not be stir =d by a ¢ 'sir unless
creactt llve resa ot (¢ae nights: - “loves”) i determi ate Sojcc.
As » ¢/ aseque ce, ne  <anc “love ¢ =’ delre” vithor' alsc loving
“what is desired.”

The two features of the will to power I have been describing—that
its/atisfac’. 'n requ’ s that £ = agent daiic Simethi g Cilnthar Do
2. d that s s tisfac ¢ req 1 s displ¢ sure—con] /ineto gi ¢ il 1 com;
L =X, ind :adn rade dic 1, ¢ ru ture, ol which Niet. cheis ke nly ‘waie.
Thow' i to po zer s a "l t the ove ramin | of _reistas‘e. S 1ce re-
sistance is always defined in relation to determinate ends, the desire for
resistance to overcome cannot be satisfied unless the agent also desires
the ¢ dete’ . inate € . Is. For' bstacles #~ e ealiziion f the ¢ cua
viull not /ou. f as r si tanc  oOr the ¢ ent, and s/ will nol cai se himr
s fferin’ =" s he ac.1a’ y  esires t ese ends. ¥ 't, in wil ng Lower,
he  au . also ¢ sirc res :anc: to then =ealiition. And 5 th agent
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who wills porrer must.want beth certain datasminate ende and pasic
tonce co theif relizatic 1 “The’ - must be strugglc an’ a becoi ing ind
an _ad and an ¢ posii 0r to/ n s*—ah whoever g esses wh t ii =
7l soould also g iess n il at  rooked | aths it/ aus orocee’ . W iat-
ever I créate and however much I love it, soon I must oppose it and
my love; thus my will wills it” (Z, I 12; first emphasis mine).

A prssage f=am the =oteboolk= articulatess=aeven massadicalos
s.on/of the /a1 dox 21 also' z ludes t¢ the oppos’ ion to . tho en-
ha . r: “It i’ not he s is action of the v Il [die Bef. edigung es 7
"'ns] hat/ auses | leas re YV wa t to figh this s¥per. sial the ry- the
absurd psychological counterfeiting of the nearest things—), but rather
the will’s forward thrust and again and agaln becoming master over
hat which stonds in im0 way. The feeling 2% "easure Moprecise!
ti = ¢ ssatisfz ti n of t e will, /1 he fact/ nat the wil' 1s never ati ied
ur s it ha' oot 'nent a. d v si :ance”  ¥P 696; cf 656; GS 76

If w>as' ame th ¢ Nt tzsit 2 d¢ ines plew nre he ' i = Scho enh' aer,
in terms of desire satistaction,?” then the central claim ot this passage
is, I believe, clear enough: the will is not satisfied unless it is dissatisfied
“unles it hagmpponer s and revstance”). Py CintrapesiCin the ¢
is *h ¢ the sz 1si ction Hi the v il implies dissatistact’ m. In ati mj ing
to’ - acidate he < onific nc: o th s parad x, we ougl  to proce d ¢ iC
ally. " e ¢ 1ould L gin by '/ tin uishing \ 7o ver .on: of the/ ara ox.
In the weaker version, the claim is that the satisfaction ot the will to
power implies some dissatisfaction in the agent (though not necessarily
lissati‘[actior’ »f the v’ to po’ r itself). £5L Do strorg i Whrsion Gid
ciiris that ch satisf ¢ ‘on ¢ ae will /> power in slies its « wn dis-
s2/.‘action

Cou vide  the w 1ke ver ‘on | f the pai dox:<.ie s. isfact?.n o the
will to power implies some dissatisfaction. This follows from the def-
inition of the will to power as the will to the overcoming of resistance
hat I/discuss ! earliel Willind bower i ics willineio wove d o)
m 2/ ce desir’ s 4 d resi toace t) aeir sat! raction. Th' s, an ag at’s will
to' power if sotic ‘ed v el h' h s deteri inate desir ; that ar di sac-
sfied ‘'wh' n ther  is -esii®incc against  heir < itistc »tion) On  his
reading, the paradox involved in the claim that “the satisfaction of the
will implies dissatisfaction” is resolved simply by assuming that the
~rms/ a opp - tion hz  differ’ t referens . 1105, weilssuie the |
th“rst inst/ ace “sati fe ction’ 5 of the! econd-ord¢ desire t pu sue
d<.e minat’ S22+ rder del‘re’ (t e will t power), w ile in th' sec »uu

»

astan. =, © dissatis. :ctic n” i of < )ime deter. 2inas’ arst- =dercsire Al-
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tho=gh this.weaker.weading.is supported b other terrta in Nietzache,
th preser . | 1ssage i carly 71 ites the/ .ronger rea’ ing: the ati ‘actior

€ the v Il t¢ pow r mp'es its ows dissatisfac on. Hov m he
m. ke s ase ot his  roi¢ rv rsion oi he par~do. 2

To ao so, we must first remember thac tne will to power 1s not a
bare desire to desire, which would amount to a desire for some deter-
mirate endrand forwesistanc= to its real=asion, Thewill to peros is.
r7 ner, th' ¢ sire fc - he o’ 2 coming/ f resistanc’ in the | urs it of 2
. atermir «te ¢ sire.. "h w/ | {H powei will not be satisfied 1 ale »ahal
co diti’ ns are met the ¢ is ome firs order esi. » for a/.ete minate
end, there is resistance to the realization or this determinate end, and
there is actual success in overcoming this resistance. But then, the con-
ditivns of she satis“ction ¢fthe will #oopawer desinleed iy
d’ssatisfa’ [ic h. The » =rcor 1 g of res’ cance enumi’ ates it, L 1t t ¢ pres-
<ace of fach ' =siste 1ci is/ 1 1 2cessary condition | f satisfac io1 =l
w1 to/ vower. den 2, t / sai sfaction »f the /ill" » pows im lies its
own dissatisfaction, in the sense that it necessarily brings it about.

I may put the same point in yet another way. Power, for Nietzsche,
is put a stz or a ¢ »dition./ut an acti= L, ;whe acti=r, mf conf e
a/d over/Hn ‘ng res s ance/ O ow, we/ aay disting’ ish betw ten he de-
s ve for/ae a ‘vity ot pu/su 1g a de crminate e1 | and th de 2o ilr
the det’ rminat. enc of it a tivity. N fzsche app -entlv/ elie =s that
to be genuinely engaged in an activity one must actually care about
realizing its determinate end. So, the desire for the activity is, at least
in rurt, a ¢ sire to [ sire its/ ad. Hence o esire £00 Livivity |l
b* satisfi 4 (nless 1 ager: ilso is 1 oved by a/ lesire to acl eve its
cd, an¢ thic mplic; t at/ he agent v 1l strive to| 'chieve t s ¢ &4
wi.n¢  be sati fied unt it is achievea But £ ac. ‘evem< it of ts end
also brings the activity to a close. Hence, the pursuit of the desire for
activity implies a pursuit of the end of this activity which, when suc-
cesul, br/ rs the ¢ Givity t¢ 1 close, a L oo frustra ls, Gt Wode, ol
viory desi/ : t.at mo vated /.1 the fif ¢ place.

Some/ ~£. N otzsc e’s fal or e meta hors to de :ribe the pu saic ot
po er/ icely ili stri e ti 7, di¢ inctive ¢, aracte’ of 12 purclit o° bower.
They include, most notably, the Greek “agon (contest)” (KSA, I
pp. 783-792; cf. D 38; TL, 11 8, IX 23) and “war” (Z, 1 10; TI, IX 38;
EE [7; A/ .. Cons .'rnow/ . hat Niet7 Cuc « 2es ¢ oo hwhd suisa
v wer in' the case ¢ ' rar: /Y »u shou 1 love pea¢ as a me ns o new
voars—: 4t sho  p ad. n ore thai the long. | ..] Let jou wourk
be st aggle. 1 t your [ ace e a victo. 7 LT T 1u28 1o us it cerpret

f._q

/3
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this cleim in terms of the more general analoavith comnatitive games
v.hi¢is con’ m n to b i1 met’ | r0rs.2°
the pa'sage T just quoted, 1 ietzsch points to 2 deculiar | are ‘o

+iat < “fect’ playur : co ipe if ve ames. 1 bring ut his par/ dox we
might 1magine that Nietzscne would subscrive to the Oryinpic mortto,
“It is not the winning, it is the taking part that counts”—provided,
however, we r=eat it aswone of ~is aphorismavhose gf0e mea~ing
¢nclals a df fe =nt on . On tk: ‘ace of i’, the stacen’ nt is st igh “or-
w7 ! enoug 1: al that na ter', ¢ - all the should m. ter, is th ta ‘=g
<art, he 1 aying. Sror a1 > net viewpol *. how ver, the sta’_me t is
false. For one cannot really “take part” or compete unless one actually
cares about winning—that is, unless winning matters to one. Nietz-
:che’s sonceprnn of the pursuitmf power thnfare reasnna dise
ti n/t views o1 ts. Fo. t e agi 1 who cq templates / .aying a ran :, it
m , well be that :ll thi : ¢ att' rs| s partic >ation. But or the ag nt
. eng ged in the -am/, w 7 iiny must m ‘ter, si‘ Ce . wving * us r oOti-
vational focus is precisely what constitutes his engagement in the game.
Protagonists do not really play, therefore, unless they do everything
they con to ashieve vieory. Burin achieving iitory they it deps
ti oo Lelves ¢ a game, fiustra’ 1 5 therek’  their desi’ : to pla, <. las,
w! Cwas ng var tuish 412 h', v ctory?” Z, IIT 12[3( 1). So, sir et <oc
/ho (esir’ to pla mu st 1 ess rily care sbout< vimi. ng, th<, sh uld
also want their victory to be short lived and to be an opportunity for
new games.

Wh< ! is the "mplicat” n of th’ full-blow " .indox far iimnursy 0ol
puw’ r?2 Nie' sc e des ries it 1 the f( lowing ter 1s: “Wk tev r 1
cria=and! >wes ormu ch'lo e —soon  must oppc ceitand iy V3
aus 1v v ol wille it Z, T 12) He als¢ shara< eriz ~ the < arsu - of
power as a perpetual cycle of “creation” and “destruction” (see Z, I
17, 11 2, TII 12; WP 1067). He who wills power must not, strictly
neaki‘.g, des’ vy wha e has/ cated, or'uwcvhat ool Ra
he nfast “ovi rec me” v 1t he /b a2d or cr ated. His v [l to pov =r  hon
in.tes hin' 2.6 dan’ gi en ore itive ac, evement, a 'y attaine o oot
f a ¢ ter ainate | esir , n¢ ion, or satisfy no._n< lon, > en<igh. [he
agent in pursuit of power does not seek achievements, so to speak, but
achieving. But he cannot simply undo what he has done and do it
gain:since t'  resista e to d¢ g it has koo oiercor Canandy, ¢ -
cc viag it adain woulc 10 lor g r count as genuine/ wchieving  Li ing
ar ¢ ding t #ha il t¢ pc we  is not livii  the life ol v Sisyphi .. N iac
e nec's / e fresh nev, pe 1ap: greater ¢ ~llenics, Aod thitexp ins
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why the rarsuit ¢f, powermassumes thaform of cvawth, o« ot
o zrcomif g. Life, N ¢ zsche [ equently cells us, is 7 1ll to pc wer and o

fe he ¢ ys: ‘To b ivi ar{ > want :0 have m re—grot ‘h, =
wu sd— hat 1s' ife i seli >/ W 125; ci \704). “Arn ' life ite 1f,” he has
Zarathustra proclaun, “confided this secrec to me: *benold,’ it said, I
am that which must always overcome itself” (Z, 11 12).3°

Considersone of - Nietzsch=’s most commman exama'se: thepwilluta
p’ wer as/ ¢ i lates 1) he de i e to knd w. It requir’ s the ov -co 1ing oi
.sistang to . nowl dg ar d | ndersta ding, as in he actua re¢ =il

ot ~rol ems a1 1 di ov 1/ o: new wo 'ds. Br/rsud » achie’ tme ts will
ultimately leave the will to power dissatisned and looking for more
resistance to overcome. Obviously, it would hardly satisfy the will to

powrer to s over problemssrhat have ~'ndy beerwilved, omvmmal
a‘ain thr/ ag » worl s alrea’ y discove’ .d. What it’ ieeds, rz her is new
¢ -oblem’ to «hlve ¢ 1a w¢ Ic | as yet inknown t  discover Tl =lic

saw sfac ion of he v Il to yow 'rin the' ursuit/ i ki ~wleds' nec ssarily
produces a continuous growth in knowledge. It is also a perpetual
“self-overcoming,” where self-overcoming must be understood not as
overcominirof the pulf*! burmas overconiigiaf the o sturomin it
t!'c move ae t whe > v the 1 dividua' in pursuit/ f power ha ng at-
cined a’ erta a1 lev | ¢ acaic rement, droceeds tc outdo its If.

iacld ming t att e cor diti ns of the hatisfadlion f the » ull t¢ power
bring about its dissatisfaction, then, Nietzsche is not saying that the
pursuit of the will to power is self-defeating or self-undermining. It is
platily po’‘ble to | ‘tisfy th will to peiii-one <L, lns tol gl
i7" the sv' ce sful ¢ ¢ com’1 of res’ cance. Wh' ¢ I have ca =d the
s rong | rade - of (1e' vil' to bower i meant to 1 veal one >f | JLiloc
dis ‘nc’ ve feat res. nai ' ly at it is o kind of ¢ sire 74t d es not
allow for permanent (once-and-for-all) satisfaction. Its pursuit, on the
contrary, necessarily assumes the form of an indefinite, perpetually re-
nex ed strit ag (see’ S 310) nsatiabili', 5 00 essaiiar patur Ol
vl to pd we

The a' ~lwe of tl 2 vill/ o ower I ave just de :loped e: bla 5 wuy
it 1. tey ;pting, . mi leac g, > define | »wer.thel ‘n ter:' s of ontrol
or domination, or in terms of ability or capacity. Increased control or
domination, or developed abilities or capacities, are natural and fre-
qu/ it con’ - mences £ the p' suit of paici. Do be siCiescal th Col
t overcd me resist: 1.2 wi'  1deed 1 quire ever| jreater a ilil s an¢
¢ vaciti’ wo whe | s cc ssf 1L, it wil result in s¢ ne sort ¢ | ir rcased
cor ro’ and do 1in: fon But as I have nronay) it aulde a istake
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0 see.n thoge commaen and parhaps necessn=v conseciances of tha
porst .t of pd a - its ve ) esser

47 T2 Psy powog, of Vil o 201 er: Two Tase Stindie.
On the Genealogy of vlorais is a book ostensivly devoteu to exposing
the psychological origins of modern morality. Specifically, Nietzsche
shows iow tha cardin~! pheno—ena of mas'isv—the 4 sinction
t.ee’ good /ac evil, b « cons' 1 ace, an¢ asceticism+ -are all i\ yote | in
the vill to ¥ bwel If th y . e ¢on selling, hese “psyc: blogical ¢ ud =7
5> N1 tzsc e calls -hen (E. T TII' ‘Geneal: ~y of Mor. =”), sh<ald ' ro-
vide support to the view that the will to power, as I have described it
here, is indeed an important human motivation. Since I discuss Nietz-
~che’s ~ccount»f the o'zin of t' distinctie="w=ween c=hiand ev'!s
Charler 6, I' m ' focus | >re or | 1e other cwo studie/ which « zan ne,
rer o octively cruc ty ar 4 sceic m.3? T vill argue t at each | f
audic mz = be fru tful v cc 7.ide ed as a «iticisp’ anc impro¥ _me. - of
Schopenhauer’s own account of these phenomena, and that the concept
of the will to power in terms of which Nietzsche explalns them is very
srecise’y the @incept Inave ang’ ’zed in ther Zusious saiie

Tt/ aight b’ p -plexit g that 7 i tzsche ¢ 10uld try t¢ establisi th¢ im-
pe o xnce of rhe vill to b¢ ver as 2 huma  motivatiol by show ng .
"is n ces ry to | xple n p v chc ogical p. »nomia ti ot are< s ag var-
ently marginal as cruelty and asceticism. But he never tires of pointing
out that cruelty and asceticism are, in fact, not marginal phenomena.
On the contr 'y, they 're far / ore centr«™".Ciaur porlilingical 0
t.arour squ ar ish ser siilitie' 1 1ay be p zpared to r/ :ognize, nd aey
as’ . me the mac unes >eo ed gt ses. To mention o 'y one n o1 5o
xamy ‘e, T ietzsck | de crib ' the desire te knowas a ‘“orm < cru lty:
“Indeed, any insistence on profundity and thoroughness is a violation,
a desire to hurt the basic will of the spirit which unceasingly strives for
he aplarent/. d supe cial—i' all desire s niow theil O drd UL
cey’ (BCJA 30; cf. 21).

I. Cue y. The >he om on H>f cruelt, »alor wit »analdsous ex-
periences of taking pleasure in the sufferings of another (revenge, Scha-
denfreude [malicious joy at the misfortune of others], and the like)
ooses/. probl i for S¢ bpenhz’ :r’s brand Ui poicholsSwcar edor s
A~ cding t¢ th : view t e ul’ r ate mot ve of all ht' nan actic 11 the
a’onlance ¢ oo But tis h? d > see, at_irst glance, vow the i flic 1ou
of suti rir 5 on an the cou't be motivatec hv .+ des. 2 to<" 0id = ain



140 - The Will to Power

in eneself. Schopenkauer corcedes that malring otheraanffer miche he
a/iecessa’y 1eans o secur  certain’ 2nd; fo. e¥' mple, I mig t have
0 torme it ov ers it o der to get son thing I wa t from th 'm Ruebl
in.'sts £ iat the = ar nc [ ase of crue w, for iv ai individ al’s :ruelty
“the suffering or another is no longer a means for ataining tne ends
of his own will, but an end in itself” (WWR, I 65, p. 363; cf. BM 14,
pp 136 ard 145).Thus, the: phenomeranuaf crueltzond asganictad
p' cnomes a' ose a :iallend: o the e planatory / dequacy of sycho

gical | .don sm. § hiveraa er atte pts to mec this cha en 2ol
tho fol" ywing ' ugg stic) “S hce mai is a rluni. station of e will
illuminated by the clearest knowledge, ne 1s always measuring and
comparmg the actual and felt satisfaction of his will with the merely

swible savsfactiormout befrwe him by 'vwvledge T this s
e Jy. eve' s | civatic | Entbh F ung| is/ ifinitely ag’ cavated y t = plea-
cre of /thert and el 2ve (I 7 the ki bwledge th - others = so ='il
thesan’ : priva on.| .. ! Thi callingt mind/ 1 su ‘erings’ rea :rthan

our own stills their pain; the sight of anotner’s suffering alleviates our
own” (WWR, I 65, pp. 363-364). Accordmg to this suggestion, psy-

chetogical ' edonisrcan ace mmodate =2 2'sv andllvn. com
p'.enome a 'y app a ing t'  1e obse vation that “the act al 1d felt
s tisfact’ mn o his v ill. m'.y e affec :d by a refl ctive cor pa tilx

it wit!' the me ely oss " e s: fisfactior ~ut be'ore” im bv.’ now edge.”
Thus, suffering, which is the experience of deprivation, may be aggra-
vated by the sight of the well-being of others. Conversely, the compar-
iso” of o' own d | rivatio’ 'with the/Cine depsivilinas of Tl
vl.ght all/ /ia = our v nsuf e ing. In ¢ um, sufferir ; is depr. ‘ati n, anc
¢oorivat anic sartl a ‘ur ti n of “k owledge” | 'sofar as ve G-
pri ed/ a prop rtic1 t¢ ‘vhe we beli ve we' Cou. ' have' Her ce, the
contemplation of the comparatively greater sufferings of others is a
source of relief since it can make us feel less deprived.

7 ais exy' nation| . adequ’ = for pher Uil suckils Sihader Loal
Lt it see’ as' 2ss co v nacing { r cases/ ke revenge and crue ty, or twc
t asons/ fi=et cever ze' nd cr elty cor ist not just n the cor en uaun
of “he/affering . of >the *, as does Sch. denfrtude, 'ut indae 4 Ticting
of suffering upon them (BM 14, p. 136). There is, presumably, enough
misery in the world that we could always find others more miserable
th2'. we 7  withg . havin, to make e mise oic arsel cs. OF
aurse, tl' 2re are al » man; 1 ho are | etter off th n we arc an might
¢ nstity’ w22 ‘ul re nis de’ s ¢ our de rivation. W might, : :co uuigty,
wa. ¢ t make hen suf ¢ as well. Buo aven<ais ¢ cervalion | ill not
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suffice.for Schopenharer himself remarks_that cruelty =L not rorals
Lo fe'ind in i d riduals v ho ar’ | Iready f: better off’ nan mo - pe ple
(“s the Ne'ss ai 1 Do/t ans ir the Afr an Deys, it Robespic re. :nd
on  [WI VKR, L€, p. 364 ) So the relie we expirie <e by ¢ npz ing
our paint with the (greater) pain or others does 110t convinciigly expiain
the distinctive pleasure we take at making others suffer, since we can
be temoted toncruelty-towardsothers wheoo'seady areonansider-h'=
wors off thia' ve are
cond, f iere’ s Sckop nhiae ’s clain that cruelt is a “d igl =

“ie suferi’ g of ai othe w. i’ h | 1s not sp ung frim « -oism F .t is dis-
interested.” Cruelty, he declares, is in fact analogous to compassion
insofar as it “too is without self-interest,” and differs from it only
‘nsofaras it “makes itpraltimatemaim the poonf anothas ™ ather f
ho» sell-beir ; (M 1€ . 14£,. He app’ rently velif ses that 'n di-
vic ¢ 1l bent on ¢ uelty ccild de beratel  thwart hi¢ own self nt

ad i e al ife of 1 iser in'» der o make sthers<iffe . Hows er au-
sible we tind this suggestion, the fact that >chopenhauer accepts it
weakens even more the explanatory force of his psychological he-
lonispv If the > is no "' mit to ' amount.« 7 in the ~uvindivi ot
is o1 pared ', € 'dure 1 order o inflict { 1in on othe s, then 1 \is = ard
to s = how 1is c uelty co Id/ e notivat d ultimatel by the ¢ 2sii "¢
amin h F's own' ain by 7 np: -ing it w_h theain >f othe s.

Schopenhauer himself never owns up to these difficulties. But his
explanation of cruelty already acknowledges implicitly the shortcom-
‘ngs o his br/d of h{ "onism./The cruel i« Z. ial, baiiles, “¢ il
it li“ _ctly th' a'eviati 1 of v n :h he i’ incapable/ iirectly, 1 ¢ her
wii's, he t tee tt miti at. hi’ o /n suffe ing by the | ght of a otl 7]
nd a th! same \ me eco .ize this as . exn ssic »of hi® pov er”
(WWR, I 65, p.364). Incapable of alleviating his pain “directly” by
the satisfaction of his desires, the cruel individual attempts to do so
“indir/ctly” F, inflicti - greatd pain on. i Sched Canlvern |
evri reels th n ed to Uopler e t this e planation | ith a co jec 1re,
w' h he rf wes =velc s in'sel , but w_ich Nietzsc e takes > e
Oaci rre caccou it: t e c eli dividual »aulfi=Cately, moti=‘ced ya
will to power.

Nietzsche’s most thorough analysis of cruelty is located in the con-
>xt ¢/ an iny . tigatio of the/ Htion of »unsinent<Tic a.jues iad,
av 't incept’ n, he id 2 »f pv 1 hment | as underst’ od as co e 'sa-
ti‘n, anala’ »oc the ep.vren of a de t. Thus, thi inflicting of au
on the pe petrato of 1 ¢’ ne 7as a for ».ofompansaric, for the
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victim. He.marvels ~t the strengeness of thic idea: “Tat.us be slear ag
te’ the lo/ «c of this i»rm ¢ :ompen/ .tion: 1. is/ crange 1ot ;h. Ar
_uivale’ ce it prov le by th credit s receiving  in place »f = litasd)
cG aper sation' dra  in 4y (s, in ¢ ce of #ron v, land/ pos ssions
of any kind), a recompense in the form or a kind o1 pleasure—the
pleasure of being allowed to vent his power freely upon one who is
poverless,+he volu=cuous pleasure ‘de feivale mal povle plai-iadale
fc re,” the et oymer | fvio'« on.[.. | The com/ ensatiol the 1, con-
_stsin ¢ war ant f¢ 5 nd/ith to cru ty” (GM, 1 5;cf. 6) Th =]
as 't tu’ as out, two stre 1 e f atures it this colicep ion of £ ani/ 1ment.
One is “the idea that every injury has its equivalent and can actually
be paid back, even if only through the pain of the culprit” (GM, II 4).

In evher wonds, everninjury sd every conpmnsationn be co o
ir o the v i\ »rsal ¢ 1 ency/» pain an . pleasure: / 1us, the oss Hf pos-
cossions/ or 0 a lo za on/, I as its ec uivalent in|  specifia’ le i

of he /.easurc we 1ke 2 m! <ing the »erpetr .cor uffer.

The strange feature of cruelty Nietzsche 1s most anxious to examine
is precisely that which Schopenhauer’s psychological hedonism could
notadequiely ex fain: thoidea thes i couldiilng plea s
“Craking/ ut 2r” (CV I € he emp] asis is Niet' sche’s). | 'he onjec;
vte Nil zsch offc s, fol ov ing Sch \penhauer’ inadvert at  Zg50s-
tio. . is chat m kin_ oti< s s ffer, in ¢ ntrast’ (o 1. = mer< con >mpla-
tion of their sutferings, increases the feeling of power. 1o shore up the
connection between cruelty and the will to power, Nietzsche brings
out’ two ir. resting “bserva’ ons. First< i tumarks " T enj il 5
vl be t'' e | -eater i 2 lov e the cre .itor stand( in the s cia order
ad can' 2acil appiar o /in as a m st deliciour morsel,  1de Jaoa
for tas' : of hig ver 'ank ‘n ‘ unishing the d< tor, the cre.ito1 partic-
ipates in a right of the masters: at last he, too, may experience for
once the exalted sensation of being allowed to despise and mistreat
sor cone ¢, ‘benea’ ’ SM, IT 5 Clhersel soieone vao |
2'ready row tful v il find | ss grati cation in 1 aking o aer suffes
a d mid »+.#F s becor e/ nc e inclii °d to merc 1 “it g¢ s | wmout
say ng/ hat me cy =2me s t e privile_y of <le mi of_nederft man”
(GM, II 10). Both of these observations are best explained by the as-
sumption that the pleasure taken in “making suffer” is essentially an
inc’case of he feeli . r of pa’ =r. The inicasiiis graer v thd ¢ wa
2 e less v ow rful tl 2. tho e hey md e suffer, a/ d lower, »r  =rhaps
€ en n¢ =i nt, i toos v o alrel 1y are (or| ‘eel) mor  p weriul
(wi »n¢ . their i clit 1tio to ercy).

2

him
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Cruelty is g=atifying.therefor=, not just hasause we ma=ely contem
p ate anothe’ s’ ufferir 3 but k' . wse we' nake hun [ uffer an ', ir the
prs =ss, ex’ criei ce ar in rez e n our i eling of pC ver: “to rra oo
< uelwis 1 enjoy the igh ¢ gr tificatio of the/"cel »g of pr wer (D
18). This"explanation of cruelty remains compatible witn a conception
of power in terms of control or domination. A subtle feature of cruelty
showsvhy wasshoulds=ule it 04, Why is_ma'ving anothencuffer =on
ear’ to ger or te an 1 rease a the fee' ag of pow/ ? Why 1 s¢ ing
to. that he doe: som¢ hi g e vant hit to do (wit out the i flic ‘=

¢« su.erin’ ) not «affic ant o' sh re up o« sense’of | ower ¢ er | m?
The answer, I think, is found in the analysis or the conceprt of power I
presented in the previous section.

Powrr, for Mietzschendesignas a processavercor s resistemmy
a.d/ ot simly a stat ' 'n wl i our v Ul encount’ s no re iste ice.
M ing ott :rs s ffer i a for'a | f the w | to power nsofar a it

ssart. 7 iy olves o ercc min 1 _he | ssistance sheir w'ilis round ., op ose
to the prospect of suftering. If others do what we want them to do
because they happen to want the same thing themselves, they oppose
10 res’stance/ nd we ! xperien’ no incres T inthe fallipof pe

C oy pror s s suck <1 inc e se, by /[ ontrast, be ause it | ror ises
re/..ance t' ove tome n. me y, 1e will | f the other, vhich ne =ss i
cbels hga’ ist the  affe ing  flic :d upon' 33 Th' 'ma_ help .+ ex] ain
why when the powerful are cruel (the Neros, the Domitians, and so
on), they tend to reach for paroxysms of cruelty: already powerful,
hey nilst crel e great] resista’ ‘e in othe: U rhreata g vhem [IL
g2 crsuffe’ ing o, in o) 1 - to ¢ 2 ve anir reased teel’ g of pov =r i om
the oflictic’ of <« '«ch s ffe in's.

II. Asceticism. While cruelty is, from the point of view of Schopen-
hauer’s brand of psychological hedonism, simply hard to explain, as-
eticis’ 1, und/tood a -he vol' tary infli« G of suffling oon | e
£/s dowr rig t incc n rehe s ole. It i difficult er bugh to'| =e = ow
m’ kK ng otf == fer cHul' b n otivatec by the desi e to avo | ¢ ar-
cviate 0a’ « in on elf; but ¥ m: <es abso. telv.<) sei = o< aim  hat
making oneself suffer is also motivated by that desire. How could one
derive relief from one’s own suffering by inflicting more of it on one-
=|f?

7 1openh/ aei assigr ;| pro'a ient rol to ascetici’ n in his| ‘oc ‘ine
ot = “der ~hat the vill o/ 1v¢ * and r ignation. " he natur  of ius
ole, L »w/ ver, is I ‘t q ite '\ ‘icle r. As we (hallolcin (e ner cha ter,

S¢
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resienation.is the stote in which the will i#22f has been =enounc¢ad. . ~nd
th satisf/ -t »n of 1 con¢ ¢ e desire that n.ani :st it he . be ome 3

\atter ¢ inc fferel ce  As et cism, b contrast,  volunta y ¢ ‘nriv
tic Y, o’ the dc iber te ¢ 1ial of satisi ction ¢ o. »’s basi’ nec Is. On
the ore hand, asceucism is “the phenomeinon by whicn this [resigna-
tion]| becomes manifest” (WWR, I 68, p. 380), while on the other, prac-
ticesrlike “woluntarand co=plete chast+»” constit=ta“the fi=ataton
ir_ ascetic’ m. or the ¢ nial / f the will’ o live”"(ibi ..). Thut as¢ ticisn

now a3’ exp essio ¢ rel.gl ation, ¢ even resigl ition itse ,a toaa
a |y reps ation . or it

In the next chapter, I will argue that, in the most compelling inter-
pretation of Schopenhauer’s view, resignation is a state induced di-

rect'y by a r‘llly apyropriater"knowledgarfche “esennl vanive A
“/ontradi ticn” of 1 Wlll ¢ live: it / Des not see’ 1 possib " fo some-
«ne to V' colvince | € ain anc conflicted = haracter Hf T

an' co dnue t wi ne ¢ :th( ess. In t. > conts it ¢ this in/ _rpr tation,
neither of the two views of asceticism I just distinguished makes much
sense. Asceticism cannot be resignation itself, or a manifestation of
it, “or thesscetic " mains / ncerned oy saticLiion tol i
t< which/ h¢ fully = =gned i dividua has becon’  utterly nd ferent
ad it i har to < e oy v luntary deprivatiol could ir luc wotic-
na.'on; aow cz I | =co 7 : cC winced « “ the i< .poc bilitv/.f sz isfying
my desires, if I am myself responsible for their continued frustration?
Thus, asceticism is already difficult to explain in Schopenhauer’s own
ter:.

Nevert eles,inl w nan, \' ' Too H man, Nietz che prop rse. a “sci;
cotific” / volaatior ¢ alce cism th 't still bor bws its | rn Ll
Sciape haueri a pi schy Thgic | hedoni m. Fad fro. aimi+; at’ nega-
tion of the will to live, the “self-torture” to which ascetics subject them-
selves is “a means by which these natures combat the general enerva-
tio of th/ will t¢ ‘ive (th’ - nerves): o, nmpler Lilimost| Jann !
¢ mulant’ a d cru lt =s s¢ ¢, at lez t for a tin :, to em rge out of
(. .] b wedeqvanc tc o¢ ' HH, 17 !0; cf. 142, But Nie .sc. - ws-
cus for there 1 alr ady ‘not -hrough sith ~"asio. = to 2 spec al mo-
tive—a “lust for power”—underlying asceticism. For example, he
writes: “The most usual means the ascetic and saint employs to make
his‘ife ng . theless  ndural. and eni<;avil cons™ e inceca oian,
v aging v.ar  nd th ¢'tern/ t n of vi ‘ory and d{ eat. To | 1is' nd, he
roquires weos vone t, < ad ne inds hii  in the so-¢ lled ‘ene 1y | iuiin.’
He ~xr oits esp cia y hi ten: ency to v.oritv<s a ti st f2° hon rs and
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dominstion, fhen his sensual desires, in arn-attempt to-aece life 2on
¢ ntiiuous Fat 'e and b mself 2 a batt’ neld” \dE 1 141; -f. 38,
14

To »xpl in hov  thi “Cy tin ous bat =” stav:s « °f bore/ om nd
provides some sort of pleasure or enjoyment, Nietzsche niroduces the
peculiar idea of “pleasure in emotion as such” (HH, 1140). Apparently,
he belisves the* the ex=crience =f strong ematians, regaalass of thais
portitalar cgatiat, is 1 sour i of a ce cain kiud ¢ enjoyr =nt He
co  -asts th's pl asure w th fae “bored m” of the ndividuz w 220
“cner ati¢ .” has' nad  hii inc pable o1 heing *ovi ! or er’age by
most “stimulants”: confronted with the duuness of boredom, even
painful emotions eventually look appealing. The “pleasure” we take
»ven apainfu'remotions, in othes words, lissuthe fact+'othey s
u th_ unple sa tness t bored o .

e psyd .olos cal Frpithe.is of “ple sure in em tion as  acl '
asat. fac’ory, ho reve |, be  use it still fa 's to ex'plar asceti’ sm. [he
effort to stave oft boredom by means of strong emotions does not
require that these emotions be painful ones, such as the emotions as-
‘ociatet with/scetic si'-denial> wounded ~ .- humi'wiinn, and e
fc ligs assq 1a »d wit . he fr i ration /¢ sensual d sires. O vio sly,
th.« would mere v ref ac o' e  ind of | ain with a other, ar | S ¢
enha wer’ psychc 'ogii al | = fon sm seem fo r'Z ou - this < artic ilar
strategy: if we are to distract ourselves from the torments of boredom
through the experience of powerful emotions, hedonism only permits
hat thly be rasant ¢ =s. If th emotions ol Cisetic so' T dinial al il
cuag atute a/ver aissibl | tratey to avoil boredom,/ ve must up ose
th .t such ¢ natic 1s ar 1. f7:t leasura le. The tat <, then, & =cC 48
aat o exy aining vhy hes /‘mc ions of s *-den” i, th mgh 1»< deni bly
painful, remain appealing nonetheless.

Eventually, Nietzsche comes to recognize that the creation of conflict,
vhich/ie orig. ally int dreted /| 'a means< . g nrate 270 0ng DMOL. o,

2

st.vid in f/t e unc 2 tood s an of vortunity f r increa ing the
fei g of p' 1uox The a ce 'c/oe nottak pleasure a. painful € 101 iis
secau. > th Uy are e hoti ns, “or, ¢ Hviously, 2cans the, are n<aful but
because in subjecting himself to them, the ascetic overcomes a certain
resistance in himself and increases his feeling of power.

Bot" Nietz . e and | hopen!' uer contr s sustly o Cenc lf-dl var
fro v’ a kind/ of ¢ strum n al se' i+ enial. I' the latter ¢ se, the vi lur ary
d<pr vatior ‘a2~ oly 2 mcan’ tc the ach vement of | ome furt er uu,
vhere. s i’ the fo. mer the iepr vation is ‘he e itse /(W R T 68,
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pp.-280-381 and GM, III 8.11). Nietzscha.emphasizaa.the eminantly
p-.adoxi¢ ' harac :i of as’ ¢ ic self-d’ aial:

Yor ar * lifei¢ a s 'f- on adiction here rules a' »ssentime tw, hout
€ ua! that of nir atia ‘¢ in inct and ¢ wwers il the vwar<tto b come
master not over something in life but over life itself, over its most pro-
found, powerful, and basic conditions; here an attempt is made to employ
feoce to Black up tho wells o “orce; here ='inlogical =™ heing it

tewed 7 k. ace, an | specig ) the outv' .rd expressic « of this' ell- eing,
beauty/ «nd " »y; wi ile ple/su : is felt| nd sought | ill-const ute ness

lecay/ vaur, u_scha ce, 1 ine ;, volunt. -y depriyatic , self-m¢ cific tion,
se ~f.gellatior sel sacr ice. "1l this is in "L ghest ac g paradc <ical:
we stand before a discord that wants to be discordant, that enjoys itself
in this suffering. (GM, III 10; cf. TI, V 3)

st as cr el v was| ¢ king' | = suffer! .g of otner/ not as « me ns bui
«»an e’ 1 in ‘tself. aseti'is 1 is see ing one’s « vn suffe ng s
mens/ utasa enc in ¢ 2lf. There is . ~thing ara 'oxicall a d¢ sriving
oneselt of something as a means to get something else; but there is
something “paradoxical in the highest degree” in depriving oneself for
thewake o leprivar .

Ascetic’ s Nietz ¢ e suf g sts, is < ruelty tow/ «ds [one :lf] (GM
+110) 2 dot ersth > s m/ er blanatic 1 of its app al as he | id = 7l
of rue y. The 'sce c a 'wves his pleas e no# .ror. the ps a he inflicts
upon himself but from the inflicting itself. Asceticism 1s appealing be-
cause it promises an increase in the feelmg of power—not through
ove comin’, the res! ance of he will of Cl.iis, buriuovime, TLCLgh
¢ ercomij .g \e resi t.nce ¢ . ne’s ow  will. Wha' is at sta. = i1 all the
torms ¢ “couelty tu ne qainst | neself,” N ctzsche | =cl (00, 1S
“giaw! 1, in o1 * wi rd— 1, 1 ore prec =lv. ! fecing of zrov :h, the
feeling of increased power” (BGE 230; cf. D 113). The ascetic enjoys
his self-inflicted suffering not as suffering but as a victory over himself.

Cfuelty /. d asce! ism ar/ Hest explaiicu 7 theTlonlito oV Lo
v/ sistance by ¢ resis u ce to' ¢l 2 achiev ment of wl it partic, lar’ nd? In
(e Ger '#loc . Ni tzs he d es not learly dist wguish b tw i wie
for hal concepi of ow ! as he overc mine Lf re ‘stana’ anc a sub-
stantive concept of power as the domination of others. One could have
the domination of others as a determinate end and also will the over-
cor ing of i »sistanc - in the/ arsuit of «Tus ¢, WHLT aisters o1 o,
v esent purp ses is tiat ¢ 1 ty (and therefore ¢ ceticism| ca 1ot be
€ wlaine w22l 'y by th d sii: to dol iinate othe . This ¢ sir couid
arg alb’ y be sat fiec wit Hut zaking ov. crsc fer. v nmevaliaple. could
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the same goes for asceticism.

-XAM COP?
-XAM COP?
-XAM COP?
-XAM COP?
-XAM COP?
-XAM COP?
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Low the nursuit of ane desire-will quicklv.cam= to interfesawith the ~usonit
of the/ ti »r, or s 1»ly ho'/ bursuing/ oth des.ces/ oncurrer ly v 1l soor
becon : dii ‘cult. | n.'ly, 7 e an also  nagine pairs Hf desires 1w ich th
purs .. o. < e ne he. f7ilit tes nor | nders the p. -suit of t ¢ o er (for
x2 1ple, the desi = to xerc se regular,, 2= (he delvoo devel p one’s
appreciation of music).

In the case of complementary desires, pursuing or satisfying one to some

‘xtent 7 'motes o acilitate’ atisfying t* 0L One~ "0 way | Sl
this h7 )pu s is w € satis'y g one d ire has cong quences ' at icilitate
the s 1sfac on of hc oth' r ( or exam le, regular e rcise will elie 2ot

and/ icrease nerg , th r/ Oy 1 cilitating he pursi't o1 »igh sche arly chieve-
wa€nt). Another way in whica this happo.c’is when w.CLiost consuming
activities of someone in pursuit of two desires will serve both simultaneously
(for example, the desire to write this book and the desire to exercise my
ntellec’ 1 ! faculti -

. This ¥ ay e why i pin (.C 15) think that it is i’ ossible t¢ giv. a prin:
ciple’ ansv or to e e o of why some new v, ues take, vhi Cuiors
do / ot, ana why the : cce ful create » of va'ies . ust pod ess | 1 acute
sensitivity to conditions of lite that simply may not be coaihable.

3. Th! Yill to! »wer

. Kofm' a (1 72),p . 33-7 +& and Nel mas (1985). hapter 3, ott ittemr
to re 0. the f ivii g€ 1 o tological standing of | 1e will t¢ pov =r with
Nie zsche’s ¢ rspe tivic . A derson (1024 =< poses »n.el ant, | specu-
lative, resolution of the apparent conflict between the generality and abstrac-
tion of the doctrine and Nietzsche’s empiricism.

./Zf. Kay'mann (1°74), p. 2°4; Clark (22720 p. 209 Tk adr ot
Nietzs' 1e often p > nts th 2 vill to pc ver as the fi \damenta pri :iple ol
biolo' s, or ven ¢ tc ogy' e. .,GS34 ;Z, 117,12 BGE 13, ,,2 7.A7,
WP/ vo/). . atsh ary a, in letail elst vhere (2200, +hat we < .oul  “inter-
Lre_ statemer s th_t sec.n to' _nake such .., as expio s of hl values
rather than of his beliefs about the nature of reality” (pp. 119-135). She
also maintains that the will to power is for Nietzsche “the most important
second:, der driv and th¢ e that i« Cssenal toLar oo ostitu o an
experi’ ace of our e es as a ents” (il d.), the stu¢ of whic. pe ains tc
psyct hlosv “the ' oc in€ of he deve, pment of w to powe (I 2720,
T ag ee with Clai : th t Nie zsche’s ¢i ‘m that “the will to/ pow - is the
essence of life" “gives us a vision of life tromn the viewpowt of his values”
(see Chapter 4), but I do not see why this should not apply to human psy-
chology_as well. I return to this issue later in_this chapter

Stern (° 5 79) offe 5 a repr/ : ntative st «ement »f t!" s intery etat n (esp
pp. 17 ~—109).

Low' =2 7).

Ka) mann (. 74) pp. '.3-1 6.
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Notes to Pages 105-120 - 283

Richardson £1996), e=n. p. 28-25.

Q urk (199)) pp. 21

1s Schoy nha er uni >r.and i a prior’ knowledge i cludes no jus the
soctof ' Clapi, ics K int' ej cts the scien = of the supi -sensible! bui ilso
the hor of meta_hys 's he icce s (a transe ndaal inve we~"Un int  the
conditions of the possibility of experience). For an account of the role of
Schopenhauer’s method in his rejection of the latter, see Guyer (1999),
pp  73-137

S .ch obse va. ons ar¢ a ficula’ 2 in stater’ :nts of indu¢ ve gener. izat obns,
kin to t ose « capst at 1 ir sc :called pc bular wisdor (for exan sle, ‘A=
aj e a’ iay kee s the doc ¢ aw iy” or “I oney dovs n * buy ha' pin¢ s”).
The appeal to this kind o1 experience is not ..cw 1n philossay. Ariscotle,
for example, is sometimes thought to depend on it.

Cartwright (1988) briefly discusses and criticizes this account of the pain-
fu iess of / < ire (esp 0. 57-5,

.t least, T wili 1ssume [« doeg 50 10penha’ :r) that this i so in the  1or 1al”
cse. I's” allla ve asi e e /o lication! created by t = fact tha fo .u
m. s 2 least, fod ¢ id t. < eat g of it cC ne to 2 ,umc 2 large’ ;arie 7 of
symbolic roles that imply that eating food can attord pleasure even to some-
one who is not hungry.

Thie is debarable. For.example,.one could become so accustomed to certain
fe ms of I7 't \g disco 1 ortas/» ose awar’ iess of v.em/ ad be n. dea rare
sf them / zain only I -\ eir / 2n bval. Nc 2, however, | iat this is  rgi ibly
L ssible’ 5 -he d cofe t i fairly m or

. Fo. so’ e standa 1 ol ectic s to schopenha »’s =~ _ount  ‘rha il ar 1its

relation to his pessimism, see Janaway (1999), pp. 318-343. I think that the
force of some of these objections can at least be blunted once we remark
thz"Schops thauer’s ¢ »taphysicis intended« 7 “under= " ~g” of 7
e al lessor . ¢ experi n =.
‘or mor¢ on t = imp rt. ace/ f oredom 1 Schopenha =r’s philos ph se=
K vmo' 1 (17, ). Y un, (198 ) also i iefly notes he impe .anc  of
bor_dd n in the _rgu aent _or p_ssimism, bu. """ uoes no. " iop thi_ re-
mark (esp. p. 59).
I should note that Schopenhauer appears to offer a different account of
be cdom it later w . k, acco’ ing to whi i1t the relogmin a the e
ojects of ou. desires a = dev’ 1 of intrir ic worth: “T ieir satist, :tic  [of
seds an’ wan ‘]Jish rd o a :ai andyet ffords himn ‘hing but pa 00
st. e in’ vhich h is st labl ‘dor d to bore am. Th’; th. ». is pos' ive| oof
that, in itself, existence has no value; for boreaom is just thac reeling of its
emptiness” (PP 146, p. 287). The value of the objects we desire is extrinsic
insofar as it lies in their ability to extinguish the pain inherent in the desire
fo' them. b vy accor | gly lo¢: heir valu’ the mc nent’ ne desi  is ¢ mi-
.ated. TV s is. why th y -ease tc be inter( ting to us s¢ »n after w as 1me
| Yssessi “ =m. I it is'1ar er to sec why, on this 'ccount, v : st uia
ex, =ri¢ ce the | 1bse uen oss »f interest »s_het_dom, whick' s ar un-
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17.

19.

- Notes to Pages 123-127

»leasant atate, un'lass we surnose, as Sche=a=hauer himos'£ does in hic anr-
lier ac/ »u t, that v actua’ v want to/ ¢ interev.ed.

. Towe ‘his' ‘istinci o1 to J/ rg Fernan¢ 'z. In genera my const 1al f Sche

pent ..o.o :jgum nt . o' i bc -edom hi  much benei ed from / »nv sations
vit . Fernanc z.

Migotti (1995) characterizes the two notions of willing in Schopenhauer in
terms of “empirical” and “transcendental” w1111ng, but he does not spec1fy
Jlearly / hat this { tinction’ mounts to< 0. hat rel= 100 e two
willing be r to or | nothe = sp. p. 64 ).

J e~

. Elsev iere, Nietzs 1e »ffe sz more an itious argun nt againsi he aami.

of ¢ it-presc vatic 1: “F ssic dgists shi 1ld thin’» be are putt’ ;g d wn the
wsanct of sew-preservadon os the cardina. .otinct of «.. wiganic 'veing. A
living thing seeks above all to discharge its strength—life itself is will to
power; self-preservation is only one of the indirect and most frequent results.
i shor | here as  \ rywhe; . :lse, let v vewar of s erfluc s tel Hlogica
princi’ ies- -one ¢ v hich/ s he instir ¢ of self-pre/ rvation (| e ¢ ve it t¢
Spin/ 2’<.i+ -onsis 2nt 7)./ 'hi s methoc which must de essenti/ ly ¢ Guouy
of ¢ inciples den nds i’ (E 5E 13).

In the first part of the passage, Nietzsche invokes the ract of experience
mentioned previously to support his contention that life is will to power,
and not.to self-prpeervatim1 Since the “diccharge” of one’s strepeth (the
express 0. or exel i e of “r 5 ser”) ofte’ results a fi .ung up ne’s Hositior
in on/ s er ironm ni anc’ sC improve one’s surviv | chances, t i easy tr
fall ¥ ;720 heer or (ha it as some Hw intended o do so./ is, n other
70’ s, an in_anc of ' ne € ror of mis. Hineause . wcovl cquer e” (TI,
V 1). Positing a fundamental will to self-preservation is such an error, Nietz-
sche argues, for two reasons. One of these reasons is implicit, and it refers
Yack to/ e argun ot from Tus Spoke 7o stra. S21T inervati e
to be f n¢ ‘menta £ cause t s a “fre¢’ ent” but not mnevitabl: rest t of the
will ¢ pow 'r: exj :r1 nce/ h¢ ws that | iman beings re, at leas so| atima
mot’ atea t do t ing i sp e of the areat toher self-pres’ ‘vat »n. The
_<k_r reason' 5 es_entic 1y m _thodologica.; " .a it mig.. =" cthoug t to be
related to the first. Given that self-preservation does not seem to be the only
motive force of human behavior, we might wonder whether we should not
.avor a’  xplanat 1in ter’  of will te” powc. on g anas € exp naior
econo’ y: his pri ¢ »le ur d¢ lies an ¢ count not ¢ ly for the phc 1omenz
hithe' o ex 'ainec by aps zal -0 “an i stinct of self sreservatic 1,” Z0LL0
for / 10se ph 1om na (1 ¢ cz not be st explain’ d. b r a dis¢ ssio  of this
ana other arguments against the primacy or self-preservauon, see Schacht
(1983), pp. 239-242, and Anderson (1994).

Not all desires are “drives” for Nietzsche. Drives are, rather. generic desires,
such a/ t = desir¢  or foo' | sex, knoy edge, « 'd s on. Tr pur 1it of ¢
gener’ de. re, suc s the d ire to ki >w, will typi ally induc sp ific de
sires ' s the det re/ .0  :ad som particular I \ok. But | ies¢ specinc

»

les’ es are n tap rop ' .tely characteri. d as“ .rives
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Notes to Pages 128-136 - 285
Cla-k (1992, p. 211

yower in epe. dently ot its ' ia on to ai ’ particular | rst-order | =sii . as
vien w ooon « incr ase o1 cc itrol ove the environi =nt and t de lop
ou, ca_ acities g vera y. b . he! interpreta.. == liains o= Lental | in-
sofar as it maintains that the desire for power makes no sense if we consider
it independently of its relation to first-order desires in general.
Ri‘iardsor’ 1996), {1 21ff.

@ .ark (20" 0), ». 119

Nietzsch' app. irs to je' ven ies rigorou than Schope hauer in @ s
te ms: I will ast 'me, n tl 3/ em nder of « is discusior that he/ ses dis-
pleasuie [Unlust,® and “st.fering [Leiden]” 1..C.cnangeabu,.

Kierkegaard (1987), p. 301ff. The seducer’s conception of love bears a
strong analogy to the medieval ideal of “courtly love” (see Hunt [1994],
pr 131-144  We al _ find cl¢. echoes ¢/ it in . me < Niet. che’s »wn
wsings 7 ot romai i love/ & 363).

“he terr Wid spruc » v ed el usually lenotes a co ceptual o rat i
cG tra¢ ction. 1 thu difi *5 frc n the ter . Wide' tan.  whick’ Niet che
uses to denote the resistance to the realization of an end. In the present
passage, then, Nietzsche appears to claim that willing power implies en-
doreing an end and reiecting it.2t the same time—instead of desiring hoth
tH_end ar . | bstacles t its res i ation. N¢' ¢, howe er, # at willu - bo 1 an
nd and / osta les to :s' eali7 (i nis tant mount to er orsing the =n¢ and
1 fecting ;0. one ¢ nn t/ ohc ently en orse an end' nd will ¢ po¢ 10n
to s r alization Thu , us g th example ¢ o petiti. vaam T wez tto
win the game, but at the same time, I want strong opponents who will
jeopardize my ability to win the game, and this latter want may seem to
corradict <= first.
M .etzsche/ o1 etimes )i yposes ¢ redefine’ sleasure in t° ms of th  “fe ling
f powe ' an ' argt s hat/ pli isure ar | displeasure are not ¢ )po *es:
“ Pleas’ re —as a fe( ing o' po ‘er (presi posing disp asure)” / ¥P 57;
cf. 0572, 699, 10_3). This .efin_.ion fits in v.="""vith Schic; " .auer’s' _on-
ception of pleasure in terms of desire satisfaction. For example, I take plea-
sure in drinking water because I am thirsty. As soon as my thirst is
qu' ached,/ « wever,I . nno lo'. er enjoy d ki Tn thi sense, the fe g

- - L

. pleasur  “} esuppt ¢ disp' .a ure.” M/ eover, as [ h' ve definec the =rm
ere, po’ eris he ov rcomir g ¢ resistar, e to the sati action of om Il
te. mins ¢ desirc . Dr akit v wh 1 I am ( irsty js ove ~oming/ esis nce
(however much tnere may pe) to the satisfacuon of that aesire, so that it
makes sense to associate pleasure with the feeling of power. However, Nietz-
sche’s view remains peculiar in one respect: unlike Schopenhauer, he arenes
th ¢ pleasy’ ¢ -onsists 1 ot in th > emoval ¢ displea ure/ at in te ‘ing  ne’s
sower in' ucc ssfully -e rovir' 5 ispleasu’ . This claim' s of cours co ren-
vous, b s e of ae ' o¢ cin of the w !l to power \ bes not it 2 0 1L
It . w/ th notit - the , as e re t of the s “on r' kes ¢ ar. N zsch has
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30.

31.

33.

1.
2.

in mind-here wargvaged fo- thought and '=~wledge, a=mars of tho anisit,
rather/ a: » the bl ' dbathg ¢ e word ¢’ stomari., ev' <es.

. Hata! (19 8) rec g izes/ he value o the analogy with comj ‘tit e spor

but / cio thinl of 1€ val = of com -=tition (i.e., ‘the purs it ¢ power)
2/ strumen 'l te ms ( g., i sharpens v 25! alls).

Heidegger (1979) also emphasizes this feature of the will to power (p. 60).
See also Granier (1966) for a development of the Heidegerrian interpreta-
don. G/ hier in f ticular ' 5 the merit . isting HolC L will o0
is not' co be un¢ 11 tood /i« a will ¥ dominatior but a \ill ' “self:

overc min; ° (see pp 38 ff. But his oresentation -emains a par =)

rath ¢ than an ¢ pla ¢ 1on of Niet. che’s tests.” \nd he / rese ts self-
ove.coming 4o the goal of the pursuit of w.c will to pow <., whereas I see it
as the shape this pursuit must necessarily assume.

Kaufmann’s blandly moralistic interpretation of self-overcoming in terms of
che rest « nt of w idled '\ sions is ar” instan > of 47 us Intc areta on. d>c

Kaufr anr (1974] . 217 - 6.

. Soll / 994} \rgue th - N et; che’s an ysis of crue; 7 and asci icis + ur wie

sect 1d and " hird| ssa) s of t e Geneal. »v mav ve L derstos . as | tempts
to demonstrate the shortcomings of psychological hedonism and the supe-
riority of a psychology of the will to power. I agree with the negative part
of Soll’s claim: if Nietzsche’s analyses are nlansible, ther.nsvcholooical he-
donisn’ o st be fz 5 since/  tall hum/ ( motivi o red .ce to se. ~ing leasurt
and ¢ oid. ‘g pai . cof st to Sol I place Ni¢ zsche’s an lys  in th
spec. -oii. xtof s ri qu of Schoj nhauer, and take ther to ustrate
he' notivatic 1al | npoi nce Hf the wili ».na'ér in L 2o cular concep-
tion of it I articulate in the present chapter.

Nietzsche appears to anticipate this sort of point in the following passage:
“Benefic g and I -ting ot'rs are waver il vercising L’ pow e
others' ch. -isall ¢ 1 desire = 1such ca’ s. One hurts nose whe n o = wants
to fee one powe f-pe a . amuch 1ore efficien meanstoi at +dthal
plea’ are; pa 1 alv ays @ ses ne questi n aboutsits | igin wh' : pl asure is
_ac_ned to siop v..th iielf, “ithout look.i Tack” (Go7, my er_phasis).
Pain is more likely than pleasure to make the individual who suffers it at-
tempt to determine its origin, presumably, because it is essentially something
chat go' s against  : will. T s early ob< ivaud» doe .ot ¢l sstitu : iNicw.
sche’s/ dti hate vic v, howr /¢ , perhap’ because it i/ plagued i : tv b prob;
lems/ First' it is 1 bt vid nt hat the ndividual w > experier es TilLL ¢
wor d not b ve ¢ reat» to dentify iv origin reci ly beca’ se it satisfies
nis will. Second, 1t is not clear why the ackunowledgmern ot others is nec-
essary for my enjoyment of an increased feeling of power: the behind-the-
scenes manipulator enjoys such an increased feeling of nower, presumably,
withou' 1 e acknc / ledgme | of others

4. ¢ verc. ming Dipa'~

Thi' is, for e, amp 2, he © Sle his (1994) ascrik< | the | »abler” pp. © ii—xxi).
Larmore (1996) offers a particularly crisp statement of this view (pp. 79—
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