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Continuing my read of Nietzsche's Will to Power
Book 4 Section I Sub-section 2
 

The parallels between Roark's speech at the end of Ayn Rand's Fountainhead is uncanny with an import to understand the difference between the Libertarian position of the creative genius (the ubermensche or overman) and that of the 'common man.'  I think the notes below, followed by an excerpt from Roark's speech provide something that needs no comment.  Suffice to say there can be no liberty on this planet with the trampling of genius as the ideas of the 'common man' flourish. 
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Note 878
 

To appraise the value of a man according to how useful he is to men, or how much he costs, or what harm he doesn them--that is as much--or as little--as to appraise a work of art according to the effects it produces.  But in this way, the value of a man in comparison with other men is not even touched upon.  "Moral evaluation," in so far as it is a social evaluation, measures men exclusively according to the effects they produce.  A man with a taste of his own, enclosed and concealed by his solitude, incommunicable, reserved--an unfathomed man, thus a man of a higher, at any rate a different species: how should you be able to evaluate him, since you cannot know him, cannot compare him?
Moral valuation has resulted inteh greatest obtuseness of judgment: the value of a man in himself is underrated, almost overlooked, almost denied.  Remnant of anive teleology: the value o man only in relation to men.
 

Note 879
 Preoccupation with morality places a spirit in a low order of rank: he lacks the instinct for privilege, the a parte, the feeling of freedom of creative natures, of the "children of God" (or of the devil--).  And it is all one  whether he preaches current morality or uses his ideal for a critique of current morality: he belongs to the herd--even if it be as the herd's supreme requriement, its "shepherd."
 

Note 880
Replacement of morality by the will to our goal, and consequently the means to it.
 

Excerpts from Roark's speech:
 

"Throughout the centuries there were men who took first steps down new roads armed with nothing but their own vision. Their goals differed, but they all had this in common: that the step was first, the road new, the vision unborrowed, and the response they received--hatred. The great creators--the thinkers, the artists, the scientists, the inventors--stood alone against the men of their time. Every great new thought was opposed. Every great new invention was denounced. The first motor was considered foolish. The first airplane was considered impossible. The power loom was considered vicious. Anesthesia was considered sinful. But the men of unborrowed vision went ahead. They fought, they suffered and they paid. But they won.

"No creator was prompted by a desire to serve his brothers, for his brothers rejected the gift he offered and that gift destroyed the slothful routine of their lives. His truth was his only motive. His own truth, and his own work to achieve it in his own motive. His own truth, and his own work to achieve it in his own way. A symphony, a book, an engine, a philosophy, an airplane, or a building--that was his goal and his life. Not those who heard, read, operated, believed, flew or inhabited the thing he had created. The creation, not its users. The creation, not the benefits others derived from it. The creation which gave form to his truth. He held his truth above all things and against all men.

"His vision, his strength, his courage cam from his own spirit. A man's spirit, however, is his self. That entity which is his consciousness. To think, to feel, to judge, to act are functions of the ego.

"The creators were not selfless. It is the whole secret of their power-- that it was self-sufficient, self-motivated, self-generated. A first cause, a fount of energy, a life force, a Prime Mover. The creator served nothing and no one. He had lived for himself.

"And only by living for himself was he able to achieve the things which are the glory of mankind. Such is the nature of achievement.

"The creator lives for his work. He needs no other men. His primary goal is within himself. The parasite lives second-hand. He needs others. Others become his prime motive.

"The basic need of the creator is independence. The reasoning mind cannot work under any form of compulsion. It cannot be curbed, sacrificed or subordinated to any consideration whatsoever. It demands total independence in function and in motive. To a creator, all relations with men are secondary.

"The basic need of the second-hander is to secure his ties with men in order to be fed. He places relations first. He declares that man exists in order to serve others. He preaches altruism.

"Altruism is the doctrine which demands that man live for others and place others above self.

"No man can live for another. He cannot share his spirit just as he cannot share his body. But the second-hander has used altruism as a weapon of exploitation and reversed the base of mankind's moral principles. Men have been taught every precept that destroys the creator. Men have been taught dependence as a virtue.

"The man who attempts to live for others is a dependent. He is a parasite in motive and makes parasites of those he serves. The relationship produces nothing but mutual corruption. It is impossible in concept. The nearest approach to it in reality--the man who lives to serve others--is the slave. If physical slavery is repulsive, how much more repulsive is the concept of servility of the spirit? The conquered slave has a vestige of honor. He has the merit of having resisted and of considering his condition evil. But the man who enslaves himself voluntarily in the name of love is the basest of creatures. He degrades the dignity of man and he degrades the conception of love. But this is the essence of altruism.

"Men have been taught that the highest virtue is not to achieve, but to give. Yet one cannot give that which has not been created. Creation comes before distribution--or there will be nothing to distribute. The need of the creator comes before the need of any possible beneficiary. Yet we are taught to admire the second-hander who dispenses gifts he has not produced above the man who made the gifts possible. We praise an act of charity. We shrug at an act of achievement.

"Men have been taught that their first concern is to relieve the suffering of others. But suffering is a disease. Should one come upon it, one tries to give relief and assistance. To make that the highest test of virtue is to make suffering the most important part of life. Then man must wish to see others suffer--in order that he may be virtuous. Such is the nature of altruism. The creator is not concerned with disease, but with life. Yet the work of the creators has eliminated one form of disease after another, in man's body and spirit, and brought more relief from suffering than any altruist could ever conceive.

"Men have been taught that it is a virtue to agree with others. But the creator is the man who disagrees. Men have been taught that it is a virtue to swim with the current. But the creator is the man who goes against the current. Men have been taught that it is a virtue to stand together. But the creator is the man who stands alone.

"Men have been taught that the ego is the synonym of evil, and selflessness the ideal of virtue. But the creator is the egotist in the absolute sense, and the selfless man is the one who does not think, feel, judge, or act. These are functions of the self.

"Here the basic reversal is most deadly. The issue has been perverted and man has been left no alternative-and no freedom. As poles of good and evil, he was offered two conceptions: egotism and altruism. Egotism was held to mean the sacrifice of others to self. Altruism--the sacrifice of self to others. This tied man irrevocably to other men and left him nothing but a choice of pain: his own pain borne for the sake of others or pain inflicted upon others for the sake of self. When it was added that man must find joy in self-immolation, the trap was closed. Man was forced to accept masochism as his ideal--under the threat that sadism was his only alternative. This was the greatest fraud ever perpetrated on mankind.

"This was the device by which dependence and suffering were perpetuated as fundamentals of life.

"The choice is not self-sacrifice or domination. The choice is independence or dependence. The code of the creator or the code of the second-hander. This is the basic issue. It rest upon the alternative of life or death. The code of the creator is built on the needs of the reasoning mind which allows man to survive. The code of the second-hander is built on the needs of a mind incapable of survival. All that which proceeds from man's dependence upon men is evil.

"The egoist in the absolute sense is not the man who sacrifices others. He is the man who stands above the need of using others in any manner. He does not function through them. He is not concerned with them in any primary matter. Not in his aim, not in his motive, not in his thinking, not in his desires, not in the source of his energy. He does not exist for any other man--and he asks no man to exist for him. This is the only form of brotherhood and mutual respect possible between men.

"Degrees of ability vary, but the basic principle remains the same: the degree of a man's independence, initiative and personal love for his work determines his talent as a worker and his worth as a man. Independence is the only gauge of human virtue and value. What a man is and makes of himself; not what he has or hasn't done for others. There is no substitute for personal dignity. There is no standard of personal dignity except independence.

"The first right on earth is the right of the ego. Man's first duty is to himself. His moral law is never to place his prime goal within the persons of others. His moral obligation is to do what he wishes, provided his wish does not depend primarily upon other men. This includes the whole sphere of his creative faculty, his thinking, his work. But it does not include the sphere of the gangster, the altruist and the dictator.

"A man thinks and works alone. A man cannot rob, exploit or rule--alone. Robbery, exploitation and ruling presuppose victims. They imply dependence. They are the province of the second-hander.

"Rulers of men are not egoists. They create nothing. The exist entirely through the persons of others. Their goal is in their subjects, in the activity of enslaving. They are as dependent as the beggar, the social worker and the bandit. The form of dependence does not matter.

"But men were taught to regard second-handers--tyrants, emperors, dictators--as exponents of egotism. By this fraud they were made to destroy the ego, themselves and others. The purpose of the fraud was to destroy the creators. Or to harness them. Which is a synonym.

"From the beginning of history, the two antagonists have stood face to face: the creator and the second-hander. When the first creator invented the wheel, the first second-hander responded. He invented altruism.

""The creator--denied, opposed, persecuted, exploited--went on, moved forward and carried all humanity along on his energy. The second-hander contributed nothing to the process except the impediments. The contest has another name: the individual against the collective.

"The 'common good' of a collective--a race, a class, a state-- was the claim and justification of every tyranny ever established over men. Every major horror of history was committed in the name of an altruistic motive. Has any act of selfishness ever equaled the carnage perpetrated by disciples of altruism? Does the fault lie in men's hypocrisy or in the nature of the principle? The most dreadful butchers were the most sincere. They believed in the perfect society reached through the guillotine and the firing squad. Nobody questioned their right to murder since they were murdering for an altruistic purpose. It was accepted that man must be sacrificed for other men. Actors change, but the course of the tragedy remains the same. A humanitarian who starts with declarations of love for mankind and ends with a sea of blood. It goes on and will go on so long as men believe that an action is good if it unselfish. That permits the altruist to act and forces his victims to bear it. The leaders of collectivist movements ask nothing for themselves. But observe the results.

"The only good which men can do to one another and the only statement of their proper relationship is--Hands off!

"Now observe the results of a society built on the principle of individualism. This, our country. The noblest country in the history of men. The country of greatest achievement, greatest prosperity, greatest freedom. This country was not based on selfless service, sacrifice, renunciation or any precept of altruism. It was based on a man's right to the pursuit of happiness. His own happiness. Not anyone else's. A private, personal, selfish motive. Look at the results. Look into your own conscience.

"It is an ancient conflict. Men have come close to the truth, but it was destroyed each time and one civilization fell after another. Civilization is the progress toward a society of privacy. The savage's whole existence is public, ruled by the laws of his tribe. Civilization is the process of setting man free from men.

"Now, in our age, collectivism, the rule of the second-hander and second-rater, the ancient monster, has broken loose and is running amuck. It has brought men to a level of intellectual indecency never equaled on earth. It has reached a scale of horror without precedent. It has poisoned every mind. It has swallowed most of Europe. It is engulfing our country.
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Taking apart Roark's speech is not too difficult as so many of his premise statements are untrue and speculative and therefore the extrapolation is not built on a solid foundation.  A careful read of this will reveal this to anyone who is a critical thinker.  That being said, I do understand the point being made and agree with it for the most part, but there is a nagging twinge in the back of my brain that tells me there is quite a bit missing in this inchoate philosophy and some brilliant mindbending rhetoric.  Nietzsche's statements here do parallel but have a much more logical approach which appeals more to me.  The contemplation of a man's worth leads me into serious and interesting tangents
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I would go even further and say that if you didn't know that the person writing it was named "Ayn Rand" that you'd be forgiving for thinking that it was a text drawing on racist ideas about the Nordic or Aryan race being the ones who made the first steps and the non-Aryan or Nordic being the ones that are the 'second handers'.  It's actually pretty transparent sometimes what ideas Rand is using. There's a postage stamp description of this scheme that says that whites are the creative ones, asians can maintain but can't engage in creative thought, and blacks and jews are the destroyers of civilization.

John M.

Hi John & Carl,
93
You've both caught me by surprise, so I guess I'll have to (at least for the moment) plead ignorance.
I don't see the so-called obvious logical flaws that you see Carl; I don't see the racist undertones that you see John.
Please point them out to me.
Thanks,
93/93
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I start with paragraph one :
 

"Throughout the centuries there were men who took first steps down new roads armed with nothing but their own vision. Their goals differed, but they all had this in common: that the step was first, the road new, the vision unborrowed,
 

Many , if not all, ideas would never exist if not built upon knowledge obtained by previous ideas, methods of discovery, inventions,  etc.; very few "visions" are based completely from the mind of their creator without any influence from outside.  This, however, is no major flaw since there still are some unborrowed visions, but just something interesting to ponder.
 

 and the response they received--hatred. 
 

This is a generalization, a blanket statement that is not at all true.
 

The great creators--the thinkers, the artists, the scientists, the inventors--stood alone against the men of their time. 
 

Blanket statement 2: Sometimes true; sometimes not true.  Many creators are hailed and honored in their time while others are persecuted.  Also, many of those visionaries that are indeed persecuted have a base of support of "non-conformists". (Unfortunately, the majority of them are simply reacting to the herd by espousing the opposite of its' mentality, thus they are still merely victims of it and not being independent minded.)
 

Every great new thought was opposed. Every great new invention was denounced.
 

More of the same.  This is nonsense. Yes, you can point out Galileo, Socrates, Darwin and countless others that persevered in the face of tyranny.   There are, however, countless others who have enjoyed incredible status and great rewards for their efforts as well: Benjamin Franklin, Thomas Edison. Henry Ford etc.
 

The first motor was considered foolish. The first airplane was considered impossible. The power loom was considered vicious. Anesthesia was considered sinful. But the men of unborrowed vision went ahead. They fought, they suffered and they paid. But they won.
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Hi Carl,
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I start with paragraph one :
"Throughout the centuries there were men who took first steps down new roads armed with nothing but their own vision. Their goals differed, but they all had this in common: that the step was first, the road new, the vision unborrowed,
Many , if not all, ideas would never exist if not built upon knowledge obtained by previous ideas, methods of discovery, inventions,  etc.; very few "visions" are based completely from the mind of their creator without any influence from outside.  This, however, is no major flaw since there still are some unborrowed visions, but just something interesting to ponder.
There is a differenece between analysis and synthesis; we are for the most part a 'left-brained' or analytical culture.  In other words, we look at 'things' or 'ideas' and pull them apart to examine their constituent components.  The synthetic or creative thinker acts in a more 'right-brained' manner; he or she taking various components and putting them together in new ways.  For example, Eli Whitney, inventor of the cotton gin saw mechanical devices breaking down and becoming immediately unrepairable.  He then imagined replaceable and interchangeable parts, which then made him the so-called founder of the Industrial Revolution.
Now, he was not the first to imagine this; often enough, great ideas have been simultaneously imagined in different parts of the world.  This idea originally comes in from France by way of Thomas Jefferson's friend, Honore Blanc.  But as soon as the gin comes out, he's slapped with a host of patent suits, which ultimately led to his bankruptcy.  His vision was mechanization and not the industrial revolution that it ultimately led to.  His guiding principal was his own success and not the transformation of cotton farming or warfare (the musket with interchangeable parts was also his invention).
All of this was not whipped up magickally from out of thin air; of course, the development of ideas, inventions and innovation comes from the collective stream of human thought.  Honore Blanc may have thought of a similar idea; but it was Whitney that produced it and brought it to form...and he was sued to the point of bankruptcy for this.
 

 and the response they received--hatred. 
This is a generalization, a blanket statement that is not at all true.
We have this colloquialism: 'no artist is recognized while living'.  In fact, their creativity is often-enough mocked and met with great scorn; if not, worse, with derisive neglect.  Though you are quite correct in the fact that this generalization has its many and notable exceptions, such as Beethoven or Picasso...the Beatles.  The last example, though adored by a generation, was considered so dangerous by the older and ruling generation that Nixon had John Lennon spied on intensively by the FBI.  Beethoven and Picasso were hated for their arrogance and immorality, respetively; their rising fame being met with the inevitable 'equal and opposite reaction.'
 

 

The great creators--the thinkers, the artists, the scientists, the inventors--stood alone against the men of their time. 
Blanket statement 2: Sometimes true; sometimes not true.  Many creators are hailed and honored in their time while others are persecuted.  Also, many of those visionaries that are indeed persecuted have a base of support of "non-conformists". (Unfortunately, the majority of them are simply reacting to the herd by espousing the opposite of its' mentality, thus they are still merely victims of it and not being independent minded.)
Actually, you touch on something quite profound here.  Yes, true creative thinking occurs 'outside the box', and such thinkers are often 'outside the herd'; displaying quite anti-social behavior in their human interaction (Beethoven was an arrogant pig).  Though I will say that such thinkers are not emotionally tied to the herd and are not reacting against the herd in order to make some bold non-conformist statement, which as you say, would make them more lucky "victims" of the herd.
Rather, the herd instinctively rejects them as they don't adopt the thinking model that represents the ideal of the herd.  As John Lennon said: "They hate you if you're clever..."  But where I find the profundity is in the collective society of many greats.  I have noted that often enough, great thinkers group together, which gives force to their individual efforts.  For example: the artists (poets, playwrites, painters and philosophers) of the Caberet Voltaire, and the American Transcendentalist writers.  These sub-ultures provided a nurturing atmosphere for the individuals that comprised them.
 

Every great new thought was opposed. Every great new invention was denounced.
More of the same.  This is nonsense. Yes, you can point out Galileo, Socrates, Darwin and countless others that persevered in the face of tyranny.   There are, however, countless others who have enjoyed incredible status and great rewards for their efforts as well: Benjamin Franklin, Thomas Edison. Henry Ford etc.
It is interesting here, that all these examples were Americans; the two latter being of a class that would have been giving no opportunity in European culture as they were not born into the aristocracy.  American alone, once was the fountainhead (pun) of invention and innovation as it once needed its meritocracy to survive.  When that vital need was overcome, or shall we say, lost its immediacy, things changed...is it no wonder that the socialization of our culture is being seen as viable at this time?  The greatness of America was that once we were the exception to the rule; once we actually championed the underdog...those that were "denounced".
 

The first motor was considered foolish. The first airplane was considered impossible. The power loom was considered vicious. Anesthesia was considered sinful. But the men of unborrowed vision went ahead. They fought, they suffered and they paid. But they won.
It's fascinating that you left this paragraph in...just above, you showed Henry Ford to be a celebrated exception to the rule that Ms. Rand purports.  But his "first motor was considered foolish"!  Though many sought the ability to fly, the Wright brothers were still viewed as dreamers chasing the impossible.  Oh how in Europe, science faced the consistent persecution of the Roman Church that ruled its culture.
Indeed the generalization has its several and many noteable exceptions; but the overwhelming sentiment that Ms. Rand puts forth has its own force of truth.  Whether or not these men and woman (HPBlavatsky, Joan of Arc, et al) were recognized in their own time or slandered by the Yellow Press or even burned at the stake is immaterial.  Neitzsche drove home the point that we have evaluated these people for the effect their work has had on culture and society, which is the error.  We need to appraise these creative geniuses in light of their own internal dynamics.
These people 'do' for their own sake; not for the good or evil effects that their 'doing' would bring to the world.  And we need to understand these bold people who've stepped out of Plato's cave (much to Rand's dismay) to see the creative light.  As was pointed out, our very myths have shown how the herd has hated these people.  Read the New Testament from this perspective and you'll see a man of genius tortured for his ideas with the herd so easily manipulated against him.
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What of the man in the cave who spent his life discovering the secret to free and unlimited energy or the cure to cancer but did not share his knowledge with the rest of the world?  What do we use to judge such a visionary? How about the unknown artist who wrote the most magnificent symphony never heard?  Yes, their accomplishments are not diminished by their lack of fame, but how are they considered?  
 

The Thelemic idea of doing for the sake of doing because that is what one does by nature seems to come in here.  "For pure will, unassuaged of purpose, delivered from the lust of result, is every way perfect." 
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Hi Carl
What of the man in the cave who spent his life discovering the secret to free and unlimited energy or the cure to cancer but did not share his knowledge with the rest of the world?  What do we use to judge such a visionary? 
We can't...we don't know him or of him...it's a moot point.
 

How about the unknown artist who wrote the most magnificent symphony never heard?  Yes, their accomplishments are not diminished by their lack of fame, but how are they considered?
Again, they are not to be considered because of their anonymity...a moot point.  
 

The Thelemic idea of doing for the sake of doing because that is what one does by nature seems to come in here.  "For pure will, unassuaged of purpose, delivered from the lust of result, is every way perfect." 
Yes, this is the motto of the creative genius...one who does because that is what one does...the doing for its own sake as Ayn Rand would have said.  And these unknowns would be ones that have done just that...geniuses...not seekers of fame and glory.
Just because I may have solved the problem of world hunger, what obligation have I to the world?...none.  And if I did share this and it led to the creation of a far worse and unforseeable problem...would I have done good?...obviously not.
There is no working morality that can hold muster wherein it is declared that man must serve mankind.  He or she may want to...that is another matter.  But when the world declares that he or she must...that is worse than servitude...it's slavery.
Of course, servantry in contrast with servitude has always been noble and the key to aristocratic nobility.  The lord of the land always looked after his peasants.  But each had their place in the hierarchy.
Today, we live with this idea of democratization that leads people to assume that we are all equal in every way...I'll believe that when I'm fucking Mariah Carey one night and Madonna the next.
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Hi Paul
 

The Thelemic idea of doing for the sake of doing because that is what one does by nature seems to come in here.  "For pure will, unassuaged of purpose, delivered from the lust of result, is every way perfect." 
Yes, this is the motto of the creative genius...one who does because that is what one does...the doing for its own sake as Ayn Rand would have said.  And these unknowns would be ones that have done just that...geniuses...not seekers of fame and glory.
Just because I may have solved the problem of world hunger, what obligation have I to the world?...none.  
 

But one is indeed connected to the world in every way.  To deny the world is also denying the self as Nuit and Hadit are not whole each without the other.  Doesn't some kind of morality come into play here then.  Why develop anything if it will never be used?  Doesn't this make the creation somewhat worthless?  What's the point of it then?  
 

And if I did share this and it led to the creation of a far worse and unforseeable problem...would I have done good?...obviously not.
 

Right, but one can never know the outcome of their actions with anything no matter what their intention is.  But not to act (in and of itself an action) is worse yet since the will then is completely subverted.  I am finding it hard to put into words what I mean here though perhaps someone else can state it better.  I guess what I am saying is that thoughts like the one you postulated above could lead one to do nothing at all.
 

There is no working morality that can hold muster wherein it is declared that man must serve mankind.  He or she may want to...that is another matter.  But when the world declares that he or she must...that is worse than servitude...it's slavery.
 

I suppose you're right.  I just wonder what the world would look like in an "every man for himself" society.
 

Of course, servantry in contrast with servitude has always been noble and the key to aristocratic nobility.  The lord of the land always looked after his peasants.  But each had their place in the hierarchy.
 

Interesting twist.  What exactly is the difference between servantry and servitude?
 

Today, we live with this idea of democratization that leads people to assume that we are all equal in every way...I'll believe that when I'm fucking Mariah Carey one night and Madonna the next.
 

I'll take dibs on Mariah, Madonna's too old!
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Hi Carl,
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The Thelemic idea of doing for the sake of doing because that is what one does by nature seems to come in here.  "For pure will, unassuaged of purpose, delivered from the lust of result, is every way perfect." 
Yes, this is the motto of the creative genius...one who does because that is what one does...the doing for its own sake as Ayn Rand would have said.  And these unknowns would be ones that have done just that...geniuses...not seekers of fame and glory.
Just because I may have solved the problem of world hunger, what obligation have I to the world?...none.  
But one is indeed connected to the world in every way.  To deny the world is also denying the self as Nuit and Hadit are not whole each without the other.  Doesn't some kind of morality come into play here then.  Why develop anything if it will never be used?  Doesn't this make the creation somewhat worthless?  What's the point of it then?  
Yes, indeed we are connected to even the most distant star...but this is metaphysics at this  point in time.  Some day, it will be science as modern physics is moving closer and closer to what the ancients knew.  But for now, it must remain outside the dogmatic purview of social and economic theory.  Arguing for the metaphysician, he or she already knows that once someone solves the problem of world hunger, though he or she may not share it with the world, it has hit the fabric of the collective consciousness of our race.  Soon enough, others will also find this solution.
Back down here on Earth, should someone be compelled to reveal what he or she has learned, we run into the ruination of liberty as the individual is being forsaken on behalf of the herd.  This will destroy individual effort in the same way that it has forced the ancient scientists underground (why we call them Occultists...a word that means hidden) as the church persecuted and tortured them as 'heretics' (individual thinkers that relied on themselves for their thoughts and not the canonical thinking of the church).  Hence, the real thinkers, the geniuses and creators went underground and Europe fell into what is today called the Dark Ages.
 

And if I did share this and it led to the creation of a far worse and unforseeable problem...would I have done good?...obviously not.
Right, but one can never know the outcome of their actions with anything no matter what their intention is.  But not to act (in and of itself an action) is worse yet since the will then is completely subverted.  I am finding it hard to put into words what I mean here though perhaps someone else can state it better.  I guess what I am saying is that thoughts like the one you postulated above could lead one to do nothing at all.
Yes again, the individual must act and ultimately, some very brave individuals came forward; some knowing full well they'd face the torturous practices of the Inquisition and others risking less, but still persecuted.  I believe it was Galileo that spent the latter part of his life under house arrest as the church would allow him no human contact.
With this the Renaissance came to fruition and European culture finally made marvelous advancements in all areas of human achievement and endeavor.  But as the former conditions created great fear, any genius found in the mind of some individuals was also found DOA...killed by fear, which poisons the mind.  And so those flashes of genius were either ignored, or were compelling enough to force some to abandon the culture and move to the Arab World, which was at the time of the European Dark Ages, flourishing.  Once, the Islamic world was an enlightened place.  They fell as soon as their clerics began to enforce conformity to canon and to weed out their 'heretics.'
 

There is no working morality that can hold muster wherein it is declared that man must serve mankind.  He or she may want to...that is another matter.  But when the world declares that he or she must...that is worse than servitude...it's slavery.
I suppose you're right.  I just wonder what the world would look like in an "every man for himself" society.
It will really look as it does now and as it has always looked; even in the most enlightened of ages.  The 'will' of Nietszche along with the conscience of Rand's creator is no different from Crowley's will or HADIT.  It is not a moral code that we must seek to establish or follow...it is existentially, what is, was and always will be.  What gets in the way is government, religious and/or secular that puts the rights of these few under the rights of the community (herd).  The balance between the two in a meritocracy would work itself out naturally as no artificial control and no contrived god can really intefere with this.
 

Of course, servantry in contrast with servitude has always been noble and the key to aristocratic nobility.  The lord of the land always looked after his peasants.  But each had their place in the hierarchy.
Interesting twist.  What exactly is the difference between servantry and servitude?
Servitude is compelled against the will of the individual; servantry is the measure of an individual's enlightenment as he or she feels the connection with the rest of the race through love (Crowley's NUIT) and develops the will of his or her own accord.
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Ok, well it's the constant referring to people as parasites, and the constant contrasting of the "creators" with parasites and the saying that altruism was the creation of the parasites to enslave the creators. If you translate altruism as "Christianity" then you can on the heels of Nietzsche say that Christianity was a creation by Jews to enslave the higher species of man. Parasites=Jews is something that's well established in this sort of rhetoric, especially when you contrast "creators" with non-creators, which often refers to bankers who supposedly live off of other people's money without contributing anything to society. And yes, the idea of European and Nordic man being the only true creators is similarly well established in the same sort of rhetoric that Rand uses. In fact, I'm currently doing some (non professional) translation of a pamphlet issued by the SS to its members about Race, and here's an excerpt:  

"One of the most striking features of the northern race is self-mastery. Nordic audacity is the basis of the warlike achievements. Conscientiousness and willpower, combined with reliability, strengthen the independence drive powerfully, however, diminish the empathy. The artistic talent is particularly in the areas "Visual design" is a lot pronounced."
"The Nordic man has a great passion for sport and competition, He stands where it is a bit too daring. Therefore, it is also more likely than other people, especially in those occupations to find, with the risks."
"Great deeds in all fields, they have the leadership race of mankind made. There is no other human race, so many great spiritual leaders, military leaders and statesmen had spawned. Even foreign researchers race had to admit that the importance of the peoples of the northern portion of the blood depends."
So says "SS-Mann und Blutsfrage"
Compare that sentiment, and others like it, with this excerpt from the speech:
""Men have been taught that their first concern is to relieve the suffering of others. But suffering is a disease. Should one come upon it, one tries to give relief and assistance. To make that the highest test of virtue is to make suffering the most important part of life. Then man must wish to see others suffer--in order that he may be virtuous. Such is the nature of altruism. The creator is not concerned with disease, but with life. Yet the work of the creators has eliminated one form of disease after another, in man's body and spirit, and brought more relief from suffering than any altruist could ever conceive."
""From the beginning of history, the two antagonists have stood face to face: the creator and the second-hander. When the first creator invented the wheel, the first second-hander responded. He invented altruism. 

""The creator--denied, opposed, persecuted, exploited--went on, moved forward and carried all humanity along on his energy. The second-hander contributed nothing to the process except the impediments. The contest has another name: the individual against the collective."
"The creator lives for his work. He needs no other men. His primary goal is within himself. The parasite lives second-hand. He needs others. Others become his prime
motive.
"Rulers of men are not egoists. They create nothing. The exist entirely through the persons of others. Their goal is in their subjects, in the activity of enslaving. They are as dependent as the beggar, the social worker and the bandit. The form of dependence does not matter.
There's an interesting thread in all of this that sounds very much like the contrast of the idea of the "Asiatic Hordes", the supposedly collective nature of asians, who were thought to have no free will in these circles, with the creative European man. In fact, Hitler and company saw Bolshevism as a manifestation of the Asiatic horde idea, and put themselves out as the saviors of man from this sort of collectivism. They appended "Jews" to Bolshevism to create the more picturesque idea of Judeo-Bolshevik hordes, but the basic idea is the same. Savitri Devi, a later follower of Hitler, expressed the idea that Hitler was in place to stop the degeneration of Germany into nothingness, and the notion that the Nazi state was created partially in order to create the conditions for the production of the "Superior Man" is well established.
I'm curious in general what Rand would think about modern society existing in a stage beyond everyone having a cabin in the middle of the woods. I have to buy food. I didn't make the food. I'm dependent on whoever made the food to live. I buy the food, they profit from it, therefore they're parasites because without me they wouldn't be able to exist. But I wouldn't be able to exist without them because I am not completely and totally self sufficient in every single way. Even if I come up with the most outrageously creative idea, the most audacious sort of innovation, in the end I have to go to the grocery store and I have to buy clothes, pay rent, buy gas. If I make money off of my invention, doesn't that make everyone who uses it a parasite, if it proves to be popular enough? Were people in general all parasites on Henry Ford when automobile use took off? And if I make my living from supplying an invention that people buy, am I not also dependent on them, very dependent, for the quality of life that I lead? Rand seems to believe that you can just make an invention and somehow live off of royalty checks that magically appear in your mailbox every month, while you either work in a lab (that you're not dependent on for your livelihood!)  or drink Margueritas on the beach. 

I wouldn't agree that this is a libertarian spirit in the way people use the term in here in the U.S.: instead, it's proto-fascist and implicitly racist at worst and completely unrelated to how the world actually functions at best. Going by John Locke, who admitted that compromises have to be made in order to enjoy the benefits of civilization, and his 2nd Treatise on Government would be a better way to establish a foundation for Libertarian types of arguments.

John M.

Hi John,
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Ok, well it's the constant referring to people as parasites, and the constant contrasting of the "creators" with parasites and the saying that altruism was the creation of the parasites to enslave the creators. If you translate altruism as "Christianity" then you can on the heels of Nietzsche say that Christianity was a creation by Jews to enslave the higher species of man. 

There's a couple of logical leaps here.  First, you're implying intent when you say that the Jews deliberately created Christianity in order to enslave human genius.  This is factually incorrect...though a few Jews started that small cult of Jeshua bar Joseph, the larger Gnostic groups in the region were more a mix of Greco/Roman, Arabic and Egyptian cultures.  And it would be later, a Roman emperor who would create Christianity.  There never was any intent per se in all this to enslave genius.
Altruism is a philosophy inculcated into Christianity from Buddhism, which is the main source for many of its tenets.  And Buddhism is clearly based on an nihilistic perception of the world.  Indeed, I would argue that Constantine Caesar and Irenaeus, the founders of canonical Christianity, were themselves nihilists.  They created a philosophy that said there is another world that is better than this one.  Altruism is but a derivative philosophy from this nihilist philosophical system.
 

Parasites=Jews is something that's well established in this sort of rhetoric, especially when you contrast "creators" with non-creators, which often refers to bankers who supposedly live off of other people's money without contributing anything to society. 

First, I would argue that there is nothing a priori inherent in banking practices that is parasitic.  Banking serves a vital function.  The Templars who were the founders of the original banking system, brought great benefit to Europe because of this and today, banking has made a lot of great things possible.  It's not banking that is the problem, but how banking has become perverted.  This ties in with the ill-found nature of currency as we have used it in the post-industrial era.
This decadence is intertwined with our nihilistic culture, which has outgrown the old myths and has not yet succeeded in developing new myths to match our current scientific understanding of the world and the Universe.
 

And yes, the idea of European and Nordic man being the only true creators is similarly well established in the same sort of rhetoric that Rand uses. In fact, I'm currently doing some (non professional) translation of a pamphlet issued by the SS to its members about Race, and here's an excerpt: 

"One of the most striking features of the northern race is self-mastery. Nordic audacity is the basis of the warlike achievements. Conscientiousness and willpower, combined with reliability, strengthen the independence drive powerfully, however, diminish the empathy. The artistic talent is particularly in the areas "Visual design" is a lot pronounced."
"The Nordic man has a great passion for sport and competition, He stands where it is a bit too daring. Therefore, it is also more likely than other people, especially in those occupations to find, with the risks."
"Great deeds in all fields, they have the leadership race of mankind made. There is no other human race, so many great spiritual leaders, military leaders and statesmen had spawned. Even foreign researchers race had to admit that the importance of the peoples of the northern portion of the blood depends."
So says "SS-Mann und Blutsfrage"
While I'm inclined to agree with this, I must note that all deceit contains some element of truth or the deceit could not be carried forward.  Here though, I wouldn't limit this to the Nordic race, which in itself is not a race...there's only one race on this planet...homosapien.  And I would add to this the unique nature of European culture in contrast with other cultures.
Since time immemorial though, when one society used up all the resources available to it locally, the need to invade other cultures with a plentitude of resources still available to it, would become vulnerable to conquest.  However, Europe sought to expand in ways that were unique to its culture and ultimately produced a child (America) that would come to dominate the Western World.
The darker elements of our culture would create megalomania, which is conquest for the sake of conquest and out of this would come the likes of Hitler, Mussolini and Napolean.  These men are merely 20th century versions of Alexander and Julius Caesar.
But note that in the darkness is a core of light as in the light, there's a core of darkness.  Or we can say that bad leads to good as good leads to bad; they become interchangeable (yin-yang).  For example, without Hitler, there would be no state of Israel.  Which is bad and which is good?  That depends on where your politics are today.
All of these are great men; great not being a synonym of good.  Good and Evil are a nihilist polemic brought to us through the agents of Manichaeism that ultimately worked its way into the fabric of Christian philosophy.  Nietszche deals with this in his work: Beyond Good and Evil.  Crowley says in his Phoenix Mass: "Save me from Evil and from Good!" as well as: "There is no grace, there is no guild; there is only the law: Do what thou wilt"... the law being a scientific law and not a moral code.
Compare that sentiment, and others like it, with this excerpt from the speech:
""Men have been taught that their first concern is to relieve the suffering of others. But suffering is a disease. Should one come upon it, one tries to give relief and assistance. To make that the highest test of virtue is to make suffering the most important part of life. Then man must wish to see others suffer--in order that he may be virtuous. Such is the nature of altruism. The creator is not concerned with disease, but with life. Yet the work of the creators has eliminated one form of disease after another, in man's body and spirit, and brought more relief from suffering than any altruist could ever conceive."
""From the beginning of history, the two antagonists have stood face to face: the creator and the second-hander. When the first creator invented the wheel, the first second-hander responded. He invented altruism.
""The creator--denied, opposed, persecuted, exploited--went on, moved forward and carried all humanity along on his energy. The second-hander contributed nothing to the process except the impediments. The contest has another name: the individual against the collective."
"The creator lives for his work. He needs no other men. His primary goal is within himself. The parasite lives second-hand. He needs others. Others become his prime motive.
"Rulers of men are not egoists. They create nothing. The exist entirely through the persons of others. Their goal is in their subjects, in the activity of enslaving. They are as dependent as the beggar, the social worker and the bandit. The form of dependence does not matter.
And here we find the difference between a Hitler and a creator.  Hitler was all about the people he could have power over.  This would have meant nothing to an Isaac Newton or a Copernicus.  Hitler was no different than Caesar who is today called the Pope.  These men are second-handers; they want to tell us how to live and how things should be.  They would kill all 'heretical' thought and hold to some conservative virtue of the way things were; eschewing all progress...social, political, economic, cultural et al.
 

There's an interesting thread in all of this that sounds very much like the contrast of the idea of the "Asiatic Hordes", the supposedly collective nature of asians, who were thought to have no free will in these circles, with the creative European man. In fact, Hitler and company saw Bolshevism as a manifestation of the Asiatic horde idea, and put themselves out as the saviors of man from this sort of collectivism. They appended "Jews" to Bolshevism to create the more picturesque idea of Judeo-Bolshevik hordes, but the basic idea is the same. Savitri Devi, a later follower of Hitler, expressed the idea that Hitler was in place to stop the degeneration of Germany into nothingness, and the notion that the Nazi state was created partially in order to create the conditions for the production of the "Superior Man" is well established.
That the East thinks entirely different from the West is well-enough established.  Besides Hitler's decadent parasitism, he used the truth...the search for the "Superior Man" that is at the heart of Occult science is noble...only Hitler used this by tying it to one culture and differentiating an entire peoples from the human race at large.  This created bigotry and all its ugly products as Hitler used this to gain power over millions.  And we see where his nihilism ultimately took both him and Germany.
I'm curious in general what Rand would think about modern society existing in a stage beyond everyone having a cabin in the middle of the woods. I have to buy food. I didn't make the food. I'm dependent on whoever made the food to live. I buy the food, they profit from it, therefore they're parasites because without me they wouldn't be able to exist. But I wouldn't be able to exist without them because I am not completely and totally self sufficient in every single way. Even if I come up with the most outrageously creative idea, the most audacious sort of innovation, in the end I have to go to the grocery store and I have to buy clothes, pay rent, buy gas. If I make money off of my invention, doesn't that make everyone who uses it a parasite, if it proves to be popular enough? Were people in general all parasites on Henry Ford when automobile use took off? And if I make my living from supplying an invention that people buy, am I not also dependent on them, very dependent, for the quality of life that I lead? Rand seems to believe that you can just make an invention and somehow live off of royalty checks that magically appear in your mailbox every month, while you either work in a lab (that you're not dependent on for your livelihood!)  or drink Margueritas on the beach. 

You are mistaking the parasites for the mindless and soul-less that Thelema refers to as slaves in Liber AL.  These are not parasites, but are the working class (peasants); outside the scope of what Ayn Rand is referencing.  They are those that are the life's blood of this Earth.  Ayn Rand is showing us two types of aristocracies; one that fosters the conditions necessary for the creator and another that would stife the creator and subjugate genius to their own petty power lust.
On a political level, the creator not only has brought great benefit to humanity...but the proper conditions for such a person involves the creation of a meritocracy, which Ayn Rand argues heavily for in her book on Capitalism and which is based entirely on the principles of Adam Smith and the Founding Fathers. [Ironically enough, the Third Reich would use all of these American ideals and twist them into their own sordid philosophy.]  The second-handers; these parasites have come to usurp these ideals...misquoting the Founding Fathers...making false arguments that this country is a Christian nation and bringing in their 'greed is good'  (nihilistic) ideology as they've all but destroyed our meritocracy to the point that people no longer learn the great American virtues of 'Self-Reliance' and come to the government to do for them.  They have taught the ways of the second-hander, and made (lesser) parasites of the people, while controlling their lives and subjugating us all to their whims.
I wouldn't agree that this is a libertarian spirit in the way people use the term in here in the U.S.: instead, it's proto-fascist and implicitly racist at worst and completely unrelated to how the world actually functions at best. Going by John Locke, who admitted that compromises have to be made in order to enjoy the benefits of civilization, and his 2nd Treatise on Government would be a better way to establish a foundation for Libertarian types of arguments.

What is it about Locke that you find so libertarian?
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