Nietzsche: The Critique of Morality
In Essay 1 of On the Genealogy of Morals (GM), Nietzsche offers a genealogy (= history of the origins) of our contemporary morality. This expands the condensed mini-genealogy given in Beyond Good and Evil (BGE), sections 201 and 260. Nietzsche: ‘my real concern was much more important than hypothesis-mongering ... on the origin morality...What was at stake was the value of morality...What was especially at stake was the value of the “unegoistic”, the instincts of pity, self-abnegation, self-sacrifice, which Schopenhauer had gilded, deified’ (Preface, 5). Also BGE 33.
‘we need a critique of moral values, the value of these values themselves must first be called into question’ (Preface, 6).

What is the morality (’slave morality’) to be called into question? A cluster concept.

Three main features, each sufficient to qualify a moral outlook as an instance of ‘slave morality’, although several of these features are found together in mainstream : 

1.  A range of specific virtues (features of character or actions) traditionally highly valued as good in themselves (non-instrumentally), including compassion, humility, non-violence, forgiveness, humility, justice (some of these found in Christianity, Schopenhauer, Kant). See BGE 199, 202; GM I, 14.
Justice as a value: ‘that every will must consider every other will its equal’ (GM II, 11), i.e. that every rational (e.g. human) agent has a justified claim to equal consideration as an end merely qua rational agent (says Kant, among many others).
2. A certain meta-ethical conception of the good (or the overriding good) as obligating every human or every rational being independently of what their actual motivational structures (their desires) are. E.g. Kant: we all, objectively, have duties whatever our actual desires are – i.e. whether we are motivated to recognize them or not. (see Anti-Christ 11, Beyond Good and Evil 187, 199).
3. The ascetic ideal. This is the quite general idea that overriding value resides in something other than the contingent, conditioned (limited), time-and-space-bound, affect-involving circumstances of our empirical, phenomenal life or nature – in something ‘unconditioned’. (GM III, 11) For example: Plato’s Ideas, the God of monotheistic religions, the Buddhist (and Schopenhauerian?) Nirvana, ‘God or Nature’ --  the world as a whole in Spinoza (and Hegel?).
In the case of 2 and 3, it’s clear why Nietzsche says that these views value ‘the unegoistic’, since they value something that is either other than our empirical selves (3) or other than any contingent objects of affective desire (2). The values of morality in (1) are only unegoistic if one thinks that our natural desires are contrary to them (as many Christian theologians, Hobbes, Locke, Schopenhauer thought). Aristotle would have said that some virtues express desires we have anyway. So for Aristotle justice is not unegoistic, if that means: leaving one’s own natural desires out of account. But Aristotle’s conception of justice is not egalitarian.
Nietzsche’s genealogy of morality (GM, essay I. Also BGE 260):

In archaic, feudal warrior societies (Homeric society, also ancient Rome?), the specific meaning of ‘good’ (desirable) is fixed by the ruling warrior elite. In these societies, ‘good’ is first applied to ‘people like us’ – i.e. the politically and socially powerful, the rulers, the warrior nobility (good= masterful, commanding, GM I,5).
Second, ‘good’ is specified by them in terms of the qualities enabling them to be rulers (in that archaic context): physical prowess, health, courage and warlike spirit ‘bold recklessness’ (GM I, 11; BGE 260)), pride, ‘enthusiastic impulsiveness’ (GM I, 11), also truthfulness and openness (BGE 260), ‘exalted, proud states of the soul’ (BGE 260).

This second sense of ‘good’ is detachable from the first. What Nietzsche calls ‘noble morality’ is largely one that defines the good in this second sense. So noble morality is not necessarily the morality of a ruling elite, although it was so originally. ‘Noble morality’ is to be distinguished from morality as understood above – i.e. from the object of Nietzsche’s critique (I shall henceforth use the spelling with capital M to mark the Morality to be criticised). 
The slave revolt in morality (GM I, 10-14; BGE 260)
Basic claim: our Morality has its origin in an inversion of the values of noble morality effected by the oppressed ‘slaves’ – ‘slave morality’ – and  it shares the contents (and/or the structure) of the latter.  This inversion begins with the slaves’ suffering from their situation (suffering from what? Having their desires for determinate goods –  power, wordly goods, security, prestige – frustrated? Being unable to experience themselves as agents – since they are at the mercy of the rulers? Being unable to value themselves – since the only code of value available in that society is that of the rulers – by which standard the slaves are to be considered ‘low’ or ‘bad’)?
The slaves’ suffering from their situation generates  hatred of the rulers/nobles, which cannot be expressed in action (the slaves are politically powerless).

This hatred to in turn generates a desire for mastery over the rulers (‘revenge’), which also cannot be outwardly achieved (through revolution, say).

It is this desire of the salves for mastery over the rulers which, in some way, produces ‘slave morality’ as a ‘spiritual revenge’

Nietzsche calls this whole process ressentiment.

The slaves’ desire for come-uppance is in some way satisfied by finding (‘creating’) and embracing a set of values (general standards of worth) which negate those of the masters, both in content and form:

‘While every noble morality develops from a triumphant affirmation of itself, slave morality from the outset says No to what is “outside”, what is “different”, what is “not itself”; and this NO is its creative deed. This inversion of the value-positing eye – this need to direct one’s view outward...is of the essence of ressentiment: in order to exist, slave morality always first needs a hostile external world ...-- its action is fundamentally reaction’ (GM I, 10).
How does slave morality negate (or invert) noble morality? Three dimensions of contrast:
1. Content (cf. GM I, 14; BGE 202, 260). Example:
                              Noble  morality                                                      Slave morality

	Good
	Bad
	Good
	Evil

	pride
	humility
	humility
	pride

	valuing excellence (as defined in the noble code)

	valuing all equally
(egalitarian justice)
	egalitarian justice
	valuing excellence as defined in the noble code


2. Normative basis (metaethics) (BGE 199)
Noble morality is based on, and justified in terms of, affect and desire: X is good (for me) because I desire it (perhaps also because there is a sound deliberative route to X from what I actually desire – e.g. Aristotle?). Disapproval in noble morality expresses itself in the form of contempt or distaste.
Slave morality is based on the idea of a universal ‘ought’ or obligation (duty): everyone ought to desire X  (whatever their actual desires) because X is good. Disapproval in slave morality expresses itself as blame.
3. Concepts of freedom (GM I, 13)

Slave morality requires a certain concept of freedom (‘I could have done otherwise’). Noble morality does not require this. Why?

Four central questions:

1. What is the ‘mastery’ slave morality gives to the oppressed?

2. Is slave morality intentionally invented/embraced with an instrumental aim (revenge, mastery)?
3. What is wrong with ressentiment?

4. If Nietzsche’s account of the origins of Morality is plausible, does this have any normative relevance for us (insofar as we accept at least some elements of Morality)?

