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Ahstract

This thesis is an examination of the philosophy of art of Friedrich Nietzsche. Its five
chapters correspond to the areas in which I have found his most ph.ilosophically rigorous
and comprehensive contributions to the field. Within each chapter is an exposition and
critique of the development of these contributions. Whilst it is not my aim to make a
point by point reduction of the ideas of Nietzsche to those philosoph.ies established before
him, given that his phiiosophy of art is to an important extent either stimulated hy, a
reaction against, or a conscious augmentation of the theories of Immanuel Kant and
Arthur Schopenhauer, an analysis and critique of the philosoph.ical and artistic o{:ferings

of these men feature strongly in the relevant chapters.

In the first two chapters I explore two general prohlems in the philosophy of art with which
Nietzsche takes issue: the Kantian idea that the pleasure involved in mahing jucigements
of taste is disinterested, and the role of artistic form in a characterisation of heauty. But it
is in addressing the nature and value of the individual art forms that Nietzsche makes his
most convincing contribution to the philosophy of art. In line with his own personal and
theoretical concentration, chapters three and four comprise analyses of his phi]osophies of
music and tragic drama. I conclude my project hy stepping away from the individual art
forms and looking at the metaphysics that informs Nietzsche’s motivation for
plii/osophising about art. I confine myself toa single branch of metaphysics - the question
of appearance versus reaiity - and demonstrate that the sophistication of Nietzsche's
phi]osophy of art grows with the cleve]opment of his Lmderstanding of the nature of our

existence.



Table of Contents

Abstract 2
Preface 5
A Note on Citations, Texts, and Translations 9
Chapter One: Kant, Nietz_gche And Disinterested Pleasure 10
(I) Setting Up The Problem 10
(I) The Scope of The Argument 13
(ITI) Kant’s Interest in Disinterestedness 15
(IV) Interest and Disinterestedness 16
(i) The Agreeable, The Goocl, and Interested Pleasure 16

(i) The Beautiful and Disinterested Pleasure 18

(iii) The Beautiful and the Generation of Interest 21

(iv) Conclusion 25

(V) Artistic Creativity, Disinterested Pleasure, and the Creation Of Desires 26

(i) Claim (A): The Artist’s Aesthetic 26

(i) Claim (B): Art, Creativity, and Desire 30

(V1) In Conclusion: Nietzsche's Mistakes and Why They Are Made 34
(i) Disinterest and Indifference 34

(ii) Interests 35

(iii) Abstraction and Disinterested Contemplation 35
Chapter Two: The Appeal to Form 40
(I) Setting Up The Problem 40
(II) Nietzsche and Form 41
(I1I) Wagner and Form 44
(IV) Kant: The Form and Matter of Appearance 48
(V) Kant: Beauty, Purposes, and Concepts 53
(VI) Nietzsche's Appeal to Form 54
(i) Form in Life, Form in Art 56

(ii) Nietzsche’s Conception of Artistic Form 58
Chapter Three: Music 62
(I) Setting Up The Problem 62
(IT) Music and Words: Initial Formulations 64
(i) Music's Representational Ability 65

(ii) Music as Means 70

(IIT) Music and Words: Reconsiderations 74
(i) Human, all too Human 75

(ii) Assorted Opinions and Maxims, The Wanderer and his Slzafjaw, & Dayl:reale 80

(IV) Music and Life: A Final Philosophy 92
(V) Conclusion 103



Chapter Four: Tragic Drama 104
(I) Setting Up The Problem 104
(II) Musical Mood 106
(I11) Opera and Tragedy 116
(IV) Dionysianism and Inaction 120
(V) Tragedy after The Birth of Tragedy 126

(i) The Nature of the Tragic Emotions 127
(ii) The Value of the Tragic Emotions 131
(iii) The Epistemology of the Dionysian 134

Chapter Five: Metaphysics 140
(I) Setting Up The Problem 140
(II) Metaphysics, Pessimism, and Religion 142

(i) Metaphysics as Religion, Metaphysics as Art 146
(ii) Pain, Purposelessness, Worthlessness 149
(I11) Art and Metaphysics after The Birth of Tragedy 156
(IV) Conclusion 162

Bibliography 163
(I) Primary Literature: Nietzsche 163
(I) Primary Literature: General 163
(I11) Secondary Literature 164



Preface

Caution in quoting. - Young authors do not know that a fine expression, a fine
idea, looks fine only among its like and equals, that an excellent quotation can
annihilate entire pages, indeed an entire 1)0012, in that it warns the reader and
geems to cry out to him: ‘Beware, | am the jewel and around me there is lead,
pallid, ignominious lead!" Every word, every idea, wants to dwell only in its own
company: that is the moral of ingl'x si:y]e.l

The worst readers. - The worst readers are those who behave like pitmciering
troops: tiiey take away a few tl'u'ngs tiiey can use, clu:ty and confound the
reminder, and revile the wl’xo]e.2

The student of Nietzsche does well to acknowledge beforehand the potential danger and
superficiality inherent in his task. This is especiaily true for a student of but one strand of
Nietzsche's thought. The danger lies in the presumption of comment: is the student’s
critique warranted given the self—imposeci scrutiny and precision of the teacher? The
superficiality lies in the manipulation of the data: the student does not receive Nietzsche's

philosophy of art in abstracto, how can he then present an analysis of it as such?

Such have been my concerns tin‘ougiiout the course of this project. My aim has i)een,
therefore, not to insulate myseif against their relevance (this being impossiiale) but to
minimise their applicability. In the impe of realising this aim, my work has procee&eci
under the gui(iance of two caveats: the failure of attempts 1ac]eing analyticity in styie and
pin'losopiu’ca] approach to work successfu.lly with data as dense and compiex as
Nietzsche's; and the presumption inherent in projects that allow anyone but Nietzsche to
gujde and to suggest the direction and content of the endeavour. Indeed it is an attempt
that heeded the first of these caveats but ciisregarciecl the second that at once served as an

inspirational model for - and an oi)ject of criticism in - my work on Nietzsche’s philosopi’xy

of art. I speak here of Julian Young's book: Nietzsche's Philosophy of Art.

! The Wanderer and His Shadow, §111.
% Assorted Opinions and Maxims, $137.



Young's approac}l - in its clarity of style and philosophy, in its warmth of conviction, and
in its informed acquaintance with the data - serves its sul)ject well. It is in these areas that
my project can only hope to equal the contributions of its antecedent. But the efficiency
of his methodology3and the neatness of its results at many junctures blind Young to the
artificiality and inappropriateness of his systemisation. With my thesis I endeavour to
redress these mistalzes, these kinds of mistalaes, and hence give to the reader Nietzsche's
philosop}ly of art - not a reconstructed compensation for the fact that, for Nietzsche,

eloquence or rigour as a system is always, as he might say, ancilla plzi/osophia.

The shape and scope of my project follows that of Nietzsche's writings on art: the
prohlems it addresses are those explicitly addressed }:)y Nietzsche. I take ‘aesthetics’ or ‘the
plﬁlosoplly of the aesthetic’ to encompass our aesthetic experiences of nature, as well as
art. The title of this t}lesis, therefore, reflects the fact that I have found Nietzsche’s
concern to lie predominantly with art and our relationslu'p to it. This does not, however,
prohil)it Nietzsche from discussing general problems that apply to, or form a part of, the
wider domain of aesthetics: hence the first two cllapters of my work. In clmapter one |
study Nietzsche's argument against Kant's belief that the pleasure involved in making
judgements of tastes is disinterested. To do this successfully, I must first of all outline and
critique the elements of Kant's pllilosophy against which Nietzsche constructs his
argument. But the principal elements of Nietzsche's argument - the alleged gap in Kant's
t}xeory where an analysis of the desires that spur artistic creativity should be, and
Nietzsche's belief that a substantial part of the perception of beauty is the desire, aroused
by the content of the perception, for more of the same - do not sit at all uncomfortably
with the tlleory of disinterested pleasure put forward in The C ritique o/[ Aesthetic ]udgement;
in fact they form an important part of it. With chapter two I assess the contribution that
Nietzsche’s brand of formalism makes to the seemingly tireless debate concerning the
nature of the beautiful. Nietzsche is famous for his pronouncements of what beauty, or
beautiful art, can do for a human ]:)eing. But in order for such ana]yses to be convincing,

he needs to possess a stable notion of what beauty is. What is required of objects in order

% The ‘four periocls' approacl'n essentia”y another in a ]ong line of approaclles obsessed with l’iclying up Nietzsche's
t]qougl'xts into that which is manageal)le and convenient.
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that tl'ley may serve as the cultural elixir he desires them to be, is cashed out in purely
formalistic terms. Taking the music of Richard Wagner as the ne plus ultra of art that is
formally degenerate, Nietzsche argues that there is a necessary connection between the
formal petfection of a work of art and the value that such a work possesses for society.
His reasoning, however, is fallacious: it is not Wagner's music that lacks Jt.orm, but we,
when transported ljy its rapturous beauty, who do; and hence Nietzsche's allegecl

correlation remains to be substantiated.

Nietzsche's pllilosophy of the individual art forms is restricted to those forms with which
he could successfuny engage. His poor eyesigllt, his crippling headaches, and his general
bad health, rendered his attention to the many forms of visual art something which - for
the purposes of a t}lorougll critique - he could not sustain. COnsequently, Nietzsche's
offerings stem from a lifelong engagement with and critical contemplation of music and
tragic drama. What emerges, pllilosopllically, is a comprellensive account of the nature
and value of these two arts. These p}li]osoplﬁes are assessed in cllapters three and four.
Given the extended nature of their evolution, their olnviously (levelopmental progression, |
examine Nietzsche's plﬁlosophy of music and tragic drama cllronologicauy. Whereas my
cllapters are divided into sections, this does not imply that I perceive Nietzsche's
pl'li]osop}\y as faHing within delimited periocls: my sections correspond to new discoveries,

not different pllilosophical objectives.

I conclude my project l)y examining the metapllysical issues that Nietzsche perceives as
motivating any philosophical talk about art. It is often said that it is in Nietzsche's
metaphysics that we find most cause for philosophical concern - and the greatest leverage
for subsequent refutation. If this is so, his philosophy of art must certainly reflect these
weaknesses. Indeed, this point stands as the cornerstone of Young's ultimate dismissal of
Nietzsche's p}ﬁlosoplly of art as simply the product, not of a rigorous philosopller, but of
one who, clamaged })y life, reflects this damage in his assessments and requirements of art.
But by analysing the metaphysics that informs all of his discussions of art - that of the
question of appearance versus reality - it is strikingly clear that it is not affliction or
rancour that resonate from his p}lilosoplly of art, but an ever maturing and ultimately

profound understanding of the nature of our human, all too human, existence.



It is with slig}lt hesitation that I express, consonant with what seems to be de rigueur
amongst students and interpreters of Nietzsche, a justification for my using (at times), or
refraining from using (at other times), material from the Nachlass. I hesitate because
what the content of such a justif-ication should be, in my mind, is obvious; and hence any
statement is tl'lere})y trivial. Accordingly, I will not pretencl to define a new or more
virtuous policy towards Nietzsche's meu}.)lishecl writings; but instead, and so to respect

tradition, I will restate the unquestional)ly correct position:

. . . there can be no single answer to the question of priority. Nietzsche is an
author, a pu]alic ﬁgu.re, and all his writings are relevant to his interpretation. The
importance we attach to any part of his work cannot clepencl on general principles
about which is essentially primary and which necessarily follows. The importance
of each text clepencls on the specim(.ic contribution that text makes to our
construction of a coherent and understandable whole. This principle (1f the term

is at all appropriate) would have been quite acceptable to [Nietzsche] . . A

Finally, I would like to ac]znow]eclge three debts of gratitude: to my family - my
grandmother, my mot}ler, my fatl'ler, and my brother - without whose 1ove, support, and
intellectual examp]e this project would never have come to fruition; to David Price, for his
perspicaciousness and strengtll; and to my supervisor, Professor Malcolm Budd, whose
patience, meticulous attention to detail, and deep understanding of the su.hject made this

thesis much finer than it otherwise would have been.

* Nehamas (1985) p. 10. 8



A Note on Citations, Texts, and Translations

Citations from the primary literature will consist of the title and the section (or book)
number. The translations and editions upon which I have relied can be found in the

bibliography. In citations from the secondary literature, the ‘author (date) page’ system
will be used.



Cllapter One
Kant, Nietzsche And Disinterested Pleasure

(I) Setting Up The Problem

Within the realm of aesthetic theory the idea of disinterestedness is one of Nietzsche's
more important and interesting bétes noires. Disinterest has a rich p}u'losop}u'cal
history,ll)ut as Nietzsche specifically names Kant in his analysis, the notion of disinterest
under question must be that of the Critique of Aesthetic Judgement. 1 shall argue that
interest, under Nietzsche’s definition, is a concept that Kant cannot, and does not, cleny.
Likewise, Kant's formulation of disinterested pleasure found in the Analytic of the
Beautiful is not a theory that Nietzsche ever explicitly attacks. It will become apparent,
however, that Nietzsche does inveigh strongly against Scllopenlzauer's interpretation of
disinterest as will-lessness; but this will-lessness is not Kant's. Nietzsche's disagreement
with Kant has two sources: (A) Kant'’s clisregard for an artist's aesthetic; his failure to
generate a theory of art and beauty from the perspective of the creative individual, and (B)
Nietzsche's belief that lneauty, so judged, cannot fail to promote an interest, set up a
clesire, or fuel creativity. These two issues, however, are not opposed to the disinterest of
the third Critique. | shall investigate the roots of Nietzsche's confusions and the
indeterminacies in Kant's writings that provoke such confusions. An estimation of the
value of Nietzsche’s thoughts about aesthetic pleasure, and an assessment of his
explanations for and evaluation of the interest that aesthetic experience creates, will

consequently em erge.

Nietzsche's principal argument against disinterest appears in On the Genealogy of Morals:

! See Stolnitz (1961).
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Kant tiiougi'it he was l'xonouring art when among the preciicates of ]aeauty he
empiiasiseci and gave prominence to those which establish the honour of
lznowie(i.ge: impersonaiity and universaiity. This is not the place to inquire
whether this was essentiaiiy a mistake; all I wish to underline is that Kant, like all
philosopi’xers, instead of envisaging the aesthetic proiiiem from the point of view
of the artist (ti'xe creator), considered art and the beautiful purely from that of the
‘spectator’, and u.nconsciously introduced the ‘spectator’ into the concept of
‘beautiful’. It would not have been so bad if this ‘spectator’ had at least been
sutticiently familiar to the pl'iiiosopi'iers of t)eauty - namely, as a great persona/
fact and experience, as an abundance of vivid authentic experiences, ciesires,
surprises, and delights in the realm of the beautiful! But I fear that the reverse
has always been the case; and so they have offered us, from the beginning,
definitions in which, as in Kant's famous definition of the beautiful, a lack of any
refined first-hand experience reposes in the stxape of a fat worm of error. ‘That is
beautiful’, said Kant, ‘which gives us pleasure without interest’. Without interest!
Compare with this definition one framed i)y a genuine ‘spectator’ and artist -
Stendhal, who once called the beautiful une promesse de bonheur. At any rate he
rejected and repuciiatect the one point about the aesthetic condition which Kant
had stressed: /o désintéressement. Who is right, Kant or Stendhal?*

Before we analyse the above passage, it is important to be clear about its context: its p]ace
and its role within On the Genea/ogy o][ Morals. The third essay of On the Genea/ogy of
Morals is a discussion of the meaning of ascetic ideals. The term ascetic ideal has no single
or simpie meaning for Nietzsche; but iying at the root of the concept is some form of the
selt—denying, -repressing, or -(iiverting of fundamental human drives (in most cases, drives
associated with pieasure). Within the realm of ethics, these ascetic ideals are responsii:)ie
for what Nietzsche regarcis as the ]ife a’enying characteristics of Christian morality; but ttley
have also been responsiiaie for the rise and auttiority of that selfsame moraiity. Nietzsche
believes that the story of the (ieveiopment of morality is, among other ttu'ngs, a story of
man's reiationsi‘u'p with and manipuiation of crueity: crueity towards others (at the early
master stage of morality), and then finally towards oneself (in the slavish, Christian stage

of morality). The ascetic adopts a particuiar attitude towards himself:

. . . a man climbs on dangerous paths in the highest mountains so as to mock at
his fears and tremi)iing iznees; thus a phi]osopi'ier adheres to views of asceticism,
humiiity and holiness in the light of which his own image becomes extremely
ugiy. This division of oneself, this mocizery of one's own nature, this spernere se
sperni of which the religions have made so much, is actually a very high degree of
vanity. The entire morality of the Sermon on the Mount Leiongs here: man
takes a real delight in oppressing himself with excessive claims and afterwards
ido].ising this tyrannically demanding something in his soul. In every ascetic

2 On the Genealogy of Morals, 111, 86.
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morality man worships a part of l'ximself as God and for tl-xat he needs to diabolise
the otller part.3

By the time we reach the third essay, Nietzsche wants to examine how different sections of
society understand or make use of the ideal of asceticism and their reasons for so cloing.
Hence, we are told that there are many breeds of asceticism: moral, p}ﬁlosop}n'cal, artistic,
priestly, saintly, and female.* The discussion of disinterestedness occurs within the
examination of philosophical asceticism. What does it mean, Nietzsche asks, when a

plﬁlosopher pays homage to the ascetic ideal?’

. . . the ascetic ideal for a long time served the philoopl'xer as a form in which to
appear, as a preconclition of existence - he had to represent it so as to be able to be
a pl’u'.losopher; he had to befieve in it in order to be able to represent it. The
peculiar, withdrawn attitude of the philosopl’xer, world—denying, hostile to life,
suspicious of the senses, freed from sensuality, which has been maintained down
to the most modern times and has become virtually the p’n’/osoplxer s pose par
excellence - it is above all a result of the emergency conditions under which

phi]osopl’xy arose and survived at aﬂ.é

The above, however, appears to be on]y a description of a form of p}u']osophical practice
and life. How could such an analysis explain or support Nietzsche's attack on
disinterestedness? The tl'xeory of disiﬁtereste& pleasuxe is a piece of p}u'losophy, and as such
it could be indepen&ent of whether or not the pl'u'losopher who propouncled it is an ascetic.
The motivation behind Nietzsche's critique of disinterested pleasure, however, becomes
clear when we understand his analysis as directed at an instance of a more general
movement or historical phenomenon. The moral ascetic sacrifices bodily pleasures because
he feels that he is not worthy of the happiness that they bring. The artist ascetic does not
aim ‘with all the power of his will at the . . . lziglwst spiritu/isation and sensualisation of his
art’ but instead invokes ‘a curse on the senses and the spirit in a single breath of hatred’
and returns ‘to morbid Christian and obscurantist ideals’.” The philosopher ascetic, in
turn, sacrifices bodily pleasures for the furtherance of the achievements of Pl'xilosopl'xy.

Now, finally, we can see where and wl’)y the critique of disinterested pleasure has a place in

3 Human, all too Human, $137.

* See On the Genealogy of Morals, 111, §1.
% See On the Genealogy of Morals, 111, §5.
® On the Genea/ogy ofMora/s, 111, $10.

7 On the Genea/ogy o/Mora]s, 111, §3.
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the third essay. Kant's account of aesthetic pleasure, given its position in an argument
designed to demonstrate the necessity and universality of aesthetic ju(igements, appears to
Nietzsche to leave no room for the (natural and obvious) plasures of the aesthetic
experience. Nietzsche understands Kant's philosophy as condoning ascetic behaviour in the

experience and anaiysis of the beautiful.

(1) The Scope of The Argument

It may be argueci that Nietzsche is not expiicitly and consciousiy arguing against Kant:
that he is using the name Kant as ‘a metonymic indicator of what [i’le] perceives to be the
tradition of aesthetics from Kant onwards’.® And in his impatience with any theory that
appears to depreciate the human pleasures of aesthetic experience, Nietzsche is conﬂating,
the argument runs, the disinterest that predicates the aesthetic pleasure of Kant with the
will-lessness that characterises the aesthetic attention of Sciiopeniiauer. I cannot, iiowever,
accept this argument; at least not as an expianation of Nietzsche's attitude in the third
essay of On the Genealogy of Morals. For in this essay Nietzsche is quite clear about the
objects of his thought: Kant's theory is outlined, Schopenhauer’s is demonstrated, the two
are then compared. Even the most tl'iorougii of Nietzsche's commentators tend to be less
than precise in this area. Young states that ‘Schopenhauer’s representation of art as a
pointer to asceticism provides the motive for Nietzsche's attack upon the Kant-
Schopenhauer (but mainly Schopenhauer) account of the “aesthetic state"';gancl then for
the rest of the chapter Young talks about this ‘aesthetic state’ as if Nietzsche believed that
is was an identical component of both Kant’s and Schopenhauer's pi’u'losopi'ry. But Young

is not giving Nietzsche enougi'i credit; Nietzsche knows that Kant is not Sciiopeniiauer.

But converseiy, one should not give Nietzsche too much credit. Michael McGhee claims
that Nietzsche ‘realised very well that Kant used “disinterested” to qualify the pleasure that
grountis the jucigement [of taste]'loratiier than the attention that the aesthetic o]aject

receives. But, in retrospect, this confidence in Nietzsche appears iiasty; as less than a page

® Rampley (1993) p. 272.
® Young (1992) p. 119.
19 McGhee (1991) p. 222.
13



later, in an analysis of section 6 of Essay 111 of On the Genealogy of Morals, McGhee must
write that ‘Nietzsche has slipped from talk of a pleasure that is “without interest” to that

of viewing a statue “without interest™?!!

My point is this. It is true that Nietzsche is incorrect in his interpretation of Kant’s
theory, and it is this incorrectness that will be the su}:)ject of the remainder of this c}lapter,
but it is quite clear that it is Kant about whom he is incorrect. ‘Scl'lopenhauer made use
of the Kantian version of the aesthetic prol)lem - although he certainly did not view it with

Kantian eyes'.12 This idea is expanded upon at the end of the same passage:

Schopenhauer described one effect of the beautiful, its calming effect on the will -

but is this a regular effect? Stencﬂlal, as we have geen, a no less sensual but more
happily constituted person than Schopenhauer, emphasises another effect of the
beautiful: ‘the beautiful promises happiness’; to him the fact seems to be precisely
that the beautiful arouses the will (‘interestedness’). And could one not finally
urge against Scl'lopenl'xauer himself that he was quite wrong in t}u'n.leing himself a
Kantian in this matter, that he by no means understood the Kantian definition of
the beautiful in the Kantian sense - that he, too, was pleased l)y the beautiful
from an ‘interested’ viewpoint, even from the very strongest, most personal
interest: that of a tortured man who gains release from his torture? B

Apart from demonstrating that Nietzsche recognises no such thing as the ‘Kant-
Schopenhauer account of the aesthetic state’, this passage establishes a number of points:
(i) The final sentence confirms that Nietzsche is taking Kantian disinterest to qualify the
viewpoint or reason why we engage with beautiful objects; (i) Nietzsche understands
interestedness as arousal of the will; (iii) In general Nietzsche is interested in the effects of
the aesthetic experience. Nietzsche does not seem to be aware that points (i) - (iii) are not
at the heart of Kant's third Critique. Whereas Kant's analysis of disinterest is integral to
the explanation of how pleasure can be a legitimate part of a judgement that claims
universal validity, Nietzsche is not concerned with judgements. He is concerned to

» 14

demonstrate, as Young correctly states, ‘the essentially life af‘firming character of art’.

What Nietzsche fails to see, however, is that the two enterprises are compatible.

Y 1bid., p. 223.
2 On the Genealogy of Morals, 111, 6.
13 7.
Ibid.
" Young (1992) p. 119.
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What follows will be a discussion of Nietzsche’s two main contentions (A and B) with
Kant in light of the confusions (i - iii) noticed above. I will outline, first of all, the

relevant features of Kant's theory of disinterested pleasure.

(I11) Kant’s Interest in Disinterestedness

]udgements of taste occupy a prima ](acie awkward position between judgements of the
agreeable (‘this apple tastes pleasant’) and cognitive judgements (‘this object is an apple’ or
‘this object is good as an apple’). When we claim that an object is beautiful, the form of
the judgement resembles that of a cognitive judgement: we apply the concept Zyeautiﬂ/ to
the object and we demand that others agree with us. But beauty is not a determinate
concept (it does not pick out properties or provide a proceclure for recognition) and hence
the subsumption characteristic of cognition is not really happening. What is happening,
Kant believes, is that even tl'loug}l our /inguistic behaviour conforms to that of a cognitive
juclgement, we are respona’ing to the o})ject as if we were malaing a judgement of the
agreeable; we are recognising that the o}oject is engenclering a feeling in us - pleasure - and
it is on the basis of this pleasure that we assert that the object is beautiful. What Kant
endeavours to exp]ain is how this kind of judgement, a judgement to taste, can hold any

validity beyond the (merely) subjective.

Kant is interested in the pleasure of aesthetic experience because it is this feeling that is
imputecl to others when we make the claim that our juclgement of taste is intersubjectively
valid. Kant asserts that disinterest is a notion that functions in an analysis of the
conditions under which our pleasure occurs. Since it is precise]y this disinterest, when
coupled with the form of finalitylsin an aesthetic object, that secures the intersul)jective
valiclity of a judgement of taste, Kant must elucidate its causes and its nature. Three
questions immediately arise in connection with Nietzsche's assessment of Kant's doctrine.
Is disinterested pleasure a special kind of pleasure? Is a disinterested aesthetic attitude or

disinterested attention necessary to secure a disinterested pleasure? And finally, Can the

15 1 will leave on one side the analysis of this notion. The discussion of its meaning and importance will be part of
Cl'xapter Two.
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pleasure that informs a singular juclgement of taste provicle a grouncl for interest in, or
desire for, ]Jeauty in general, other objects of the same kind, or even that o]:)ject in
particular? A critique of Kant's answers to the first two questions is needed to allay (A);
and an analysis of the third will satisfy the charge of (B).

(IV) Interest and Disinterestedness

The plausi}.)ility of the claim that a juclgement of taste is based upon a disinterested
pleasure turns on Kant's account of interest. Kant's definition of interest is: “The delight
which we connect with the representation of the real existence of an oloject'.lb This does
not, l'xowever, appear to be the final word on interest, for one section later he introduces
another stipulation. In a discussion of judgements of the agreeable, he writes: ‘that a
judgement on an ol)ject l)y which its agreea]aleness is affirmed, expresses an interest in it, is
evident from the fact that t}u'ough sensation it provokes a desire for similar ol)jects'.17 This

second requirement is elucidated in a footnote to section 2:

A juclgement upon an o]aject of our clelight may be wllouy disinterested but withal
very interesting, i.e. it relies on no interest, but it produces one. Of this kind are
all pure moral ju&gements. But, of themselves, juclgements of taste do not even

set up any interest whatsoever.

Hence, Kant contrasts judgements of the agreeable and the good with judgements of taste
l)y attri])uting to judgements of taste two properties: they are not based on an interest, and
they cannot, ]oy themselves, generate an interest. What is the content of these two
negative requirements of a judgement of taste? To determine this we must first of all

examine the nature of interest as it applies to judgements of the agreeab]e and the good.

(i) The Agreeal:’e, The Gooa’, and Interested Pleasure
A sensual gratification or a subjective sensation or a feeling (as the pleasure taken in
foods, drinks and aromas), which is the o})ject of my lilzing and is peculiar to me or those

sharing some of my physiologica] characteristics could never be imputed to others.

16 Critique of Aecsthetic ]uc]gement, §2.
1 Critique of Aesthetic Judgement, §3.
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Subjective sensations of this kind are private; there is no reason to assume that tl]ey can
be shared. The private nature of the feelings of pleasure upon which judgements of the
agreeal)le are based, and the fact that these feelings are not necessarily sharable, alt}lough
t}lwarting any pretension of universality or necessity in the juclgement itself, are not
necessarily responsi])le for the pleasure being interested. ]udgements of the agreea]ale are

associated with interests in virtue of the fact that they arouse them.

That a judgement on an object hy which its agreealnleness is affirmed, expresses
an interest in it, is evident from the fact that through sensation it provo]zes a
desire for similar objects, consequently the delight presupposes, not the simple
ju&gement about it, but the laearing its real existence has upon my state so far as

affected by such an Object. . . . I do not accord it a simple approval, but
18

inclination is aroused byit...
On the other hand, ju&gements that involve su}Jsuming an object under a determinate
concept are also inappropriate to a claim that the object is beautiful. The reason this is so
is connected to Kant's definition of interest in section 2: interest is pleasure in the real
existence of the ol)ject. Kant gives the example of a palace.lg When attempting to
estimate the l)eauty of a l)uilding, we must marginalise any utilitarian or moral concerns
that might arise from knowledge of its origin or use. Such a demand from Kant appea]s
to our pre’cheoretic notion that the beauty of a t}ﬁng is somehow indepenclent of its ethical
status or its functionality. The p]easure characteristic of juclgements of the goocl is
aroused, Kant maintains, l)y the recognition that an object is of a certain kind or type.
Such a pleasure is interested because the object falls under a certain concept that has an
end or purpose in which we are interested (as in delight ina Luil&ing simply because it is a
church). The pleasu.re is pleasure that something is the case, or that something is true of
the world; and it is interested because it results from the satisfaction of what the spectator

wants to Le the case or desires to be true of the world.

That is gooa’ which lJy means of reason commends itself Ly its mere concept. We
call that good for something (useful) which only pleases as a means; but that which
pleases on its own account we call good n itse/f. In both cases the concept of an
end is impliecl, and consequently the relation of reason to (at least possil)le)
willing, and thus a delight in the existence of an Object or action, i.e. some
interest or another. To deem sometl')ing goocl, I must always know what sort of

18 Critique of Aesthetic Judgement, §3. See also Guyer (1979) pp. 188-189.
19 Critique of Aesthetic Judgement, $2.
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thing the object is intended to be, i.e. I must have a concept of it. That is not
necessary to enable me to see lJeauty ina tlu'ng . Plowers, free patterns, lines
aimlessly intertwining . . . have no signiﬂcation, depencl upon no definite
concept, and yet please. Deligllt in the beautiful must clepend upon the reflection

on an oleect precursory to some (not clefim'tely cletermined) c:oncep’c.20

It is important to be clear that Kant is not saying that judgements of the agreeal)le and
judgements of the good are interested in different senses. He is comparing and contrasting
juclgements of the agreeahle and the good. Tl'ley are alike in that tlley both are alone
capable of generating interests (desires). They differ in that judgements of the good are
based upon concepts whereas judgements of the agreeal)le are aesthetic, based upon a
feeling. In both cases, however, we see that pleasure is in a very tight connection with
desire. And it is under this analysis that Kant determines that the conditions of the
judgements (of the goocl and of the agreeal)le) under which the pleasure in the ol)ject is had
cannot be universal and necessary, and hence cannot be shared with judgements of the
beautiful. Judgements of the agreeal)le and the goocl are bound up with desire in such a

way that renders it impossilale to demand agreement in the juclgement from others.*!

(i) The Beaub}(u/ and Disinterested Pleasure

It is not until the second moment that Kant introduces his positive account of pleasure in

the beautiful:

The cognitive powers brought into play by this [beautiful] representation are here
engagecl in a free play, since no definite concept restricts them to a particular rule
of cognition. Hence the mental state in this representation must be one of a
feeling of the free play of the powers of representation in a given representation
fora cognition in general. Now a representation, whereby an object is given,
involves, in order that it may become a source of cognition at all, imagination for
ln’inging togetller the manifold or intuition, and unc]erstanJing for the unity of
the concept uniting the representations. This state of )(ree p]ay of the cognitive
faculties attencling a representation l)y which an ol:;ject is given must admit of
universal communication: because cognition, as a definition of the Object with

20 Critique of Aesthetic Judgement, $4.

1 We must take care, as Kant at times did not, to be clear about how and wlly the juclgement of the goor.l is bound up
with desire and pleasure. There is an important difference between a judgement of the good and Ir‘king the good.
Whereas juclgements of the agreeal)le are necessa.rily based upon pleasure, there need be no pleasure in the judgement
that ‘this object is good as a gun'. A judgement of the non-moral good (useful) does not necessarily involve pleasure at
any stage because we may not like the end that the object under judgement involves (as with the good gun). We can,
without involving ourselves in an inconsistency, ju&ge sometl\ing to be goocl as a means even if we are not interested in,
even if we abhor, its end. Pleasure finds its place in judgements of the practically goocl when we like the ol)ject under a
concept: when we like (talze pleasure in) that itis a goo& gun. Notice, l)owever, that the above means-end considerations
cannot apply, for Kant, to juclgements of the mara”y goocl.
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which given representations (in any Subject whatever) are to accord, is the one
and on]y representation which is valid for every one. . . .. Now this purely
su]:jective (aestl-ietic) estimating of the o]aject, or of the representation through
which it is given, is antecedent to the pleasure in it, and is the basis of this
pleasure in the harmony of the cognitive faculties. Again, the above-described
universality of the subjective conditions of estimating ol)jects forms the sole
foundation of this universal subjective validity of the delight which we connect
with the representation of the olnject that we call Leauti{ul.zz

Cognition is the rule-governed unification of the manifold of intuition by a concept. A
prominent interpretation of the ideas introduced in this passage is that Kant claims that in
the experience of beautiful objects, instead of the u.nderstanding unifying the manifold
with a concept, the mind experiences the intuition as a/reaa’y unified. And given that this
is the case, the two faculties must be performing clifferen’cly than tl'ley would if they were
acting together to pro&uce a piece of empirical know]edge. The o]:ject, given that its form
is final for perception,zainduces the mind’s faculties into a special relationship: the free
play of the imagination and unclerstancling. The Jf.eeling we experience when in the
presence of an object that can so dispose the mind is this free play sensed as pleasure.

And the reason why such fortuitous unification, as opposecl to empirical lznowledge in
general, is pleasurable is that the ‘goal of cognition is attained in the absence of its
ordinary guarantee, namely, the use of an empirical concept as a rule for unifying a
manifold’ **

But the problem with this type of understanding of Kant is that its ability to convince
relies upon an impossibility. Kant's definition of unification or synt}lesis is precisely the
bringing together of the manifold of intuition under a concept.25 We just cannot
experience sometl'iing as a/reacjy uniﬁec] - or ‘feel aware of a synthesis or unification of the
manifold presented to [t]'le mind, or its faculty of ju&gement] even when that has not been
enforced ]:)y a concept, that is to say, ]:Jy the su]:sumption of the manifold under a given
and determinate concept’zo- if to be unified means to be Lroug}it under a concept Ly the
understanding. Kant's position on this matter is made clear in the General Remark on

the First Section of the Analy’cic. Concerning a judgement of taste, he says that:

z Critique of Aesthetic Judgement, §9.
23 . - " '
T will expand upon this condition of Kant's in C}mpter Two.
24 Guyer (1978b) p. 455.
% See Critique afPure Reason, B102-B106.
2 Guyer (1977) p. 52.
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.. . in the apprehension of a given ol:ject of sense [tl'xe imagination] is tied down
to a definite form of this Ol)ject and, to that extent, does not enjoy free p]ay ce
still it is easy to conceive that the o})ject may supply reacly-made to the
imagination just such a form of the arrangement of the manifold, as the
imagination, if it were left to itself, would freely project in harmony with the
general conformity to law of the unJerstanding. But that the imagination should be
both free and of itself confarmal)/e to law . . . is a contradiction.

It is characteristic of the judgemen’c of taste that the acquisition of empirical information
about the object is not a part of the agencla. The imagination is not involved in a
cognitive task, as the aim of the exercise is not to leam or understand anytln'ng about the
ol)ject. The imagination is free in that all it must do is ensure that the image is such that
it can be conceptualisecl; the imagination is constrained only by the form of the image
I)eing perceive&. In the perception of an object that is found beautiful, this constraint is
not felt as a constraint because the image is an image that the imagination would project if
it were utterly free. The image must be conceptualisable, but as the conceptualisation is
not demanded of the unclers’can&ing for the purposes of empirical lanowleclge, the
unclerstancling is as free as it could possibly be within the transcendental limits of possil)le

experience.

Hence it is only a conformity to law without a law, and a sul:jective harmonising
of the imagination and the unclerstancli.ng without an ol)jective one - which latter
would mean that the representation was referred to a definite concept of the
o})ject - that can consist with the free con£ormity to law of the un(lerstan&ing
(which has also been called finality apart from any end) and with the speciﬁc

character of a judgement of taste.27

Kant maintains that this free interaction of the cognitive faculties is sensed as pleasure. If
the mind’s powers are lawfully conforming to the rules of possible experience, but doing §0
in a way that they would were they free of such a cognitive agenda (‘free conformity to
law’), this activity or state is sensed I)y us to be pleasuxab]e (in a way that any objective
unification of a manifold would not). And it is this state which is universally

communicable and, hence, iﬁtersul)jectively valid.

2 Critique of Aesthetic Judgement, General Remark on the First Section of the Analytic.
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We have now established the content of Kant's claim that a judgement of taste is not
based upon an interested p]easure. But what of his second claim, that pleasure in the
beautiful is unable to generate interest? The footnote to section 2 that delivers this prima

facie unintuitive claim needs to be disambiguated.

(iii) The Beaut:fu/ and the Generation of Interest

Kant's footnote to section 2 of the Critique of Aesthetic Judgement claims that our pleasure
in the beautiful, of itself, can create no interest. Kant is not denying, unintuitively, that
we do not have any interests in the beautiful. What this footnote suggests is that if
aesthetic response is what Kant believes it to be, it cannot be just in virtue of the p/easure
that we actuauy do take an interest in o}:)jects that engencler that pleasure. This view is the
motivation for Kant'’s theories of the empirical and intellectual interests in the beautiful,
for such interests and their connection to pleasure in the beautiful explain how it is that

we can come to have interest (albeit indirect) in the beautiful. 28

But Kant’s insistence that this pleasure in the beautiful is not a different or unique kind of
pleasure, but only one whose conditions for occurrence are unique,zgo}:)liges him to accept
of it what he accepts of pleasure in general: “The consciousness of the causality of a
representation in respect of the state of the Subject [is] one tending to preserve a
continuance of that state'.30 Tl'xerefore, if we wonder why we desire to continue in the
presence of beautiful objects it would seem to be because it is characteristic of the pleasure
attendant upon such experiences that we wish for its continuance. Since the continuance
of the pleasure is depenclent upon a continuance of our engagement with the olaject, our
interest in the beautiful (in its existence, in its maintenance, in its accessibility to us) can
be explained simply by the conditions surrounding the feeling of pleasure it provolzes.
There may of course be other reasons® that we wish to be in the presence of a beautiful
oloject or work of art which gives us pleasure, but these reasons are not necessary to support

or explain the consequent interest; the aesthetic experience itself can do all of the work in

% Two possible connections being (i) social cohesion and communication (empirical) and (ii) the encouragement of
moral feeling (intellectual). See Critique of Aesthetic ]ngement, §841-42.

» Critique of Aesthetic Judgement, 85: ‘The agreeable, the beautiful, and the good thus denote three different relations of
representations to the feeling of pleasure and displeasurs, as a feeling in respect of which we distinguish different objects
or modes of representation’. See also First Introduction to the Critique of Judgement, VIII.

3 Critique of Aesthetic Judgement, §10. See also §12.

31 Kant's intellectual and empirica] reasons, for example.
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such an explanation. The fact that our (disintereste&) pleasure in a beautiful ol)ject can of
itself create a desire to remain in that pleasural)le state (an& hence a desire for the very
ol:ject that is responsil)le for the pleasural:le state) does not violate the disinterestedness
conditions of a pure juclgement of taste: ‘while the faculty of desire may not be involved in
the origin of aesthetic response, this does not entail the conclusion that such a response is

without effect on desire’.>2

But it is apparent that Kant did not accept the above explanation wllolesale; and hence he
must explain how he can maintain, at once, that the disinterested pleasure in the beautiful
is self-sustaining - a necessary feature of pleasure - and that pleasure in the beautiful
cannot generate an interest. Kant's explanation lies in the fact that there is more to his
notion of interest than the first moment alone imparts. Interest must be a more refined
notion than merely ‘the deligl'lt which we connect with the representation of the real
existence of the object' in order to explain wl'ly a successful judgement of taste, whilst not
grou.nded upon an interest, cannot still create one. Paul Guyer finds a more enliglxtening
definition of interest outside the third Critique.”® In the Critique of Practical Reason>*Kant
couples the idea of interest with rational conceptual experience: interest is a reason-based
incentive. An interest is a motive for a rational will because it is a concept upon which the
pleasure is based. Interest can only be had if there is a concept to which our pleasure is
linked. In other words, we must take pleasure in an ol)ject under a concept if we are to
take a Kantian interest in it. When we are interested in an ol)ject that has been juclged as
goocl or useful, we are necessarily pleased that the oleect is good or useful. And it is the
concept under which we have judgecl the ol)ject as good or useful that holds out the
opportunity of more pleasure: of the satisfaction of our desire for sometlu'ng of that kind.
For Kant, interest is simply pleasure in the existence of sometlung; but it is important to
notice that he believes that 'pleasure that something is the case’ is inextrical)ly bound up
with ‘wanting sometlu'ng to be the case’. For example: a hunter might hold that a goocl
gun is, inter alia, an accurate gun. This hunter has a conception of a good gun as l)eing
one that is accurate; and it is only tl'lrougll this conception that his interest in guns is

created and maintained. Accurate is the general concept of the ol)ject which holds out the

32 Guyer (1978b) p. 456.
33 Ibid., p. 457-459.
3 See §821 and 79.
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promise of pleasure, and hence a reason (cietermining ground for the mii) to use the gun.
Now, according to section 10 of The Critique of Aesthetic Judgement, any pleasure can
motivate the will; but pleasure alone is not a sufficient condition for an interest. Pleasure
that is depencient upon and promiseci i)y a particular determinate concept is interested
pleasure. In the case of the hunter, the concept accurate provicies a reason to believe that
pleasure will arise when a gun is subsumed under it, and is a concept under which a gun
can be subsumed in the future to promise more of the same. Kant believes that such an
analysis of interested pleasure also holds for pleasu.res in the agreeai)ie, even though such
pleasures are aesthetic and hence not based on a determinate concept. Guyer offers the
exampie of chocolate.*® Tiiinieing about an oi)ject under the particular concept, chocolate,
is enougil to promise pleasure in it, based on past experience of oiajects also subsumed

under the concept chocolate and su.i)sequentiy found pieasing.

... if the experience of pieasure in an agreeabie object does ciepend on the senses
alone, and is due to a causal relation between properties of the o]aject and one's
own physioiogy, then one may come to believe in a lawlike connection between
oi:jects of that sort and the experience of pieasure - at least for oneself. Past
experiences of pleasure from oi)jects of a given sort might lead to the promise of
pleasm'e in one’s own empiricai concept of that sort of object. This concept could
then form a basis of an interest.®

Hence, pleasure in the good is founded upon and can potentiaily create interests, whereas
pieasure in the agreeaiaie, while not founded upon any interest (concept) can give rise to

one.

It is clear now that if Kant was indeed employing the second Critique’s definition of
interest, the above anaiysis, mutatis mutanaiis, would not hold for pieasu.re in the iaeautifui;
for there is no generai conception of an oi)ject i)y which we can determine if it is beautiful
or which could guarantee pieasure in the beautiful. Since aesthetic response is not
produceci ]:)y sul)suming the manifold of intuitions under a determinable concept, there is
no concept linked to the experience that could guarantee more pieasure in the future. Ifa
ju(igement of taste is singu]ar, as Kant maintains that it is, then the pleasm’e we take in an

oi)ject is gooci oniy for the particu.iar oi)ject in question. The above hunter is interested in

3 Guyer (1979) p. 188,
% Ibid.
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guns because t}rey are accurate. But in judgements of beauty there are no determinate
concepts to which we can turn that provide an explanation for our pleasure or which
contain within them a promise of pleasure. For example, simply t}linlrzing that something
is a sunset is not a reason for us to desire its existence; this is so because the concept
‘sunset’ had no role in the pleasure which grounded our judgement (that the object was
beautiful). So pleasure in the beautiful cannot of itself create an interest because an

interest is pleasure in the fact that a concept is instantiated.

While what makes somet}ﬁng a sonata or statue may be determinable by
concepts, what makes it beautiful is not; and if we take pleasure in something not
because it is a sonata or statue, but because it is a beautiful one, then whatever
concepts we can pre(licate of an ol:ject of aesthetic regponse will not serve to

found an interest. In this way, then, loeauty does not procluce interestt.37

Guyer rightly claims that the incorporation of the second Critique’s definition of interest
does not dismantle our strong pret}reoretic belief that our pleasing experiences of l)eauty
are self-sustaining and -promoting.>® For although Kant's refined definition of interest
makes it impossil)le that pleasure in the beautiful can, of itself, give rise to interests in
determinate classes of objects (roses, string quartets, operas),”’Kant remains vulnerable in
two further areas. A desire for the object (tlze rose) of our judgement of taste can be
aroused in a way consistent with Kant's Jefinition,‘mas can a desire for objects of the same
relevant form as the rose.*! If the notion of interest that Kant is wor]zing with is only the
limited notion of a conceptua//y based pleasure or desire (pleasure that sometlu'ng is the
case), then it is true that these last two cases are not actually Kantian interests. But the
fact that we do have such non-Kantian interests seems to take the urgency and motivation

out of his sulasequent theories of intellectual and empirical interest.

37 Ibhid., p. 189.

38 Ibid., pp. 189-191.

39 1f T have judged as heautiful a certain piece of music, a piano concerto say, thenitisa pure ju&gement of taste only if

the concept of ‘piano concerto’, or the fact that this piece is indeed a piano concerto, has not given rise to my pleasure.

Therefore, on the basis of this singu]ar ju&gement, I have no conceptual reason to believe that any other piece, given

thatitisa piano concerto, will afford such pleasure as this one. Hence, an interest has not and cannot be created in
iano concertos.

0 Hence, consistent with Kant's transcendental characterisation of pleasure, I can and will be interested in the piano
concerto that was the object of my judgement of taste. I need nothing more than my own pleasure to explain why 1 wish
to continue the experience or indeed repeat the experience.

41 1£ 1 take a disinterested pleasure in the form of a rose, I can, without violating Kant's disinterest requirement, desire
to be in the presence of other roses that have the same form as my origina.] beauty. As concepts, according to Kant,
attach only to the matter, and not the farm, of sensation, there is nothing in my experience that could create a Kantian
interest.
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(iv) Conclusion

Several ideas important to my project follow. Firstly, interest is not a special kind of
p]easure but rather a pleasure explainea’ i)y the gratification of sensual desires or the
recognition and approval of goodness. Kant is clear that pleasure is simple and hence

unanalysai)le. In the First Introduction to the Critique 0)[ ]ua’gement Kant writes that

. pleasure and clispleasuxe, not loeing modes of cognition, cannot be defined in
tixemse]ves; they can be ielt, but not understood. One can see, therefore, that
they can only receive an explanation, a very inadequate one at best, through the
influence which a r:presentation exerts }Jy means of this feeling on the activity of

the mental powers.

This fact emphasises the need for reflection on the causal history of the pleasure of
judgements of the beautiful, as any attempt to analyse the sensation in itself would provi&e
no grouncis for distinction between a pleasure in the agreeai:le, the good, or the beautiful.
Hence, upon such reﬂection, a disinterested pleasure is one not informed l)y personal,
idiosyncratic, morai, or intellectual ‘bonds of connection’ between the ju(ige and the
object, but by the object’s ability to perfectly suit our mind’s necessary and universal
cognitive oiajectives. Secondly, the a(ioption of an aesthetic attitude or of a conscious
](orgetting o)[ or incliﬁ[erence towards the many practical or moral features of the oiaject is not
logically demanded })y Kant's theory. All that is demanded is that the pleasu.re on which
we base our estimation that the o}Jject is beautiful is not a pleasu.re in such features but in
the o]nject as it appears to us. Lastly, the tl'lought that a disinterested pleasure in the
beautiful is one which can engencler interest or desire, or at least one which can exp/ain
such an engen(iering, is consistent with Kant’s conclusions, even tl'lougii he does not

explicitly recognise it as such.

In light of the above analysis, I shall now return to Nietzsche and examine his critique of

Kant's notion of disinterested pleasure.

%2 First Introduction to the Critique of Judgement, VIIL.
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(V) Artistic Creativity, Disinterested Pleasure, and the Creation Of Desires

(i) Claim (A): The Artist’s Aesthetic

A recurring theme throughout Nietzsche’s writings on aesthetics is the idea that
aestheticians hitherto have failed to think about art from any other perspective than that
of the contemplative spectator. Indeed this criticism is at the core of Nietzsche's

discussion of Kant in On the Genealogy of Morals:

.. . I wish to underline that Kant, like all philosophers, instead of envisaging the
aesthetic problem from the point of view of the artist (the creator), considered art
and the beautiful purely from that of the ‘spectator’, and unconsciously
introduced the ‘spectator’ into the concept 'beautifu]'.ﬁ

Before Nietzsche's criticism can be assessed, it is necessary to be clear about what he takes
the aesthetic prol:/em to be; for the way in which Nietzsche spells out this prol)lem will
determine whether his analysis of Kant is plu'losophically persuasive. My claim is that
Nietzsche does misunderstand how Kant envisages the aesthetic pro]alem; or at ]east, since
it must be true that both plru'losophers recognise that there are many pro})lems that arise
from thinlzing about the beautiful, what each considers to be the aesthetic problem is
markedly different. And given that this is the case, Nietzsche’s criticism of disinterested

pleasm’e is ill-informed and hence misses the mark.

Kant's identification of the aesthetic pro]n]em is straightforward enougl'x: it is the prol)lem
of taste. The project of The Critique of Aesthetic Judgement is to unite pleasure and
objectivity in an epistemologically significant way. How can pleasure, which is suLjective,

be a basis for a judgement which is necessary and universauy communicable?

How is a judgement possil)le which, going merely upon the individual's own
feeling of pleasure in an object independent of the concept of it, estimates this as
gorp ) P P

a pleasure attached to the representation of the same O]Jject in every other

1'nJ1'v1'Jual, and does so a priori, i.e. without ljeing allowed to wait and see if other

people will be of the same mind? . . . . This problem of the Critique of
udgement, therefore, is part of the general problem of transcendental

J g / ) 18 P g P

philosopl’xy: How are synthetic a priori juclgements possible?“

%3 On the Genealogy of Morals, 111, $6.
4 Critique af Aesthetic ]ua'gement, §36.
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The technical nature of Kant's project is not recognised }Jy Nietzsche, who understands
Kant's endeavour as trying to Jeﬁne the beautiful or examine its nature; for indeed section
6 of Essay II1 is contrasting the definition of beautiful allegedly given by Kant with that
given by Stendhal. But there are several points that tell against an interpretation of
Kant's philosophy as trying to define beauty, the most important being that at the heart of
his project is a desire to clistinguis}l between the lingm’stic form and the ]ogical from of the
utterance ‘@ is beautiful’. The failure to notice such a distinction leads to the belief that
we have passe& a judgement that labels ¢ as beautiful, when in fact what we really have
done is not logical but aesthetic: our belief that ¢ is beautiful is a feeling sensed, not a
property recognised. The word ‘beautiful’ in the utterance ‘© is beautiful’ does not
function as a predicate concept. ‘Beautiful’ is not being applied to ¢; it functions as an
indeterminate concept and it cannot be accessed by empirical investigation or
demonstrated in experience. ‘Beautiful’, as a predicate, does not have a determinate
conceptual function and hence ‘the beautiful’ is not susceptible to definition. We cannot
therefore prove that @ is beautiful Ly indicating that it possesses certain empirical
properties or qualities. If we must talk in terms of definitions, Kant is looking fora
definition of a ju&gement of taste, not a definition of the beautiful. So when Nietzsche
claims that ‘the beautiful is that which gives pleasure without interest’ is Kant’s famous
deﬁnition of the beautiful, he is misrepresenting Kant - at least on one level - for
definitions are not what Kant is after. If Nietzsche wants to legitimately engage with
Kant, the proposition that he should assess is: “The judgement that ¢ is beautiful is a pure
juclgement of taste if the pleasure upon which one grouncled one’s judgement was not

afforded l)y a satisfaction of a moral, a practica] or a sensual desire’.

But perhaps all of this can be criticised as being unfair to Nietzsche. There is a sense in
which Kant would agree that ‘the beautiful is that which gives pleasure without interest’,
and hence there is a sense in which Nietzsche's criticism is perspicacious. Kant is
mar]zing out the realm of the beautiful not by giving })eauty a cognitive]y locatable content

but by describing a unique epistemological state,45t}1e achievement of which is responsilale

45 Unique in that normally Kant is read as saying that 'epistemo]ogical' characterises a mental state that involves the
operation of the faculties in such a (necessary) way that produces empirica.l ]znow/ea’ge. The harmony of the faculties is,
on one level, an epistemologica] state, as it involves these same, potentially know]eclge proc]ucing, faculties. But the
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for the pleasure felt, and the operations of which guarantee unanimity in judgements of
the beautiful. Kant places at the heart of his characterisation of interest the intimate
association of it with desire; and hence he is committed to excluciing desire from an
account of pure aesthetic pleasure. Our desires cannot latch onto aesthetic experience due
to the lack of conceptual data involved in the experience to which tliey can attach.
Aesthetic pleasure, l)y itself, cannot engage our desires or generate interests. Only l)y
connection with sometlring else can pleasure in the beautiful create a desire.*® Nietzsche
sees this analysis as trying to somehow rid the realm of aesthetic experience of desire.
Kant, lrowever, is cllallenging only how it could possii)ly get there in the first place: if our
attention is solely on how the ol)ject appears to us, the experience is such that there is no
concept of the ol)ject around which we could form a desire. It is not entirely clear from
the third essay of On the Genealogy of Morals how Nietzsche understands interest, and in
what way he links the notion with desire and pleasure. But given that he contrasts Kant’s
‘without interest’ to Stendhal’s repudiation of ‘le désintéressement’, it appears that, for
Nietzsclre, interest and desire are co-extensive, and aesthetic pleasure cannot be explained
without reference to them. Kant is able to explain aesthetic pleasure independently of the
faculty of desire (with his theory of the harmony of the faculties). But there is nothing in
Nietzsche that would suggest that he recognises a pleasure that is wlrolly a prociuct of the
harmonious relationship of the mind’s faculties. And hence, if puslreci, he could argue
that such pleasures can on/y be explained in connection with our faculty of desire.*” If the
experience of laeauty is one which is intimately linked with pleasure; and pleasure is the
satisfaction or stimulation of some desire or anotl'ier, then Nietzsche is indeed correct to
assign a legitimate role to desire in aesthetic experience.d‘8 But as we have seen above, this
thinking is consistent with the Kantian project, even if Kant himself did not acknowledge
it. The beautiful ol)ject itse/f (the ol)ject ju(ige& as l)eautil:u.l) is not barred from arousing or

harmonious free play of the mental faculties is a special relationship in which the faculties are not creating empirical
]enowlecige.

4 See Critique of Aesthetic Judgement, §841-42,

47 Kant states, in Section VI of the pul:wlisl'\e(i Introduction to The Critique of ]ngement, that ‘The attainment of every
aim is coupled with a feeling of pleasure. Now where such attainment has for its condition a representation a prior - as
herea principle for reflective judgement in general - the feeling of pleasure also is determined bya grouncl which is a
priori and valid for all men . . . As the concept of finality here takes no cognisance whatever of the faculty of desire, it
differs entirely from all practical iinality of nature’. The resolution of any argument between Kant and Nietzsche would
seem to rest more than anytl'ring upon the cogency of Kant's understanding of the operations of our perceptual faculties,
the nature of a ‘cognitive goal', and the coherence of his apparent view that the faculty of desire is not operative in all of
our aims and objectives: objectives can be set and achieved without being desired. See also Guyer (1979) pp. 79-83.

48 1 will test the legitimacy of this claim below.
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creating such interest; and more importantly, nor is interest disallowed before the
juclgement, as long as the interest ((iesire) or its satisfaction is not the reason for the
pleasu.re. The resolution of the disagreement lies in the legitimacy of the tl'leory of the
harmony of the faculties. If pleasure can be had inciepenciently of the i:acuity of desire,
Nietzsche must accept that pleasure can be disinterested. Kant and Stendhal may both be

rigkt.

What, however, does Nietzsche take to be the aesthetic prolalem? It certainly does not
seem as if a Kantian-like justification of the universality and necessity of ju(igements of
the beautiful is of philosophical interest to him. Indeed the only instance where Nietzsche

comes close to expressing such a motivation is in Assorted Opinions and Maxims:

If we are of one substance with a book or a work of art we are quite convinced it
must be excel]ent, and we are offended if others find it ugly, over-spiced or
inﬂateti..‘l'9

But even so, Nietzsche's offended is not Kant's demand for agreement. Hence, a clearer
analysis of Nietzsche's idea of the aesthetic prob]em will shed ligl'xt on why he has so much
difficulty understanding Kant's.

Nietzsche’s problem in the third essay of On the Genealogy of Morals is clear. He is
examining the meaning of ascetic ideals and wishes to know their place in, and effect
upon, the lives of the creators, the contemplators, and the philosophers of art. Initially,
he surveys what he feels to be the decline in art that is evident when the artist pays homage
to the ascetic ideals of chastity and the suppression of emotion; and he offers as an
example the case of Richard Wagner and his Parsifal. Nietzsche then examines how
ascetic ideals can infiltrate a phi]osopily of art. Schopenhauer, he writes, found in art a
way to suppress the vicissitudinous will that so clisrupts and contradicts the precepts of the
ascetic ideal. In art we are momentarily ‘delivered from the vile urgency of the will’. Itis
not my place here to determine if Nietzsche is correct in his attribution of the obedience
to ascetic ideals to Wagner and Schopenhauer. But given that he does, we can see what is

at the heart of his aesthetic problem. There is something wrong or misplaced, Nietzsche

49 Assorted Opinions and Maxims, $104.
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believes, in the association of beauty and art (its creation, determination or evaluation)
with ascetic ideals. Perhaps this is intuitively correct, but Nietzsche needs an argument

that will tum intuitions into p}u'losopl'ly.

Nietzsche does indeed have arguments to support his intuition about the inappropriateness
of ascetic ideals in the realm of the beautiful, but unfortunate]y their ability to convince is
hindered l)y the fact that he runs the arguments together, and hence fails to indepenclently
establish their conclusions. Section 6 of the third essay of On the Genealogy of Morals
possesses two ideas that Nietzsche too easily conflates: the nature of beautiful objects and
the effect of experiencing beautiful objects. Now it is clear that Kant's concern with the
former (those which possess formal Jr‘inali’cy) is only as a means to the establishment of the
universality and necessity of the latter (the free play of our cognitive faculties). But
Nietzsche confuses this motivation of Kant's with an attempt to explain what it is to be
beautiful in a determinate sense. And while Nietzsche holds up Stendhal as he who so
appropriately defined the beautiful, the content of Stendhal'’s claim is only an explanation
of the plxysio/ogica/ or emotional effect of beautiful o}ajects.so Unless Nietzsche wants to
admit that his theory of an artist’s aesthetic is reducible to, and possesses all of the
weaknesses and absurdities of, a functional definition of art, he must be more cautious.
But what exactly are Nietzsche's arguments for an artist's aesthetic? In answering this

question Nietzsche reveals how claims (A) and (B) philosophically fit together.

(5i) Claim (B): Art, Creativity, and Desire

We must step outside On the Genealogy of Morals in order to observe the backdrop of
beliefs that informs its third essay.51 Nietzsche argues against the logic of the 'pure
perceivers' in Thus Spoke Zarathustra and The Will to Power section 801. His arguments
seem to work with the mistaken notion of Kant’s disinterest outlined above (pg. 14, point
(i)) As with much of Zarathustra, the argument is couched in a fable. Here Nietzsche is

putting words into the mouths of the lovers of 'pure ]enowledge':

% Indeed it is part of Guyer's analysis that this is really all that Kant, with his ‘harmony of the faculties’, can establish
as well. See Guyer (1979) pp. 98, 296-297, 322-324, 393-394.

51 But not too far outside: the argument against disinterested pleasure occurs in Nietzsche's later writings, roughly
between the years 1883-1888. Hence, I do not look further than the books published during that period for support for
or confirmation of Nietzsche's (or my) arguments (even though I do believe that the conviction and philosophy that
inform the argument of the third essay of On the Genea/ogy af Morals are that from which he rarely, if ever, stmyetl).
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For me, the highest thing would be to gaze at life without desire and not, as a dog
does, with tongue hanging out . . . [t]o be happy in gazing, with benumbed will,
without the grasping and greecl of egotism - cold and ashen in laocly ... For me,
the dearest t}u'ng would be to love the earth as the moon loves it, and to touch its
beauty with the eyes alone . . . [L]et this be called by me immaculate perception of
all things: that I desire nothing of things, except that I may lie down before them

like a mirror with a hundred eyes.52

Nietzsche's response to these people is that he himself actually has the purest will, as he

wants to 'create beyoncl himself":

Where is beauty? Where I have to will with all my will; where I want to love and
perish, that an image may not remain merely an image. . . . But now your
emasculated leering wants to be called 'contemplation'! And that which lets
cowardlgr3 eyes touch it shall be christened 'beautiful'! Oh you bhefoulers of noble

names!

Ensconced in less bombastic language, this argument takes a more convincing direction in

Tl;e M” to Power:

The states in which we infuse a transfiguration and fullness into thi.ngs and
poetise about them until they reflect back our fullness and joy in life . . . also
preponderate in the early 'artist', Conversely, when we encounter things that
display this transfiguration and fullness, the animal responds with an excitation of
those spl’xeres in which all those pleasurable states are situated - and a Llencling of
these very delicate nuances of animal well-being and desires constitutes the
aesthetic state. The latter appears only in natures capable of that bestowing and
overﬂowi.ng fullness of laodily vigour . . . The sober, the weary, the exhausted, the
dried up (e.g., scholars) can receive absolutely nothing from art, because they do
not possess the primary artistic force, the Ppressure of abundance: whoever cannot
give, also receives not}xing.54

Desires, it seems, are an important component in Nietzsche’s philosophy of art: they are
necessarily a part of the aesthetic state. Why does he hold this position? His answer
would seem to be linked to his claim that ‘the effect of works of art is to excite the state
that creates art’.”® And this assertion necessarily entails a singular aesthetic state. But is

Nietzsche's claim impotent when it comes to natural l)eauty? Is Nietzsche committed to

2 Thus Spoke Zarathustra, 'Of Immaculate Perception".
% Ihid.

54 The Will to Power, §801.

58 The Will to Power, $821.
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positing a being who created a sunrise, and with whose state we must be in accordance
when enjoying the sunrise? All that we need to aHay this counter to the tenor of
Nietzsche's thought is the recognition that there are different kinds of aesthetic states. A
work of art can evoke in me the state that the artist was in when he created the piece.
Nietzsche's ‘aesthetic state” does not imply a necessary or sufficient claim for artistic
creation. So, for the case of natural Leauty, when | experience the }Jeauty of a rose this is,
accorcling to Nietzsche, the same state that an artist would be in were he to paint a picture
of the rose. What Nietzsche’s claim in The Will to Power amounts to is that the state a
contemplator of art is in is the same state as the artist is in when the artist is creating. It is
not necessary to Nietzsche's singular aesthetic state that an action (creation) had occurred
or does occur. Nietzsche's entire argument from creativity is based on a presupposition
that }Jeauty is made and not discovered; we })ring a t}u'ng's l)eauty toit. Itis exactly this
involvement that constitutes or demands interest or desire for Nietzsche. And it is the
lack of this kind of ‘vigour’ that he maintains is at the heart of Kant's aesthetics.
Nietzsche feels that Kant does not pay proper attention to the element of Rausclz, the art-
generating state that is will-based and -driven.*® But we again see that N ietzsche is
running together a criticism of a particular aesthetic attitude (will-less, desire-less) and the
component of the aesthetic experience (disinterested pleasure) that is Kant's gauge of
correct judgements of the beautiful. Hence, Nietzsche's writings on pure perceivers do not

constitute a straightforward objection to Kant.

Kant is opposed to the idea that }Jeauty isa quality of an object. He wants to cleny that
})eauty isa conceptually based property, yet he strives for objectivity and vali(lity in
judgements of taste. He achieves this })y recognising that the pleasure which signals a
judgement of })eauty isnot a procluct of the particulars and idiosyncrasies of individual
perception or desire; and as such, the ensuing pleasure must be a pleasure that would

ensue in all })eings of similar cognitive &esign:

%6 Young (1992) pp. 125-147 understands Nietzsche's claim that a state of Rausch is the necessary state of artistic
creation: “for it is this state that generates the energy necessary to disrupt and dislodge the routine clichés of “interested”
perception’. Under Young's interpretation, Nietzsche's Rausch operates in a way very similar to Kant's
disinteresteclness, almost as an objective state, in that it ‘idealises’ and 'brings out the main features’ of the o}Jject of

perception. Nietzsche's philosophy of Rausch is very complex, and hence I will refrain from its discussion until Chapter
Five.
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. . one who feels pleasu.re in simple reflection on the form of an o}aject, without
having any concept in mincl, rigl'lt]y lays claim to the agreement of every one,
although this judgement is empirical and a singular judgement. For the ground
of this judgement is found in the universal, tl'xough subjective, condition of
reflective ju&gements, namely the final harmony of an ol)ject (be it a procluct of
nature or of art) with the mutual relation of the faculties of cognition,
(imagination and understanding) which are requisite for every empirical

cognition.

In other words, Leauty is not recognisea] in an object; we recognise the harmonised state of
our cognitive faculties brought about lay the form of the o})ject. Kant believes in no such
thing as beauty in itsel][, nor does he believe that the mind as tabula rasa is a viable
contemplative state, as indeed in such a state there could be no consciousness of any kind.
Even though Kant's pleasure in the beautiful arises from no conceptual thought, it does
involve the aforementioned reflection on the conditions under which the pleasure occurs.
We find that Nietzsche is not very far away from Kant on this point. In discussing the
'beautiful and the ugly' he claims that

Not}u'.ng is s0 conditional, let us say circumscribed , as our {eeling for the beautiful.
Anyone who tried to divorce it from man's pleasure in man would at once find
the ground give way beneath him. The 'beautiful in itself' is not even a concept,
merely a phrase. . . . Man believes that the world itself is filled with beauty - he
forgets thastsit is he who has created it. He alone has bestowed beauty upon the
world . . .

Nietzsche's attack on the artistless-ness of Kant's ana]ysis of the beautiful has neglected to
acknowledge Kant's discussion of fine art and genius. But Kant has not left the artist out
of his critique of art; he devotes several sections in the Analytic of the Sublime to the
recognition that art is a work of genius - genius being conceived as the mental power whose
aim it is to communicate aesthetic ideas to others. And as these ideas are images to which
no concept is adequate, no problem arises regarding the disinterestedness of our pleasure in
them.®® And hence, even after his thoughts about beauty and desire, Nietzsche is left with

the same dilemma that informed his discussion of an artist’s aesthetic: either his

5 Critique of Aesthetic Judgement, Introduction, VII.

58 Tuwilight of the Idols, ‘Expeditions of an Untimely Man', §19.

% Critique of Aesthetic Judgement, §843-54.

8 Of course many other problems do arise for Kant, and these will become important to me in C}mpter Two. All that I
want to make clear now is that, contra Nietzsche, the artist and artistic creativity play a very important role in Kant's
theory of fine art. The artist’s intentions, his power of creativity, and our recognition of these qualities, contribute
much to our pleasu.re iﬁ, and our sul)sequent judgements upon, works of art.
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philosophy explains the phenomenon of the aesthetic experience of })eauty purely in terms
of Stendhalian outputs or autobiographical end-states, or he must accept Kant's
foundational premise that what we want or how we ][ee/ is not a necessary or a sufficient

mechanism for judging ]:veauty.

(VI) In Conclusion: Nietzsche's Mistakes and Wlxy ney Are Made

(i) Disinterest and Indrﬁ[erence

Ultimately, it seems that Nietzsche is conflating Kantian disinterest with the quotidian
sense of the word; he is confusing disinterest with uninterested or interest-clenying or -
excluding. And hence the aesthetic problem as Nietzsche sees it - the integrating of the
precepts of ascetic ideals into the area of art and its evaluation - is not a prob]em that
arises under a correct interpretation of Kant.”' But within section 2 of the Critique of
Aesthetic Judgement are two claims that are likely to mislead. With regard to claim (A),
Kant's allegecl failure to generate a t}leory of art and l)eauty from the perspective of the

creative indiviclual, Nietzsche would be quite justified to take offence at Kant’s belief that:

Every one must allow that a judgement on the beautiful which is tinged with the
slightest intérest, is very partial and not a pure judgement of taste. One must
not be in the least prepossessed in favour of the real existence of the tl'x.ing, but
must preserve comp/ete indifference in this respect, in order to play the part of

judge in matters of taste.’

But such a claim is much stronger than and surely not impliecl by a claim made just one
sentence earlier: ‘All one wants to know is whether the mere representation of the o]:)ject is
to my li]aing, no matter how indifferent I may be to the real existence of the o]:)ject of this

representation’. McGhee remarks on this mixed message contained in section 2:

The first sentence . . . seems to imply that if my cleligl'xt in the object is partially
determined by such an interest, then it is not a pure juclgement of taste, and 1
have no quarrel with this. But the second sentence offers a very dubious
recommendation about how to avoid such impure juclgements: one must not be in
the least prepossessed, etc. This just seems to be wrong: aesthetic experience is

z; Young (1992) pp. 118-125 provides a good argument as to why, however, it does arise for Schopenhauer.
My italics.



not so l)idcla]:)le, and can arise in unexpectecl circumstances. . . . Nevertl'xeless, it
seems to me that it is this recommendation of Kant's that has inspired neo-

Kantian accounts of disinterested contemplatlon.

Hence, although Nietzsche has misinterpreted Kant regarding the nature of disinterest,

the misinterpretation is not without its own plausible defense.

(i) Interests
There is another deceptive sentence that may explain claim (B), Nietzsche's belief that
beauty necessarily creates an interest. It occurs in the previously discussed footnote to

section 2 of the third Critique:

A judgement upon an o]aject of our delight may be whouy disinterested but withal
very interesting, i.e. it relies on no interest, but it produces one. Of this kind are
all pure moral juclgements. But, of themselves, juclgements of taste do not even
get up any interest whatsoever. Only in society is it interesting to have taste . . .

Nietzsche is not alone when he finds this remark unintuitive;mand it is not until a further
definition of interest, located outside of the third Critique, is imported into the analysis of
pleasure in the beautiful that we can recognise the plausil)ility of such a claim. Again, we
must admit that Nietzsche is less than tl'lorough in his approach to Kant, but he also has

sufficient textual evidence to establish his particular comp]aints.

(iii) Abstraction and Disinterested Contemp/ation

The last point that I wish to make with respect to Nietzsche's critique of Kant's aesthetics,
which mig}lt also help to emphasise the importance of his own, is that, despite McGhee's
scepticism, a pure judgement of taste is &epen&ent to some extent on abstraction from
several aspects of the overall experience. This view is not without its defenders. Malcolm

Budd writes that:

. . . your experiencing sometl'xing as being beautiful does not consist in your
perceiving a quality of the ol)ject. Rather, it is a matter of your &eriving a
disinterested p]easure from the perceivecl form of the oloject - the form considered
in abstraction from the nature of the ol)ject that manifests it, from the kind of

 McGhee (1991) p. 225.
® Indeed, this is the motivation behind Guyer (19785).
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object you are perceiving or the concept under which you perceive it (and so from
what the function of the oinject is or what the oi:ject is intended to i)e).65

Guyer believes, however, that there is a confusion in the way that Kant presents our ability

to abstract from the conceptua] nature of the oi)ject of perception:

For the pleasure in }Jeauty to result, we must have a sense of the unity of such a
manifold which is achieved without its sui:sumption under any determinate
concept . . . But, it turns out, Kant is not clear whether these circumstances can
occur if we merely abstract from any concepts which we migl-it know to apply to
the manifold and see if it pleases us without them, or whether they actuauy
require that no concepts be known to apply to the ol:ject. It is not certain whether
the imagination is free oniy ifa given oi:oject simply presents or suggests no
concepts which could exercise any constraint on the former's free play, or whether
the imagination itself has the power to abstract from concepts we know to appiy
to the oiyject and free itself from their constraints in estimating the form of the
ol:ject alone. . . . Nevertheless I believe that Kant's basic theory actually requires
the second interpretation if it is to make the experience of l)eauty, even of natural

objects, possii;le in any but the most unusual circumstances.

But is it true that Kant is unclear and uncertain? It seems that his analysis of the nature
of judgements of (iepencient beauty versus those made upon free Leautiesmprecisely answers
Guyer's uncertainties. When estimating a free i)eauty, we introduce or employ no concept
of its end or purpose to which it should conform. However, oi)jects of intentional creation
are, i:oy virtue of that intention, in possession of (or carry within tl'xemselves) a concept
against which tiiey may be juclge(i. And if we are to assess the beauty of an oiaject that is
being put forward as a work of art then ‘a concept of what the thing is intended to be must
first of all be laid at its basis®- the object’s perfection must be assessed. But while this
concept Ly which per{ection is juclged disables the juclgement of clependent i)eauty from
being a pure judgement of taste, there is nothing in the judgement that hinders a free play
of the cognitive faculties or obstructs its universality or necessity. So it seems that a
juclgement of depen(ient l)eauty isa ju(igement of perfection p/us a disinterested pleasure in
the perceptuai form of the oi:ject. But what is this jucigement of perfection, and what
enables it to be built into a judgement of (iepen(ient i)eauty while not at the same time

coilapsing that judgement into one mere]y of the gooci?

% Budd (1995) p. 26-27.

06 Guyer (1978a) pp. 601-602. See also Guyer (1979) pp. 237-255.
%7 See Critique Of Aesthetic Judgement, 8815-16.

o8 Critique of Aesthetic Judgement, $48.
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Perfection in an ol)ject is obtained when there is ‘an agreement of the manifold in a thing
with an inner character belonging to it as an end”.” Kant considers an object to possess an
objective internal finality or qualitative per[:ection when the way the object looks does
justice to the intentional or intrinsic meaning or function of the o}aject. He contrasts this
objective internal finality to objective external finality (utility) and quantitative perfection
(an o})ject t)eing a successful instance of its kind) - judgements about which fall,
respectively, into the categories of judgements of the good and of the logical. Kant
demonstrates the nature of perfection using the famous examples of the tattooed faces of
the New Zealand at)origines, functional Imildings, and warriors. Perfection in an object is
more than just that o]:)ject’s I)eing a successful or complete manifestation of an intention,
as some commentators hold.” To be perfect an o}Jject must exhibit a perceptual form that
complements and supports what that object is meant to be or do. So a soft featured,
finely boned and impeccab]y fashioned gentleman is not perfect as a warrior for the reason
that his external perceptua] appearance is an imperfect manifestation of the inner
character of a fear-inspiring warrior. His external and internal forms do not match up, so
to speak, and perfection therefore is not achieved. Kant's analysis does not exclude the
fact that tattoos or poorly Jesigne& buildings or finely chiselled men may be freely
beautiful. What his analysis is dn'ving at is the fact that even if a tattooed face is beautiful
as an olvject it is not perfect as a face. As far as tattooed faces go, it may be a good
instance of its kind. It may even serve useful external (ritualistic or religious) ends. But
if a face is to be beautiful as a face, Kant claims that the first condition it must satisfy is

that it is perfect as a face.

A judgement of dependent beauty is hence an ‘aesthetic judgement logically
conditioned’,nt}le ]ogical condition being that the inner and outer character of the object
must agree. Once this is established, the ol)ject's t)eauty is determined in the same way in
which ]:)eauty is determined in objects devoid of an end or purpose: t)y a disinterested

pleasure in the perceptua] form of the object.72 It follows that Kant's theory of art does

% Ibid.
™ See Guyer (1979) p. 239.
1~ .
Critique Of Aesthetic ]ngement, $48.
2 See McCloskey (1987) pp. 129-132, Guyer (1979) pp. 246-247, and Budd (1995) pp. 30-31.
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require the spectator to abstract or disengage any interest he migiit have in the conceptual
ends that the oi)ject possesses. But this fact does not represent an incieterminacy in Kant's
piu'iosophy; if anything, the ciegree or significance of abstraction is the same for both
oiajects of nature and art, as in both cases a ju(igement upon the o]aject's i)eauty is passeci
after the experience of a disinterested pleasure in the oi)ject’s form (ti'iis pleasure not i)eing
a prociuct of any interest, conceptuai or otherwise, that we migiit have in the oi)ject). But
if we are to make a ju(igement of (iepemient i)eauty, if we are to attest that an oi)ject is
beautiful as an ¢ (where ¢ can be as broad as ‘a work of art'Por as narrow as ‘a concerto
for piano and orcilestra'), we must first of all determine whether or not how ¢ appears

accords with Qs natural or intended function.

It is not diﬂicuit, iiowever, to see that Nietzsche would be uncomfortable with the idea of
abstraction. But it is also not difficult to see wiiy Kant had to be committed to it.
Demonstrating the ‘life affirming character’ of art and beauty and demonstrating the
universality and necessity of our jucigements about such art and beauty are tasks which will
lead, at least prima facie, to opposecl piu'iosopiu'cal diagnoses. Indeed it is of criterial
importance to Kant to eliminate from his aesthetic tiieory just those piiysiologicaliy (anci
morally) based characteristics that for Nietzsche are definitive of a theory of iJeauty.
Abstraction, Nietzsche believes, leads to an untrue or incomplete aesthetic experience as
we are consciously denying ourselves the ‘fullness” and ‘richness’ and ‘abundance’ that an
object of our attention can potentially give. ‘[T]he extreme subtlety and splendour of
co]our, definiteness of line, nuances of tone: the distinct where otiierwise, under normal
conditions, distinctness is lacking',“is lost if we pu.ii our attention away from them and
think as irrelevant to our ju&gements upon their iieauty any pleasures we take in them.
Nietzsche claims that ‘What is essential to art remains its perfection of existence, its
prociuction of perfection and pieni’cwie’.75 Kant, in the third Critique, is concerned
primari]y with judgements of taste: a ju(igement that something is beautiful made under
certain conditions. And this is precisely the point that Nietzsche misses. Nietzsche, in
his writings on art and }Jeauty, is more concerned with the value of beauty and art so

determined. He is forever looking for those experiences which most exalt the human

B See Critique Of Aesthetic Judgement, 8§17, second note.
“ The Wil to Power, §821.
™ Ibid.



conciition; disinterest, he feeis, cannot be one of them. He has a rather classical view of
the arts - he recognises a canon of great works of art - and is more worried about our

relationsii.ip to them than actualiy determining (reciunciantiy, he migiit i)elieve) that tiiey
are indeed beautiful.

Nietzsche is correct in that of all the ways that we can experience the beautiful,
disinterestedness (not the Kantian variety but the will-less, uninterestedness of Nietzsche's
interpretation) yields an intuitive]y abject and bereft experience. Kant, however, is trying
to identii:y, in the case of the beautiful, the conditions of jucigement that apply when
experiencing an ol)ject; here it seems as if he is indeed intuitiveiy correct. When ma]zing a
judgement of taste, when reﬂecting on the etiology of our pleasure, we should not consider
our relationship with the oi)ject, as such a consideration migiit have the consequences of
(iangerously reciucing ineauty toa i'iigi'iiy sui)jectiviseti expression of pleasure. Zarathustra
is incautious when he accuses the pure perceivers of ineing barren, for indeed Kant would
admit with Nietzsche that we do (and can) take pleasure in (features of) objects which are
independent of any jucigement of taste that migitt (or migl'it not) be passed: pleasures in
the melancholy of a piece of Beethoven's music, or delight in the delicate floral
odouriferousness of a garden. These sensuous pre(iicates do not imply that the o]aject is
Leaut:ﬁ./, but represent some of the reasons wiiy we are drawn towards nature and art. But
this is Kant's salient point: this i)eing drawn - i)y the charms, the piiysiological stimuli, or
the moral content of a natural or art object - is not relevant when maieing a ju(igement of
taste; if it were, Leauty could easily coiiapse into a mere reference to the su.i)ject.
Nietzsche would not want to accept such a sui)jectivist conclusion as it cienigrates the
value of i)eauty, whether in art or in nature, for a society: it would be difficult to see how
‘art as essentially the a]%'rmation, conﬁrmation and a’eification of existence' °could be
deducible from ‘that which p]eases me' or from the ‘promesse de Lonlzeur’, or from the
permission for our desires to (ietermine, and not just be determined i)y, our aesthetic
experiences. Since Kant is likewise opposeci to such a sui)jectivist conclusion, disinterested

pleasure as Kant understands it should be inoffensive to Nietzsche's philosophy of art.

7 Ibid.
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Cllapter Two
The Appeal to Form

(I) Setting Up The Problem

In my attempt to understand Nietzsche’s contribution to the philosophy of art, I have
previously argue(i that his criticisms of the Kantian notion of disinterested pleasure are ill
founded and represent an unsopllisticatecl reacling of Kant. In fact, it seems possil)le to
reconcile disinterested pleasure with a Nietzschean conception of aesthetic experience.
However, liaving given an account of the nature of aesthetic pleasure, we must be clear
about that in which the pleasure is taken. Or, spealzing within the Kantian framework:
what is it about an ol)ject that l)rings about the cognitive liarmony that is sensed as
pleasing? It is important to be clear now as to the reasons w}ly Kant feels that he must
supplement his tlieory of disinterested pleasure and the l’larmony of the faculties - for it
seems that the first moment alone, with its criterion of disinterested pleasure that
evidences a universally communicable mental state, has a(iequately secured intersul)jective
vali(lity in juclgements of taste. Kant however, in spite of his tlieory of the liarmony of the
faculties and his tlleory of the disinterest which vouches that our pleasure is a result of that
condition, feels that universality is not yet guaranteecl, and in the third moment of the
Analytic gives an account of what it is about objects that sets the mind in free play: in what
features of ol)jects we are able take the disinterested pleasure indicative of a pure judgement
of taste. Hence, it appears that Kant believes that not only can the su[njective grouncls of
juclgement of taste become contaminated - via interest - but also there are features in the
olnject itse/f in virtue of which the ol)ject is eliminated from l)eing a proper ol)ject of taste.
Kant's thesis is that ‘Beauty is the form of finality in an object’,'and the third moment is

an effort to locate this notion in the domain of restrictive aesthetic formalism.

! Critique of Aesthetic Judgement, S17.
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Whilst the ideas that l)eauty cannot be divorced from the perceiver and that form cannot
be extricated from the content are in many ways surely correct, this does not prevent one
from giving a lucid account of form. Indeed this is what Kant feels he must do - as a
supplement to his picture of the mind - in order to secure his universality. It is critical to
remember, however, that the claims of universality concern only the juctging sul)ject and
not the ol)ject under scrutiny; there are no principles that will guide judgements of taste or
ensure valiclity. Kant endeavours to show that the formal tinality of an ol)ject can attach
only to the form of that olaject as it is given in intuition and not the oliject as lJrouglit

under a concept.

In this chapter I will discuss how Nietzsche, like Kant, appeals to the formal qualities of
an object when determining that which is relevant to its l)eauty, and tl'irougliout I will be
using 'form'" as Kant does, namely, the sliape or play (relationsliip) of ol)jects or features in
space and/or time. My aim is neither to elucidate Nietzsche's ideas through those
established by Kant nor to reconstruct a battle that never was touglit: Nietzsche never
explicitly argued against Kant with respect to aesthetic formalism as he did with
disinterestedness. I only wish to see if Nietzsche can tell us anything more about the idea
of lJeauty. Does he make any signiticant contributions - contributions that go l)eyoncl
Kant - to the discussion of the nature of the beautiful? Nietzsche's texts are rife with
examples of what l)eauty &oes, but his accounts of what t)eauty is are somewhat less
straiglittorwarcl. And hence I must also consider the ol)jection that such an exegesis is not

essential given Nietzsche's motivations for talleing about art.

(Il) Nietzsche and Form

Nietzsche identifies beautiful ol)jects as those that ciisplay organic unity; a liarnessing of
desires and drives into an integrate(i whole. In order to explicate t)eauty in terms of what it

does to us, or how it makes us feel, he appeals to the form of the object; and given that

% See Critique of Aesthetic Judgement, $14, where Kant lays down his formalism: only the organisation of the elements
can contribute to actual l:zeauty. It is part of the weakness of this restrictive brand of formalism that it neglects a
consideration of the elements as organisecl. ITtis precise]y his consideration of the latter wlu'cl'i, I will argue, makes
Nietzsche's appeal to form more convincing.
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Nietzsche appeals to the form of works of art (and people) in order to support his very
forceful normative claims about creativity (and selﬂmood), we must require that this form
possess some characteristic stability. Such an explanation would seem to be consistent
with Nietzsche's general philosophical methodology. With respect to morality, Nietzsche
sees as the supreme task the evaluation and delineation of our pre-existing morals;3t}1is
task being based upon an examination of why we have come to choose and value the values
that we possess - a genea/ogy of morals. In a similar fashion, in order to answer the
question 'what is beauty?', Nietzsche first of all undertakes an analysis of why we come to
judge and hence value certain ol)jects as beautiful. As ever, Nietzsche cares less about the
o})ject than the nature of the being who encounters the olaject; similarly, he cares less
about the artistic procluct and more about the artistic process. lrue to his met}loclology
Nietzsche undertakes a genealogy of the beautiful, just as in The Genealogy of Morals, he
not on]y offers a critique of 'evaluating man' but also documents the historical

clevelopment of goocl and evil, the critical elements of ]ucleo-Christian morality.

My question is this: if Nietzsche rejects the idea of })eauty in itself,4if he denies, as Kant
does, that beauty is an apprehensible property of an object, then what is it about the olnject
that contributes to the judgement 'this is beautiful'? If our judgement about an o})ject is
to be a juclgement of taste, recognisable as such by a feeling of pleasure had under certain
conditions, what is it about the ol)ject that engenders such pleasure? Kant's answer is its
formal finality and his defense of such a claim leads him into the l'lighly vulnerable area of
aesthetic formalism.® One might be temptecl, however, to say that Nietzsche would not be

interested in answering my question. Indeed, Michael Neville argues that:

Nietzsche too seems to offer such a standard [of evaluation] in his notion of
l)eauty. But then why is that standard not claimed to be the touchstone lay which
aesthetic o]:jects are to be ranked? Because unless one is hoping to wring
agreement out of his audience, unless one is hoping to attain a consensus of
appreciation among a community of observers, there is no point in arguing fora
criterion of value in light of which one can hope to persuacle various persons of
the value of a particular ol)ject.é

® The ‘revaluation of values'.

* See Twi/iglrt oftlre Idols, 'Expeditions of an Untimely Man’, §19; The Case o/ Wagner, Epilogue.

S An inevitability that, according to Mothersill (19084) p. 226, is ‘the outcome of a philosophical mistake' on Kant's part
and not a critical or theoretical preference. The formalism that Mothersill calls a philosophical accident, Guyer (1977)
believes is merely adjunct, and Johnson (1979) claims is theoretically necessary.

® Neville (1984) p. 117.

42



Neville feels that the gravity of the question 'what is the point of evaluating?' excuses
Nietzsche from describing the nature of that which is brought under evaluation. I feel,
however, that Nietzsche must be more rigorous than Neville requires. Given Nietzsche's
interactionist approacl'i to the beautiful, not only must he give an account of the type of
person who comes to perceive an object as beautiful, he seems also committed to giving an
account of the type of object that these, as it were, privileged natures actually find
beautiful. Indeed, such proclamations as ‘})eauty i)elongs to the few'’and ‘}Jeauty ce
steals into only the most awakened souls’;snecessitate this commitment. It is Nietzsche's
understanding that all types of people find objects beautiful; but that which is found
beautiful depencis upon the kind of person we are. Hence Nietzsche posits a correlation
between the nature of the person and the nature of the o]ajects that t}iey find beautiful.
O}Jviously the motivation behind such an approac}i to i)eauty differs greatly from that of
Kant's quest for objectivity. Kant proffers an independent explanation of the cognitive
structure necessarily present in all perceiving sul;jects and an independent explanation of
an oi)ject whose form is final. He then shows how the two combine to effect a cognitive
hannony which is sensed as pieasure; by doing so he hopes to eliminate the Humean-like
paradox of subjectivity and objectivity exhibited by judgements of taste. If Nietzsche is to
maintain an aesthetic t}ieory that does not reduce to autobiography, he must illuminate
that to which the noble souls have such a profoxmcl physiological response, and in addition
provicle an explanation as to the nature of the interaction, the inner mechanisms of this

dynamic aesthetic relationship.

It is my claim that Nietzsche - in ways strikingly similar to that of Kant - possesses a
notion of form which is inarticuiate, at i)est, and both unnecessary and insufficient to the

expianation of his ideal aesthetic response, at worst.

7AssarteJ Opinions and Maxims, $118. See also The Case of Wagner, 86 and The Will to Power, §783.
8 Thus Spoke Zarathustra, ‘Of the Virtuous'.
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(III) Wagner ana’ Form

Nietzsche's argumentation with respect to form is largely negative; and whilst it is evident
throughou’c his writing, it culminates and finds its greatest expression in his critique of
Wagner's musical style. By condemning the Romantic, the 'espressivo at any cost“that is
the Wagnerian ideal, Nietzsche betrays his preference for the 'higher lawfulness" and
organisation of the Classical style. The ancient Greeks, who considered beauty to be
correct proportion, sought a canon of proportion not only in music, but also for the
human figure. But such rules seem to be at odds with the 'physiology’ of art that has been
so emphasised in recent literature on Nietzsche.!! Such exclamations as ‘Whatever is good
makes me feel fertile. I have no other gratitu&e, nor do I have any other proo][ for what is
goo&'lzare deceptive, and if taken to be Nietzsche's last word on beauty could easily be
criticised as consequentialist, autobiographical, or phi]istine. Matthew Rampley,
alternative]y, Jefends Nietzsche's appeal to the physiological importance of art and stresses

the importance of the will to power in Nietzsche's aesthetics:

. . . for Nietzsche art and the power of formal organisation which characterises
the beautiful work of art count less for themselves than for their signiﬁcance as
exemplifications of the will to power which pervades all life processes.13

There are several mista]zes, however, in Rampley's reasoning. He sees Nietzsche as
making a &eparture from Kant and sulasequent formalist thinlaing Ly his emphasis on
creativity and impu]se: art as an impu]se driven event and not a 'self-contained to‘cality’.14
It is true that Nietzsche finds this way of thinking about art important, but he also realises
that genuine creativity, genuine emotional value, can only be supervenient upon technical
perfection. He cannot think otherwise, else his arguments against Wagner would have no

substance:

% Nietzsche contra Wagner, ‘"Wagner as Danger’, §1. See also Beyond Good and Byil, $256.
19 The Case of Wagner, 88.
! See Rampley (1993).
2 The Case of Wagner, §1.
' Rampley (1993) pp. 277-278.
Y 1bid., p. 271.
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Wagner was not a musician l)y instinct. He showed this Ly al)andoning all
lawfulness and, more precisely, all style in music in order to turn it into what he
requ.irecl, theatrical rhetoric, a means of expression, of underscoring gestures, of
suggestion, of the psychologica].ly picturesque. . . . [H]e simply did not require the
}Ligl'ler law{ulness, sty/e. What is elementary is suﬁ[icient - sound, movement,
colour, in brief the sensuousness of music. Wagner never calculates as a
musician, from some sort of musician's conscience: what he wants is egect,

nothing but effect. 15

Any emotional appeal, any healing power of Wagner's music, is cheaply come l)y given that
Wagner, Nietzsche Lelieves, sacrifices his music in order to woo his audience. Conversely,
his audience are wooed not because of their perception of the beauty in the music, but
because of the romantic imagery, the need to be or effect of })eing lured into another
world. But is this reaction really a procluct of Wagner's alleged abuse of his medium, or is
it merely a symptomatic response of an untrainecl, decadent audience? Nietzsche excuses

neither. Regarcling the former:

. .. Brench Romanticism and Richard Wagner belong together most closely. All
. . . mixers of the senses and the arts; all fanatics of expression, great discovers in
the realm of the su])lime, also of the ugly and the horril)le, still greater discoverers
in the spl’xere of effects and spectacular clisplays, in the art of display windows; all
talents far l)eyoncl their genius - virtuosos through and tl'uough, with uncanny
access to everytlﬁng that seduces, lures, forces, overtln:ows, born enemies of logic
and of the straight ].ine, covetous of the strange, the exotic, the tremendous, and

all opiates of the senses and unclerstanding.lé

And the latter:

The actual fanatics of an artistic faction are those completely inartistic natures
who have not penetratecl even the elements of artistic theory or practice but are
moved in the strongest way l)y all the elemental effects of an art. For them there
is no such tlﬁng as an aesthetic conscience - and therefore notlu'ng to hold them

back from fanaticism.17

Every art . . . may be considered a reme(ly and aid in the service of either growing
or cleclining life: ﬁrst, it always presupposes suffering and sufferers. But there are
two kinds of sufferers: those who suffer from the overful/ness of life . . . and then
those who suffer from the impouerisl:ment of life, and demand of art . . . calm,

15 The Case of Wagner, $8.

16 7. ‘ ’ .
Nietzsche contra Wagner, “Where Wagner Belongs’. See also Beyond Good and Evil, §256.

7 pssorted Opinions and Maxims, $133.
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sti.uness, smooth seas, or, on the other hancl, 1(.renzy, convulsioh, and

. 18
anaesthesia.

.. .theart of the terrifying , in 8o far as it excites the nerves, can be esteemed 1)y
. 19
the weak and exhausted as a stimulus . . .

Before 1 attempt to understand what Nietzsche actually means l)y his references to
lawfulness and calculation, it should be noticed that a consideration of the penultimate
passage underscores the difficulties with an untempered interpretational reliance on the
Nachlass. Rampley's emphasis on an unpublished note from 1887%- “Beauty” is . . .
what delights the artist’s will to power’ - feeds his analysis of what he feels to be
Nietzsche’s definition of beauty: that which ‘promotes or delights the will to power’. But
Nietzsche surely must say more than this, for there remains the further question of how'.
The way in which })eauty delights, for Kant, is that which separates it from the agreeable,
or, in Nietzsche's language, the tremendous or effective. For indeed the 'weak and
exhausted' also have their wills-to-power delighted, but theirs are reactive wills-to-power
and the delight is of a superficial, 'Epicurean' variety. That which delights these
impoverisl'le& souls, and that which is created with such an aim, just could not be beautiful
for Nietzsche as it does not contain the perfection of tec}'mique and organisation which he
has claimed is so essential. Hence I would argue that the will to power is secondary in
Nietzsche's philosophy of art. He is committed to such a stance because if he made the
effect on our will to power primary, his account of }neauty would not be philosophically
interesting, as anything which delighted or promotecl the will to power could legitimately
be deemed beautiful. Rampley himself maintains that ‘Art can serve as a means to
revenge against life, and hence the mimesis of suffering only goes towards strengthening
Romantic pr&:ssimism’.21 If, as previously stated by Rampley, the will to power pervades all
life processes, then the clelight of even a’egenerate wills-to-power (which could be provo]eed
l)y unclisciplined, uncontrolled art) would be an indicator of Leauty, and this contradicts
the definition laid out })y Rampley (and Nietzsche) that I)eauty is organisation and

perfection and controlled interpretation of the world.

'8 Nietzsche contra Wagner, ‘We Antipocles'. See also The Gay Science, $370.
9 The Will to Power, $852.
» The Will to Power, $803.
1 Rampley (1993) p. 278.
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My argument is this: Nietzsche's talk of delight, lightness, and physiological improvement
points on]y to the signs of I)eauty, the reactions to lneauty, a description of what l)eauty
does. What Rampley seems to overlook is how beauty actually achieves all of this. If he
did, he would see that Nietzsche holds dear some very obviously Kantian ideas about the
relationship between form and beauty. Against this, Rampley maintains that one could be
led into mistalQenly seeing such an alliance between Kant and Nietzsche if it were not for
their 'marlze&ly clivergent' ideas about the nature of an aesthetic object. But his argument
fails to persuacle; for even if Nietzsche pays greater respect to the act of creativity, ipso
facto , this creativity is on]y valuable if it culminates in the l)eautiful, and hence, he must
have a very strong idea about what that }Jeau’cy actually is. The creativity of Wagner is
never denied, but his creativity is felt by Nietzsche to be essentially inartistic as it does not
aim at laeautyzzbut at histrionics. Hence, creativity is only valuable to Nietzsche for its
potential to lead to beauty; the downside is that this selfsame creativity can also be abused
and manipu.latecl and can serve as a tool for persuasion. The aesthetic ol:ject, far from
being an unessential theoretical appurtenance, is central to Nietzsche's pl'u'losophy as it is
that which, by virtue of its form, discerns the creativity responsible for the art which
‘builds, organises, finishes®from the creativity which ‘endeavours to break up all

mathematical symmetry of tempo and force and sometimes even to mock it’.%*

It seems then that Nietzsche, consonant with formalist theory, draws attention to
relations}n'ps between elements in a work of art and also regarcls the coherence of those
elements into a unified whole as the mark of beauty. But his ideas would then seem open
to the many arguments against a formalist account of beauty. Generalisations about
organic unity or significant form can easily lead to an abstract analysis that does not really
capture why we find art and beauty important. Kant, in sections 13 and 14 of the
Analytic of the Beautiful, makes a distinction between the form and the matter of
appearance; only the former, having to do with the spatio-temporal relations of an olnject,
is relevant to I)eauty. He then, in his distinctions between sul)jective and objective finality

and free and depenclent beauty,zssuggests that not only the matter of appearance, but any

2 See The Case of Wagner, §6.

B The Case of Wagner, §1.

2 Assorted Opinions and Maxims, $134.

% See Critique a/Azsthetic ]ut[gement, §815-16.
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conceptuai signi{icance it migtit have, denies the oi)ject its suitaiaiiity to clispose the
faculties to free piay, and hence its piace as an ot)ject of taste. Prima facie, these two
ttiougtits seem counter-intuitive: the colour in painting, the timbre in music, the intense
tee]ing of poetry, for Kant, are all irrelevant to t)eauty. Accorciing to Kant, features
(iepen(ient upon sensation cannot enter into a jucigement of taste because there can be no
guarantee that others will appreilenct the sensuous quality in the same way, and hence
ju(igements of taste would not achieve universal vaiiciity. Qualitative teatures, for Kant,
can oniy be found agreeat)ie, not beautiful. Furthermore, objects which intierentiy possess
purposes or meaning that can be graspeci in conceptuai terms can never be oi)jects of pure
judgements of taste. The particulars of these two theses of Kant's are the sut)ject of the
toiiowing two sections; for it is tiu'ougti an analysis of the weaknesses of this previous
attempt to expounci a formalist expianation of aesthetic response that we can most

accurateiy assess the success or failure of Nietzsche's sui)sequent un(iertaizing.

(IV) Kant: The Form and Matter oprpearance

Kant's motivation for appealing to the form of an ot)ject is to achieve a universal vaiiclity
for judgements of taste which are, t)y definition, groumie(i ina sut>jective teeiing of
pleasure. Form is the oniy element of the ot)ject to which Kant feels he can iegitimateiy
appeai; sensational qualities, he t)eiieves, could appear different to every observer. This
universaiity, we shall later see, cannot be achieved i)y appeai to a concept because a
judgement of taste is aesthetic, based upon a teeiing rather than a concept. But in order
to merit universal assent the teeiing must be universaiiy communicable. Kant's answer is
this: that which is sui)jective and universaiiy communicable is the mental state iJougtit

about t)y our attention to the form of the oi)ject.

. . . it is the universal capacity for t)eing communicated incident to the mental
state in the given representation wiiici'i, as the sut)jective condition of the
juctgement of taste, must be fundamental, with the pieasure in the oiaject as its
consequent. Notiling, i'iowever, is capaiaie of iaeing universaiiy communicated but
cognition and representation so far as appurtenant to cognition. For it is only as
thus appurtenant that the representation is oi)jective, and it is this alone that
gives it a universal point of reference with which the power of representation of
every one is oi)iigect to harmonise. It, ti'xen, the cietermining grounci of the
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jucigement as to this universal communicability of the representation is to be
merely sui)jective, that is to say, is to be conceived inclepenclently of any concept
of the oi:;ject, it can be notin'.ng else than the mental state that presents itself in
the mutual relation of the powers of representation so far as ti'iey refer a given

. " . 2
representation to cognition in genera/.

Kant now endeavours to tell us what it is about an oiaject that i)rings about the free play of
imagination and understanciing that is sensed as pleasure. Initiany he offers formal or

sui)jective finality:

... the sul)jective ﬁnaiity in the representation of an oi:ject, exclusive of any end
(oi)jective or sui)jective) - consequent]y the bare form of J1':inallii:y in the
representation wi'xerei)y an object is given to us, so far as we are conscious of it -
[is] that which is alone capable of constituting the delight which, apart from any
concept, we estimate as un.iversaily communicable, and so of forming the
cietermining ground of the juclgement of tas’ce.z7

But as Guyer rigiitly comments, ‘To attribute formal Jt'inaii’cy toan oi)ject is to claim that
it is suitable for occasioning this state [of free play], but not to claim that it does so in
virtue of any speciﬁc properl:ies'.28 It is Kant’s aim, tiu'ougiiout the remainder of the third
moment, to make more specific this idea of formal finality i)y eliminating from the
aesthetic o]aject everytiiing that could impair free play and hence the intersu]:)jective vaii(iity

of the ju(igement of taste; and first on his list for elimination is the ‘matter’ of our cieiight.

Kant's distinction between the form and matter of appearance has its roots in the Critique
of Pure Reason; and his reasons for excluciing matter from ju(igements of taste u.ltimate]y
lie in this t}ieory of perception which states that empirical representations - and hence
judgements upon them - are linked to sensation and physiological stimuli: ‘aesthetic, just
like theoretical (logical) judgements, are divisible into empirical and pure'.zg It is a well
known tenet of Kantian epistemo]ogy that our minds are equ.ippe(i, a priori, with the forms
of appearance - space and time. It is only the matter of the appearance - colour, tone,

timbre - that we come to know a posteriori, tl'irougii empirical judgements. And if

2 Critique ofAest}letfc ]ngement, §9.
# Critique of Aesthetic Judgement, $11.
28 Guyer (1979) p. 219.

» Critique of Aesthetic Judgement, $14.
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juclgements of taste are to be universal and necessary, tl’ley must have not}u'ng to do with

the physiologicauy pleasing and contingent:

In painting, sculpture, and in fact in all the formative arts, in architecture and
horticulture, so far as fine arts, the design is what is essential. Here it is not what
gratiﬁes in sensation but merely what pleases by its form, that is the fundamental
prerequisite for taste. The colours which give brilliancy to the sketch are part of
the charm. They may no doubt, in their own way, enliven the object for
sensation, but make it really worth loolaing at and beautiful they cannot. . . . All
form of objects of sense (both of external and also, mediately, of internal sense) is
either }(igure ot play. In the latter case it is either play of £igu.tes (in space: mimic
and dance), or mere play of sensations (in time). The charm of colours, or of the
agreeal)le tones of instruments, may be added: but the a’esign in the former and
the composition in the latter constitute the proper ol)ject of the pure judgement of
taste. To say that the purity alike of colours and of tones, or their variety and
contrast, seem to contribute to })eauty, is l’)y no means to imply that, because in
themselves agreealnle, they therefore yiel(l an addition to the cleligl'xt in the form
and one on par with it. The real meaning rather is that they make this form
more clearly, clefjnitely, and complete]y intuitable . . . and excite and sustain the
attention directed to the object itself. >

Two questions relevant to my purposes are raised by, and consequent]y undermine, such
thinking. Firstly, Why does Kant exclude relations amongst colours or tones from that
which can excite free play? Even if we grant Kant the idea that a single colour® could not
give rise to a universa]ly communicable mental state due to the potentially unsharable
nature of our p}lysio]ogical response to it, it does not follow from this idea that an
arrangement of colours could not give rise to the harmony of the faculties. Kant provicles
no argument as to why the mind would respond diﬂ:erent]y to the formal arrangement or
structure of colours than it would to the formal arrangement or clesign of lines. Seconclly,
Wherein lies the connection between the a priori forms of intuition and the pleasure of the
harmony of the faculties? We may accept Kant's proposa] that our minds structure our
experiences according to space and time without there}yy accepting the proposal that it just
is this structuredness of our experiences that we find beautiful or that sets the mind’s

faculties into spontaneous activity.

%0 1bid.
311 will leave on one side Kant's brief and unhelpful excursion into an Eulerian science of colour (§14). His belief that
we can and do find pure colours, in alzstracto, beautiful because in their purity tl:ey ‘would not be mere sensations’ does
not seem faithful to experience nor does it go any further to clemystify the logic behind the formalism that secures the
harmony of the faculties. See also Guyer (1979) pp. 232-233.
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These two conclusions taken togetller constitute an impediment to Kantian formalism. If
the free and harmonious play of the cognitive faculties signals a universal and necessary
judgement of taste, Kant has yet to provicle a convincing argument for the elimination of
any particular features of the objects of this kind of judgement, for he has not given (i) a
positive answer to the question of wliy matter as structured does not universally please, or
(ii) a positive answer to the question of why forms do universally please. But it is at this
point, when Kant's formalism seems at its most sterile, that readers of Kant begin to
wonder where and how his tl'xeory of aesthetic ideas™is going to fit into the picture. I shall
now l)rieﬂy examine two opposed understandings of the place and role of aesthetic ideas in

Kant's aesthetic theory.

The positions of Guyer and Mark L. Jolmson are goocl examples of the aforementioned
opposition. Guyer believes that that which clisposes the mind to free play - the formal
finality of an ol:ject - need not exclude such qualitative, expressive features as meaning,
suggestiveness, symlxolism (tl'xe aesthetic ideas). Against this, ]olmson contends that such
a view constitutes a textual contradiction>and, as Johnson suggests, ‘destroys Kant's
means of explaining (justil:ying) the peculiar universality of the juclgement of taste’ >*
Guyer is essentially maintaining that expressive content or matter could also contribute to
the form of finality that gives rise to free play: that it is not because a scene is, for
example, morally uplifting that it is beautiful - but it is because the scene exhibits a formal
finality which induces cognitive liarmony that is sensed as a feeling of pleasure that it is
beautiful.*® So far he is in agreement with ]olmson. But ]ol'mson's position is that
Guyer's account does not seem to straiglitl:orwarclly eliminate the possil)ility that because it
is a morally uplifting scene it induces pleasure (as is the case with the agreeal:)le or good).
To eliminate such a consideration we need an account of wlzy formal finality necessarily
and sufficiently provol:aes a free play. Cliampions of Kant's formalism, such as Johnson,

feel that if formal finality does not exclude such features of the ol)ject as meaning, symlaol,

32 The proclucts of genius that qu.iclzen the mind and provicle a wealth of tlnougl'xt: ‘that representation of the
imagination which induces much tliouglit, yet without the possilaility of any definite tliougl‘it wliatever, i.e. concept,
l)eing aclequate to it, and which language, consequently, can never get quite on level terms with or render completely
intelligible.” Critique of Aesthetic Judgement, $49. See also 851 where Kant states that ‘Beauty (whether it be of nature
or of art) may in general be termed the expression of aesthetic ideas’.
3 See Critique of Aesthetic Judgement, §814, 38, 45, 50, 53.
3 Johnson (1979) p. 171.
¥ See Guyer (1977) p. 57.
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tone, etc. as possible participating members in the domain responsi]ale for bringing about
free play, formal {inality could conceivably be reduced to anything which causes pleasure -
since the actual feeling of pleasure, l)y Kant's admission, is in&istinguisl'lable from the
pleasure felt in the good or in the agreeable. It can only be in the following way, Johnson
believes, that pleasure is related to aesthetic ideas: accorcling to Kant, forms can express
aesthetic ideas; but it is only because the forms are final for perception that this expression
can be called 'beautiful'. As Johnson holds, reflection upon such forms ‘furnish[es] me
with a multitude of secondary representations associated with the aesthetical idea, but
involving more though’c than can be expounclecl in any determinate concept. . . . The
aesthetical idea is both occasioned l)y [the artist's manipulation of forms] and occasions
[througl'\ the audience's reflection on the forms] a free play of the cognitive faculties for
which no concept is adequate’.% It is now clear why formal components in an ol)ject are
the sole agents of cognitive harmony. The aesthetic ideas of an object - its suggestive
content - are supervenient upon the ][orms being purposive, })eing final for perception.
Without the finality of form which inspires a freedom of the imagination, aesthetic ideas

would not be occasioned.

Taste, like juclgement in general, is the cliscipline (or corrective) of genius. [t
severely clips its wings, and makes it orclerly or polishe&; but at the same time it
gives it guidance, directing and controlling its ﬂigl'xt, so that it may preserve its
character of ﬁnality. It introduces a clearness and order into the plenitucle of
tl'xougl'xt, and in doing 80 gives stal)i].ity to the ideas, and qua].ifies them at once

£or permanent and universal approval .. .3

But the champions of Kantian formalism, in their effort to marry the tl'leory of aesthetic

ideas with that of a restrictive formalism, are overloolzing two important points.

Firstly, the theory of aesthetic ideas (or expressive qualities) can quite easily be salvaged
within the Kantian formalistic framework - without })eing denigrated to only a derivative or
supervenient status to that of form - by allowing relations between aesthetic ideas into the
manifold that stimulates the free play. Aesthetic ideas can be considered as elements of

form. Seconc“y, if the pleasure that is universa“y communicable is that and on]y that of

36 Johnson (1979) p. 173.
37 Critique of Aesthetic Judgement, $50.
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the tiarmony of the faculties, Kant is not in a position to restrict the contents of the
manifold of the imagination to merely formal features. Even after the acceptance and the
importation from the first Critique of his tileory of perception that states that we
necessariiy perceive the formal relations of oijjects in exactiy the same way, this in no way
impiies that for every one of us the exact same ][orms excite the cognitive faculties (ttiat is
felt as pieasing).38 Such a consideration impairs the effectiveness of Kant's Deduction of
Pure Aesthetic Judgements: as Kant's appeal to form is motivated by considerations of
universality, and since he cannot 1egitimateiy find the universality he needs in this appeai
to torm, we have no reason to eliminate considerations of the matter or aesthetic ideas
from the domain of proper objects of taste. In other words, if Kant is putting restrictions
on the proper oi)jects of taste, restrictions that are uitimateiy put forward to ensure
universality, an appeai to the formal features of objects could inhibit universal
communicat)iiity for exactiy the same reasons that he finds it necessary to exclude matter.
Hence we are left no wiser as to wtiy restrictions must be place(i on ot)jects, as well as on

the juciging sui)jects, in the explanation of a judgement of taste.

(V) Kant: Beauty, Purposes, and Concepts

The final remark I would like to make about Kant's formalism draws upon and adds to my
discussion in Chapter One of Kant’s distinction between free and dependent beauty. It
migi‘xt be oi)jecteni that Kant's discussion of aesthetic ideas, given its location in the third
C’ritique, is more appropriateiy seen as a complement to his ttieory of (iepencient i)eauty
rather than as a potentiai self-contradiction to his strong formalism. If the expression or
occasioning of aesthetic ideas is the intention of the artist, and if part of wtiy we find an
oiaject beautiful as a work of art is because of the ideas that it expresses, then it is generaily
held that we are maleing an impure jucigement of taste; we are tl'iini:zing of the ot)ject as
‘final’, and approving of it because of its success in expressing and ttlerei)y tultiliing the
aims of the artist, or, more accurately, because it exhibits qualitative peri:ection.39 Such a

mode of ttiinieing about the object, whilst not characteristic of pure jucigements of taste, is

38 See Budd (1995) p. 28.
%9 See Guyer (1977) p. 65.
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the necessary, but ultimately contaminating, feature of juclgements of dependent })eauty.
The point that I would like to make is this: impure juclgements of taste - judgements of
depenclent })eauty - are still judgements of Ineauty. Beauty is still determined l)y a
disinterested pleasure in the object's perceptua/ form, even if the object’s beauty as a work of
art, or as a church, or as a horse can only be determined if we first ascertain if it is perfect
as a work of art, as a church, or as a horse. But if we have not been given a complete or
convincing account as to why it is only the perceptual form of an object that can
determine pure judgements, we must be left unconvinced ]ay the argumentation that
underlies Kant’s account of impurity. The free versus clependent Leauty distinction, while
allowing a place for representational art in Kant's aesthetic theory, fails to be a compelling
or interesting differentiation for the very reason that the original motivation for exclucling
works of art from the set of proper ol)jects of taste is flawed. In order to be convinced of
Kant's theory of aesthetic ideas, or his distinction between free and clependent l)eauty, we
must first of all accept his formalism; but we have been given little reason to do so. I

would now like to examine if Nietzsche can give us what Kant does not.

V1) Nietzsche’s Appea/ to Form

I will return therefore to that which I put on hold in section I1I: what is the meaning of
Nietzsche's references to lawfulness and calculation in a work of art, and why does he
ascribe a higher value (or the label of beauty) to works of art that exhibit such lawfulness
and calculation? Nietzsche's belief that beau’cy is the lawfulness and control in a work of
art is a commitment, rather like that of Kant's, to aesthetic formalism. His writings tend
to emphasise the effect of Leauty - what it does to us - but such an analysis can be
convincing on]y if he has a worked out notion of what it is to be beautiful. Just as Kant
integrates an expressionist t}leory into his aesthetics on]y after he establishes the primacy
of the formal, so too does Nietzsche emphasise all of the physiological effects of great art
only after he takes a stand as to the nature of their beauty: what it is that gives them such
.physiological potential. If Nietzsche often spea]zs of beauty in relation to power, it is
because for him power is the a]aility to supremely OFganise into an effectual whole. But it

is the organisation that is always of principal importance, the manner in which the
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organisation (})eauty) is expressecl is only the beneficial result of 'the supreme act of
organisation'.*” This idea has its analogue in Nietzsche's theory of the will to power,
which, far from })eing an analysis of our influence over the external, is a precise recipe for
how one can most effectively harmonise and control one’s thin]aing and desires in order to

achieve inner harmony:

The £ee1ing of intoxication, in fact corresponding to an increase in strength e
new accomp].ishments, colours, £orms; 'Lecoming more beautiful’ is a
consequence of enhanced strength. Becoming more beautiful as the expression of
a victorious wiﬂ, of increased co-orclination, of a harmonising of all the strong
desires, of an infal]ﬂ)ly perpendicular stress. Logical and geometrical
simp]i{ication is a consequence of enhancement of strength: conversely the
apprehension of such a simpliﬁcation again enhances the feeling of strengtl'l. Ce
Ugliness signifies the decadence of a type, contradiction and lack of co-ordination
among the inner desires - signif:'es a decline in organising strength, in ‘will’, to
spea]sz psycl'xologically.41

Such analysis has its p]ace in aesthetics as well, and Nietzsche feels that he knows what it
is for a work of art to be formally, technically, refined. His criticisms of Wagner and of
unbridled expressionism are most forceful when he is examining the nature of the music

that Wagner composes:

Earlier music constrained one - with a delicate or solemn or )(.iery movement back
and £ort1'1, faster and slower - to dance: in pursuit of which the needful
preservation of orcler]y measure compellecl the soul of the listener to a continual
se/f-possession ... Wagner desired a different kind of movement 0}[ the soul . . .
'[E]nclless melocly' endeavours to break up all mathematical symmetry of tempo

and force and sometimes even to mock it . . .42

. . all music must leap out of the wall and shake the listener to his very
intestines. Only then you consider the music ‘effective’. But on whom are such
effects achieved? On those whom a noble artist should never impress: on the

mass, on the immature, on the l)]asé, on the sic]z, on the idiots, on Wagnerians!

Is Nietzsche's analysis a significant contribution to philosophical theories of the beautiful?
Is it an acceptable formalism? Nietzsche holds that beauty enhances our feeling of

strengtl’x, but as he ultimate]y supports this belief l)y appealing to the organic unity, the

40 See Ramp]ey (1993) p. 276.

4 The Will to Power, $800.

42 Assorted Opinions and Maxims, §134.

*3 Nietzsche contra Wagner, *“Wagner as Danger’, §2.
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formal perfection of an aesthetic o})ject, we must scrutinise his interpretation and use of
these concepts before answers can be given to my two questions above. Hence we must
look back to the writings that prece&e The Case of Wagner to understand the foundations

and cleve]opments of the philosoplly that informs this late polemic.

(i) Form in Life, Form in Art

It is Nietzsche's exuberance to draw parallels between art and life that contributes to an
indeterminacy in his appeal to form. It should be apparent ]ay now that there is an
uncomfortable tension in his analysis of Wagner's music; namely, if formal perfection lies
at the heart of Nietzsche's critique of what constitutes good art, then Wagner's music
cannot be legitimately criticised as lacking this quality. Isolde’s Liebestod or Briinnhilde's
Immolation, under any conception of the term, are not pieces of form/ess music; nor is
‘unedliche Melodie’ a musical style characterised by or indicative of an inattention to formal
unity or composition. What must instead be seen as the motivation for Nietzsche's
critique of Wagner is the thoug}lt that it is not Wagner's music that lacks form, but it is
we, when under its rapturous speH, who do. We, in the midst of such raptures, abandon
(dun'ng, and perhaps afterwards - as a result of, the musical experience) the qualities that
Nietzsche attributes to his strong, noble ideal. Wagner's music, Nietzsche feels, unlike
Bizet's, does not ‘make one perfect’; one does not ‘become a “masterpiece” oneself’ . ** It is
my claim, however, that his attempt to explain this phenomenon - the positive (Bizet)
versus negative (Wagner) physiological effects of music, and the nature of the listener
(strong versus wea]z) to whom such music appea]s or contributes - leads Nietzsche to posit
a less than rigorous account of the features of the art that yie]cl, or lie in causal relations

to, these effects.

Nietzsche, early on in his writing, begins to grapple with the belief that there is some sort

of correlation between a formal perfection in art and in life:

This region would be well suited to a painting, yet I cannot find the formula for
it, I cannot seize it as a whole. I have noticed that all landscapes that make a
Iasting appeal to me possess beneath all their multiplicity a simp]e geometrical

* The Case of Wagner, 81.
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sl'xape. No region can give artistic pleasure if it lacks such a mathematical
substratum. And perhaps this rule may also be appliecl metaphorica].ly to men.45

Later, in a very famous passage from The Gay Science, we begin to get the general

impression that Nietzsche’s ideal character is one who possesses self-control and style:

It will be the strong and domineer'mg natures that enjoy their finest gaiety in
such constraint and perfection under a law of their own; the passion of their
tremendous will relents in the face of all stylisecl nature . . . Conversely, it is the

weak characters without power over themselves that hate the constraint of style.46

Furtl'lermore, Nietzsche states his belief that there is a natural af{inity between lower

natures and a certain degenerate approach to art appreciation and evaluation:

An art such as issues forth from Homer, Sophocles, Theocritus, Caldersn,
Racine, Goethe, as the surp/us of a wise and harmonious conduct of life - this is
the art we Bnally learn to reach out for when we ourselves have grown wiser and
more harmonious: not that barbaric if entl':.ralli.ng spluttering out of hot and
motley tl'lings from a chaotic, um'uly soul which as youtl'xs we in earlier years

47
understood to be art.

... I know very well what sort of music and art I do not want - namely, the kind
that tries to intoxicate the audience and to force it to the }Jeight of a moment of
strong and elevated £ee1ings. This kind is &esigned for those everyday souls who
in the evening are not like victors on their triumphal chariots but rather like tired
mules who have been wl'ﬁppecl too much by life. What would men of this type
know of ‘higher moods’ if there were no intoxicants and idealistic whips? . . . .
The strongest ideas and passions Lrought before those who are not capab]e of
ideas and passions but only of intoxication! And here they are employe& as a

. e 4. 48
means to procluce intoxication!

Nietzsche has yet, however, to set aesthetic, let alone formal, restrictions on o})jects.
What the above passages make clear is that there is a ‘weak’ approach to art: the weak
enjoy and value art that throws or intoxicates. But there is no clear indication that this
tl'lrowing or intoxication is due to any specific features of the art. All we are given at this
stage is a critique of eva]uating man. It is not evident from the above passages that it is in

virtue of a lack of forma/ pery[ectian in the art that ‘intoxication’ results. But it is clear that

4 The Wanderer and his Shadow, $§115.
6 The Gay Science, §290. See also The Will to Power, $800 for a description of what it is to be formally perfect asa
human })eing.
47 Assorted Opinions and Maxims, $173.
8 The Gay Science, $86.
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Nietzsche must look beyoncl mere effects and provicle an account of the sort of music he
‘does not want’. For it is not goocl enough to devalue a piece of music or work of art just
because it is accessible to and serves as a stimulus for a kind of person we do not value.

Nietzsche is still far from convincing us of a correlation between form in life and form in

art.

(i1) Nietzsche’s Conception of Artistic Form
Nietzsche does, consistently and in no uncertain terms, put forward a position that
construes Leauty and artistic value in formalistic terms. I will draw attention to some

importar;t expressions of his view, and then discuss their signif‘icance:

The florid sty]e in art is the consequence of a goverty of organising power in the

face Of a superal:undance 0{ means and encls.4

Individual beautiful passages, an exciting overall effect and a rapturous mood at
the end - this much in a work of art is accessible even to most of the 1aity ce
[T]o create a faction . . . the creator will do well to give no more than this:
otherwise he will squander his strengtl'x in areas where no one will thank him for
it. For to do what remains undone - to imitate nature in its organic growtl'x and

shaping - would in any case be to scatter seed on water.so

.. we might ask whether the contempt for melocly that is now spreacling more
and more and the atroplly of the melodic sense in Germany should be understood
as democratic bad manners . . . For melocly clelights so openly in lawfulness and
has such an aérlxtipathy for everything that is still Lecoming, still unformed and

arl)itrary cen

In a passage that deserves to be quoted at length, Nietzsche puts forward an historical
account of aesthetic pleasure, which reflects in Nietzschean terms some of the conclusions

of Kant's Analytic of Aesthetic Judgement:

If we think of the original germs of the artistic sense and ask ourselves what
different kinds of pleasure are evoked ]:)y the firstlings of art . . . we discover first
of all the pleasure of unc]erstanc]ing what another means; here art is a kind of
solving of a riddle that procures for the solver enjoyment of his own quic]z
perspicuity. - Then the rudest work of art calls to mind that which has been

9 Assorted Opinions and Maxims, 8117. Notice how this passage 'echoes, mutatis mutanJis, the sentiments of The Will
to Power, $800.

% Assorted Opinions and Maxims, 8146,

5! The Gay Science, $103.
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pleasural)le in actual experience and to this extent procluces present pleasure ce
Again, what is represented can arouse, move, enflame the auclitor, for example
througl'x the gloriﬂcation of revenge or aanger. Here the pleasure lies in the
arousal as sucll, in the victory over boredom. - Even recollection of the
unpleasurable ...can procluce great Pleasure, which pleasure is then attributed to
art. - That pleasuxe which arises at the sight of anything tegular and symmetrical
in lines, points, rhythms, is already of a more refined sort; for a certain similarity
in appearance evokes the £ee1ing for everytlﬁng orclerly and regular in life which
alone we have, after all, to thank for all our wem:oeing: in the cult of symmetry we
thus unconsciously honour regularity and proportion as the source of our
happiness ... Only when we have become to some extent satiated with this last-
mentioned pleasure does there arise the even subtler feeling that enjoyment might
also lie in Lrea]zing tl'xouglu the orderly and symmetrical; when for example, it
seems enticing to seek the rational in the irrational . . . Whoever continues on in

this train of tl'xougl'xt will realise what kind af lzypatheses for the explanation of

aesthetic phenomena are here ljeing avoided on principle.s2

The kind of avoided explanation is the sul)ject of section 373 of The Gay Science, where

Nietzsche writes that

. an essentially mechanical world would be an essentially meaningless world.

Assuming that one estimated the value of a piece of music according to how

much it could be counte&, calculatecl, and expresse(l in formulas: how absurd

would such a ‘scientific’ estimation of music be! What would one have

comprehended, unclerstood, grasped of it? Notl'xing, reaﬂy notl'u'ng of what is

‘music’ in it!
There are several conclusions that we can draw from the above passages; most notably -
and consonant with all formalist theories before and after Nietzsche - is the poverty of his
conception of form. Ofr rather, it is not necessarily the lack of specificity of his concept of
form that is the problem, but the lack of work that his conception actually achieves. For
it doesn't matter how unsop}n'sticated is the notion of form one is using (one can quite
simply and correctly state that the form of an o]aject is how its elements are related to one
another53) as long as the notion does the theoretical jol) that the philosop}ler claims it can
do. Kant's ‘shape or play of objects in space or time’ just does not achieve what Kant
proposes. It is clear that what Nietzsche means by form is something like organic unity:

organisation, control, structuredness, unity of composition; a theory of organicism which

holds that parts can only be understood in relation to their functions in the complete and

52 Assorted Opinions and Maxims, §119.
%3 See Budd (1995) p. 60.

59



ongoing whole.®® It is also clear that these features of a work of art comprise some very
good reasons for finciing a work valuable or beautiful. But what is unclear is how

Nietzsche can argue for the evaluative exclusivity of these features.

The same problem that Kant has with his harmony of the faculties Nietzsche has with his
piiysiologicai health: there just does not seem to be a necessary connection between formal
perfection (or even certain speciiieti iorms) and the achievement of human perfection, or
between formal perfection and the appreciation as such }:)y an ideal audience.” Indeed his
very anaiysis of Wagner i)rings this point home. That which makes the experience of
Wagner paini:ui for Nietzsche cannot be traced exciusiveiy back to a poverty of form of the
piece of music: for Wagner's music is indeed structured, organise(i, and unified. It is
rather Wagner's wish to throw his audience - expresseci in the way in which he structures,
organises and unifies his music - that locates any feeiings of pleasure gleaned from his
music aiongsicie that of the Kantian agreeaiile. This in some way helps to assuage our
discomfiture when Nietzsche denies that Wagnerian music is beautiful, or ranks it beneath

that of Bizet.

Peri\aps Nietzsche's most profounci insigi'its do not lie in the ciiscovery of any causal or
necessary connection between a valuable work of art and a valuable person; he can provide
no convincing account of why a valuable work of art, ioy association, makes us vaiuai)le,
nor can he demonstrate that a sign of our value lies in our appreciation - for all the rigiit
reasons - of a valuable work of art. Nor can such a critique of Wagner be achieved lJy a
consideration of the formal ‘perfection’ of his music alone; for uitimately itisa specific
kind of form that Nietzsche feels is destructive to art. What Nietzsche must not conflate is
piiysioiogical value and artistic value. His analysis of form tends toward this conflation
because the formal qualities that he approves of in man have very definite anaiogues in art;

but this reason in isolation is not enough to posit a material correlation between the two.

% See note 2 above. The organic unity, the elements as organiseci or structured, goes further than Kant in explaining

- why we find forms pleasing. Without shaming the work of art (I am not implying that Kant straightforwardly does this)

by a method of subtraction - *. . . if the stimuli did have common effective properties, these would not be discovered by .

. . holding up a Cézanne and saying, “See. If we take from the Bacchus and Ariadne, Bacchus, Ariadne, and everything
else extraneous, what we shall have left is the same thing you see in this bowl of apples. Form”.’ (Isenberg (1973) p. 35)
- an appeal to form, and its fundamental evaluative piace ina piiiiosop]'iy of art, can still, in tiieory, be made.

I am not equating Kantian cognitive ]1armony with Nietzschean health, for this is sureiy mistaken; I am simply
suggesting that both pliilosopiiers uit’imate]y appeal to the formal elements of an oibject in order to account for what
they, individual]y, find important about beauty.
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Rather, I see as Nietzsche's substantial contribution to aesthetic formalism the idea that a
formal perfection in a work art - or rather the forms that Nietzsche feels are perfectly
suited (ina physiological or human ideal-attaining sense) for us - can provicle and can
syml)o]ise for us ways in which we may approach our lives. Nietzsche's ideal characters
recognise, latch on to, and incorporate this sym]:)olic infonnation; while his weak
characters just revel in the superficial spectacle of art. Such an unclerstan&ing helps to
explain Nietzsche's antipathy towards artists such as Wagner; for how can we engage in
self education, c]eansing or improvement if we are unable to control that self?- if we are
swept so far out of that self }Jy the music that a return is often accompanied by exhaustion
or even regret? But what should be obvious by now is that it will take much more than
the tools and methods of Formalism to aclequately engage with such questions. And hence
it is towards Nietzsche’s specific philosophies of the individual art forms that we now must

turn.
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Cl’lapter Tln'ee
Music

(I) Setting Up The Problem

It is difficult to remain a pl’lilosopher whilst reacling Nietzsche on music. The closeness of
the sul)ject to his heart and the urgency with which he felt the pro})lems that music
engendere& needed to be addressed often lead to frenetic exposition and not cold, hard
analysis and prescription. Such a sty]e is clangerously seductive, partly because it is so
enjoyable, and one feels that a strenuous deconstruction of the text, in order to unearth a
phi]osophy, would be in some ways unpleasant. However, my task is to understand
Nietzsche as a philosopher; hence I will try to spell out as clearly as I can the philosophy

that I believe underlies his writings on music.

In examining the entirety of the work that Nietzsche did on music we are left with several
met}lodological impressions, the gran(lest and most extended Leing an investigation into
the nature and value of music. Individual investigations concerned themselves with the
testing of hypotheses: examining the nature of music and inferring from this its value;
examining the instrumental value of music and inferring from this its musical nature;
examining the personal value of music and inferring from this social prescriptions and
evaluations. In my chronological examination of Nietzsche's musical writings I do not
find a fundamental attitudinal change toward music; I see no evidence for any kind of
factioning off his philosophy of music into 'periods’. What I do see is the attempt to solve
a philosophica] prolalem using as many different methodological tools as possib]e. The
inaclequacy and/or abandonment of the tools does not change the focus or urgency of the
question or of the interrogator, it only gives rise to the demand for new and better tools.
For example, when one perceives a prima facie philosop}u'cal shift between the philosopl'xy
of the Birth of Tragedy and that of Human, all too Human, one should not suppose that
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the philosopiiical prolv/em has concomitantly shifted, nor that the motivations of the
plijlosopher have altered. Itis part of my project to show that the explanation for this
apparent shift is a desire on the part of the philosopher to more completely and aclequately
answer the philosop}n'cal question, given the incompleteness or inaciequacy he perceives in

the tools of his prior analysis.l

What then is this chronologically extended musical problem that Nietzsche is trying to
solve? I would say that it is, What is the relationship between the power of music and the
human being?2 I believe that this formulation of the question uniquely encompasses
Nietzsche's project because in order to answer it completely he has to (and, as I shall
argue, does) analyse each of its component parts, i.e., he has to assess (i) the nature and
value of the 'power' that music ailegedly possesses, (ii) the nature and value of music, and
more specifically, music that possesses the aforementioned power, (iii) how such a power
relates to the human Leing and the value of such a relationsliip, and finally, (iv) the nature
and value of the human being who is so related to music and its power. One can imagine
the large number of permutations generated when assessing how the conclusions drawn
about (i)-(iv) then affect each other. For example, Is the power of music valuable to the
extent that it engages the listener in a valuable relationship with the music? Is the music
valuable to the extent that it produces a most effective power? Upon engaging with
valuable music, does the value of a human being increase? And also conversely, Is music
that cannot exert such a power valueless? Is engagement with powerless music less
valuable than engagement with that possessing power? Does the value of a relations}ﬁp
necessarily clepend upon the value of those entities being related? One could goon. My
task at present is not to engage with these interesting and important permutations, but to
examine what Nietzsche says about (i)-(iv) individually, and to assess how such an analysis

lends itself to the solution of the musical pro})lem as Nietzsche sees it.

! Notice that such an explanation does not commit Nietzsche to devalue or recant previous analysis, it only commits
him to recognising its lack of completeness. This is liistorically true; we never see, even in the famous 1886 preface to
The Birth of TragaJy, Nietzsche rejecting the relevance or necessity of his earlier work. He at most re-evaluates its
metlioclology and sty]e‘ This would seem to me a straightforwarcl mark against any attempt to reduce his ceuvre into
distinct attitudinal or philosophical 'periods'.

2 Henceforth, 'the musical problem' will be ai)i)reviating the question "What is the relaﬁonsliip between the power of
music and the human being?"
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In order to follow most closely the development of Nietzsche's solution, my approach will
be chronological, beginning with the unpublished fragment On Music and Words. My
policy toward the Nachlass will be as follows: since, as Walter Kaufmann admits,
‘Nietzsche had the habit of using over and over old notebooks that had not been
completely filled, and of writing in them now from the front toward the back, now from
the back toward the front; and sometimes he filled right-hand pages only, at other times
left-hand pages only’,’I will make cautious and very little reference to the notes published
as The Will to Power, as chronological accuracy is essential to the nature of my present
investigation. As I progress through Nietzsche's work, I will assess when and to what
extent he addresses (i)-(iv), and how this affects any advancement toward a resolution of

the musical pro}Jlem.

(II) Music and Words: Initial Formulations

The fragment On Music and Words is thought to have been written in 1871 and it seems
most likely to have been conceived as a chapter for The Birth of Tragedy. References are
made to the Dionysian and the Apollonian without the explanations necessary for such
loaded terminology to be interpreted confidently. Ol)viously most contemporary readers
will come to On Music and Words equipped with a prior knowledge of these two deific
sym]:o]s, })ut, as the fragment stands, such information is not critical to its purpose. It is
in On Music and Words that I believe Nietzsche attempts to answer (i) of the musical

prolalem .

I take On Music and Words to be an argument for the metaphysical and genetic primacy

of absolute music*in relation to words (spolzen, written, or sung), icleas, images, or

3 The Will to Power, Editor's Introduction, Pp- Xiv-xv.

* The term ‘absolute music’ must be disambiguated. Wagner, usually tl'xoug}'nt to be the original expositor of this term,
appliecl it to music which was unconditional in its motivation or meaning - the raison d'stre of the music not ]:)eing
clependent upon dance, gesture, text or poem. The theory of dramatic music put forth in Opera and Drama o]:wiously
committed Wagner to the view that such absolute music was ‘logically absurd’ or ‘deficient’ and hence needed to be
‘redeemed’ by a poem. (Upon discovering Schopenhauer, however, Wagner's opinions were substantially questioned and
reconsiclered.) Hence, in Wagner's tl'louglut, absolute music is not necessarily pure instrumental music but rather
necessarily opposed to dramatic music, music which is a motivational by-pro&uct of the events, emotions, and
symlaolism of the drama and which therefore derives its meaning from these dramatic elements. In other words, the
distinction is not one of genre but of genesis. For N ietzsclme, }wweVer, following Scl'xopenhauer, absolute music is a
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emotions. Nietzsche argues for this from a view of the essence of language. His hopes are
that with a sligl'lt modification to the Scl']openhauen'an account of the Will’and with a
sound theory of meaning gleaned from his account of language, he can repudiate what he
takes to be the 'corrupt' emotional theories of music (which view emotion and poetic
intention as the origin of music, and hence, the meaning of music) and aesthetically
denigrate the art form of modern opera (which Nietzsche believes places music in a
subservient position to the text, the 'drama'). Hence, from the fragment's exposition
emerge two claims that deserve our attention: (i) music, given its relationship to the w111,
has a unique representational ability or power that is not possessed Ly feelings or words,
and (ii) music can never serve as a means to, or be in the service o£, words or images, as is,
Nietzsche believes, the aesthetic aim or practice of modern opera and dramatic music.

Once Nietzsche has (levelopecl (i), (ii) natura‘ily and easily follows.

(1) Music's Representationa] Al»i’ity
Nietzsche turns to 1anguage in his desire to defend absolute music, for music first

manifested itself in conjunction with the word, that is, with lync poetry. His argument in

On Music and Words is as follows.

All that we know we know as representation. Our Llrives, our emotions, and our
intentions are only manifested to us by means of a representation. Even the Will, which
Schopenhauer posits as the groun& of our being, our true }:)eing—in-itself, is itself a
representation of that which is completely unknowable and unfathomable to us.
Furthermore, Nietzsche believes that there are two breeds of representation: the sensations
of pleasure and clispleasure, and, everytl'ling else. The sensations of pleasure and
displeasure ‘accompany all other representations as a never failing figured bass’. Nietzsche
calls this most general representation will. The 'everything else' consists of these sensations
of pleasure and clispleasure accompanied Ly, or permeate& with, subjective concepts,
sul)jects, t}]oug}lts, sym})ols. It is important to remember that feelings (‘love, fear, and

hope’) are also a part of the 'everything else'. Now just as will underlies all of our

metapl:ysica/ category and as such could only be pure instrumental music. This reasoning is elucidated below. See also
Dahlhaus (1980) pp. 19-39.

51 will be using ‘Will' to refer to the Scl‘lopenhauerian noumenon, that which is outside space and time, and ‘will’ to
refer to the Will as it is manifested in life.
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representations, so too is it fundamental to that which symlzolises all of our

representations: 1anguage.

As our whole corporeality is related to that primordial manifestation, the ‘will’,

. . . 6
the word that consists of consonants and vowels is related to its tone foundation.

The words that a spea]zer utters have two component parts: tone and gesture. The tone
sym]::olises the genera] movements or expressions of the will - degrees of pleasure and pain
- whereas the gesture symt)oiises all of the other representations, that is, anything else that
the speal:aer is trying to communicate. The tones of the spealeer are - given that ttiey
symt)olise the universal groun(i of our ]oeing, our i)iologically based states, our will - basic
and universal. The (iiversity of languages is due to the artxitrary nature of the gesture
symboiism - the consonants and vowels that a culture chooses to express itself - that
emerges from this tonal base. Nietzsche illustrates the fundamental nature of the tonal
aspect of human language }.)y as]zing us to imagine the utterance of consonants and vowels
without correspomiing tonal or pitctl inflection. We, in the 20th Century, can pertlaps
think of the sounds that a computer makes when it is simulating human speectx.
Nietzsche claims that such utterances are 'nottiing but positions of the organ of speech, in
brief, gestures’.7 Human language is composed of words (gestures) and tones. In the
construction of speecti, the tone is necessariiy prior due to its closer proximity to the will.
We can, Nietzsche contends, conceive of monotonous human speecti, but not atonal
human speech: speech not informed by ‘degrees of pleasure and displeasure’. But,
converse]y, it is not necessary to the expression of a tone that it be accompanieci t)y a
corresponciing word. Nietzsche constructs this argument before taitzing about music
because he believes that the will, ‘with its scale of sensations of pleasure and displeasure,
gains an ever more actequate symt)olical expression in the (ievelopment of music’.? Music’s
greater adequacy (or accuracy or completeness) points to its even closer approximation to
the will. The practice of capturing or limiting our tonal sensations t)y gestures or words
has its analogue in aesthetics in the ‘perpetual striving of lyrical poetry to circumscribe

e . 9
music 1n 1mages'.

® On Music and Words, p- 108-109.
7 Ibid., p. 108.
8 Ibid., p. 109.
? Ibid.
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Presupposecl in the above argument is Scl‘ropenl‘nauer's transcendental idealist postu.late
that behind the world of spatially, temporally and causally located appearances in which we
live and understand there lies the fundamental, general ground of our l)eing. Language
and the representational arts are reprocluctions of our sul;jective reality as tlley are saturated
with sul)jective, seconclary representations. Music, llowever, has the al)ility to reprocluce
the Will as it appears to us fettered only by the form of time - the pure sensations of
pleasure and displeasure. The implications of this analysis in the realm of aesthetics are,
Nietzsche lJelieves, (a) ‘the notion that the image, the concept, a mere appearance should
somehow have the power to generate a tone must strike us as Ml&ly wrong’ and (l)) ‘feeling,
the faint or strong excitation of the basic grouncl of pleasure and clispleasure, is altogetl]er

the inartistic par excellence in the realm of creative art’.

At this point N ietzsche proceecls to defend his view against some anticipatecl ol)]'ections.
However, before I outline these ol)jections and replies, it is critical that we be clear about
the concept of will that Nietzsche employs. Nietzsche states that the will, pace
Schopenhauer, is still only a representation - the most general manifestation of sometlling
which is utterly unknown and unknowable to us. This view, lmwever, is not an
‘interposition against Schopenhauer’ at all; it is in fact the Schopenhauerian account of
Will as it is manifesteJ in human /ife, our awareness of which occurs to us in the
representational form of time. Nietzsche's unknowable and unknown has its analogue in
Scllopenl'xauer's 'l)eing-in-itself', Oor noumenon wlu'cll, according to Scllopenl‘lauer, lies
outside of space, time and causality (and hence evades any human lenow/ea’ge of it) This
‘universal, fundamental essence of all phenomena’ Schopenhauer names Wil ‘according to
the manifestation in which it appears most unveiled’."’ There is a third unclerstancling of
will, however, whose possil)le place in Nietzsche's tl‘neory we must consider. Above and
lJeyond simply l)eing the unknowable Will manifested in human life as the sensations of
pleasure and displeasure, will could be understood as general world striving, including such
unconscious goal-orientatecl processes as plant growtl'), organ functioning, and gravity. It

is this third sense of will that I believe figures in Nietzsche's account, even tllougll

bid., p. 110.
1 The World as Will and Representation, vol. II, p- 318.
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Nietzsche does not actuaiiy make an explicit distinction between Will manifested in us
and Will manifested in afl of life’s processes. My reasons for this belief will become
apparent below in my discussion of Nietzsche’s treatment of the origin of music, i)ut, for
the time i)eing, support for the belief that Nietzsche indeed empioys the third sense of will

can be found in such utterances as:

The ‘will’ as the most original manifestation is the subject of music, and in this
sense music can be called an imitation of nature , but of the most general form of

1
nature. 2

and in his various references to the Dionysian world groumi.13

Nietzsche’s argument up to now has been building up to the claim that Will, as
manifested in iife, is the suiaject of music. Thereis a sense, Nietzsche beiieves, in which
there is an iSOmOl’Pi'liC corresponcience between the nature of music and the urzspeciﬁc
sensations of pieasure and displeasure. Music is a copy of this most universal
representation. This anaiysis is important to his project because Nietzsche wishes to reject
the claim that a poem, for exampie, dictates the music that should accompany it. We
cannot derive music from words because words have conceptuai elements built into them
(gesture symi)oiism) that cannot be a part of music. Converseiy, words can never do

justice to what the music expresses because of their sui)jective, specific content.

Imagine . . . what an undertaking it must be to write music for a poem, that is,
to wish to illustrate a poem i)y means of music, in order to secure a conceptuai
ianguage for music in this way. What an inverted world! An unclertaizing that
strikes one as if a son desired to beget his father! Music can generate images that

will aiways be mere sci'iemata, as it were examp]es of its real universal content.

2 Op Music and Words, p- 111. My italics.

B Ibid., pp- 110-111 and p. 116. Later on, when Nietzsche utterly relinquishes the idea of an unknowable Will, he
cannot, and does not, hold onto this view. See The Gay Science, $§127: ‘Against [Sci’xopenlmuer] I posit these
propositions: First, for will to come into iJeing an idea of pieasure and ciispieasure is needed. Second, when a strong
stimulus is experienced as pleasure or displeasure, this depends on the interpretation of the intellect which, to be sure,
generally does this work without rising to our consciousness . . . Third, it is oniy in intellectual i)eings that pieasure,
ciispleasure, and the will are to be found; the vast majority of organisms has notiiing of the sort.’ Oivviousiy, if there is
not a universal Will, it cannot be universally manifested, it cannot appear in aff life. (Cf. p.112) (Kaufmann, in a note
to this section, comments that ‘it is arguai:vie that Nietzsche never successfuiiy harmonised two strains of his ti'iougilt:
the poiemic against the will that is directed at Sciiopen]'iauer, and the requirements of his own later doctrine of the will
to power.” But I would urge, against Kaufmann, that the need for such a harmonisation is misconceived. The Will that
Nietzsche rejects is transcendental, unknowable and unknown: a metaphysical principle. The will of the will to power is
an elucidation of the ‘instinctual life in which all organic functions . . . are syntiieticai]y bound hogeti'ier': a i’.;ioiogica.l

principle.)
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But how should the image, the representation, be capa])le of generating music?
Not to spealz of the notion that the concept or, as has been saicl, the 'poetical

idea’ should be capable of doing this!M

But even if the words, ideas, or images of a poem cannot, because of their specificity, give
rise to music which is a copy of that which is most general and universal, how can
Nietzsche deny, it may be objectecl, that feelings or passions have the a})ility to instigate
musical creativity? It would seem to be difficult to locate anything else that did so inspire.

Nietzsche, however, is prepare& for this scepticism:

On the basis of a popular aesthetic view some people will try to meet us halfway with
the proposition: ‘It is not the poem but the feeling generated by the poem that gives
birth to the composition’. | cannot agree. . . . What we call )[ee/ing i, in relation to
this will, alreacly permeatecl and saturated I)y conscious and unconscious
representations and hence no longer (lirectly the sul)ject of music, much less its
generator. Take, for example, the feelings of love, fear, and hope: directly, music
cannot do a tluing with them because each of these fee]ings is permeatecl lzvy and
saturated with representations. Yet these feelings can serve to sym]ao].ise the music,
which is what the lyric poet does when he translates this realm of the ‘will’, which

cannot be apptoachecl lJy means of concepts and images and yet is the real content
and sul)ject of music, into the metaphorica] world of £ee1ings.l5

Nietzsche wants to demonstrate that the specif;'c human emotions, or feelings, cannot give
rise to music. He wants to deny that the last movement of Beethoven's Ninth Symphony
is what it is because of the feelings that were aroused in Beethoven by Schiller's poem.
Nietzsche argues that the feelings that we feel when reacling a poem are equivalent to
saturated will, i.e., the ‘basic ground of pleasure and displeasure' enhanced Ly sul)jective
representations. Such sul)jectivity, he argues, cannot be the su}:)ject of music much less

the origin of musical composition.

Nietzsche is not rnalzing a point about creative spontaneity or inspiration. He is not
clenying the truth of scenarios of the {ollowing kind: 'l witness a moving and beautiful
scene in nature. I am so touched l)y its natural perfection that I desire to capture the
essence of my experience in a musical composition'. What Nietzsche is clenying is that

any of the conceptual, subjective content of my experience could be represented in music.

1 Ibid., p. 109.
15 Ibid., pp. 110-111.
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Pure (absolute) music (as opposeci to programme music) does not have the capacity to refer
to experience. All that the music can express is the movement of the will: pleasure and
(iispieasure, tension and ease, iiunger and satisfaction. The music cannot represent my
pleasure or displeasure as these are feeiings of mine that possess definite o]ajects and are
hence su]:)jectively specific. There is not a one to one correspondence between my feelings
and the piece of music that I write. Infiniteiy many pieces of music could be appropriate
to my emotion given the generality of music's representationai capacity. Converse]y, given
a piece of music, we could not derive anytiiing more specii-ic - words, for exampie - from it.
It is not Beethoven's emotion that I hear in his music; for how could music represent such
a compiex web of circumstances? I hear a movement in the music that corresponds toa
movement of the will, and that is all. Music does not generate images or words; my
imagination, tin'ougil correlative associations, possesses that power. Given the music, oniy
somet}u'ng less specific is derivable from it. This observation supports Nietzsche in his
second substantial thesis of On Music and Words: music can never be a means in the

service of a text or a libretto.

(i1) Music as Means

Nietzsche's theory about music's representational ability leads him to an indictment of

opera and dramatic music:

To piace music in the service of a series of images and concepts, to use it as a means
toan encl, for their intensification and clarification - this strange presumption, which
is found in the concept of ‘opera’ . . . [is] not so much an abuse as . . . an

impossibility! 1o

Wiiy cannot the music possibiy ciarify, or even intensify, the drama taieing piace on the

stage? Let us look at these two claims separately.

Nietzsche argues that music as a ciarificatory means for a dramatic end is an impossibility
because music cannot ciarii:y - give added precision to - that which is aiready much more
specific and precise than itself. For exampie, as Tristan and Isolde utter the words of their

rapturous love duet, words that exclaim the hatred of the clayiigiit (wiﬁch for them means

1 Ibid., pp. 115-116.
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separation) and the joy that emancipative death can bring to them, how could music,
Nietzsche queries, make such intensity and longing more clar? The music sounds like
and represents on]y the most general aspects of the emotion: pain and pleasure (not
Tristan or Isolde's pain and pleasure over the inopportuneness of their passion, but the
movements of the kernel of that passion, w111) The music does not add any substantive
information about the tragic scene before our eyes, about the nature of the love, or about
the feelings of the lovers. The specificity of the passion is completely communicated }Jy

the action, the images and the words.

One might now want to contest that, albeit music cannot l)ring the drama into sharper
relief, it certainly can intensify it. Tristan and Isolde's passions might not be made any
clearer to us l)y way of the music but t}xey are indeed made stronger. Watching the lovers
mourn the tragecly of their love, or viewing the last moments of their tragic lives, would be
a much less compening and engaging and emotionally cllargecl experience were it not for
the music. Indeecl, one might say, this is the function of all dramatic music. Nietzsche,
however, cannot agree: not because he believes that music is not compelling, engaging or

emotionally c}largecl, but because it is indeed too much so.

Imagine a variegated, passionate drama that carries the spectators along, assured of
success as an action. What could ‘dramatic’ music add, even if it did not take away
anytl'ling? In the first place, it actuaHy will take away a great Jeal, for at every point
where the Dionysian power of the music strikes the listener like ligl'xtning, the eyes
that behold the action and were absorbed in the individuals appearing before us
become moist, and the listener forgets the drama and wakes up again for it only after
the Dionysian spell is broken. But insofar as the music leads the listener to forget the
drama it is not yet ‘dramatic’ music. But what kind of music is it that may not exert
any Dionysian power over the listener? And how is it possible? It is possible as purely
conventional symbolism . . . a music that has been weakened to the point where it is no
more than mnemonic devices - and the aim of its effect is to remind the spectator of
sometl'xing that he must not miss while watching the drama if he wants to understand
it...and even at its highest moments another kind of music that is no longer purely

conventional mnemonic music is permitted: music that aims at excitement as a

stimulant for jaded or exhausted nerves. 17

Contained within this passage are three t}loug}lts. Opera as an art form incorporating

Dionysian music as a functional tool is impossible. Opera as an art form would be

7 Ibid., pp. 117-118.
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possible if non-Dionysian (bad, dramatic) music were used. Non-Dionysian music is that
which is purely conventional or that which only aims at 'tl'n'owing' the listener. Hence the
modern composer finds himself in an impossit)le situation: ‘What a desperate situation for
the dramatic composer who has to mask his big drum with good music that nevertheless
must not have a purely musical effect but is to produce not}u'ng but excitement!"'® On the
other l'land, Dionysian music, Nietzsche believes, is the imitation of the most general
manifestation of the will: ‘an imitation of . . . the most general form of nature’.'” Such
music, while neither conventional mnemonic music nor aimed at ptlysical excitement, has
power over us in a purely musical way. Dionysian music, in its power over us, could not
support a drama in the requisite sense of dramatic music. Such music would in fact pull

us away from the drama.

We are left at the end of the f-ragment, however, with two unsettled questions; but the
nature of the questions points inevita};)ly towards The Birth o][ Tragealy. Firstly, the analysis
of modern opera and its consequent incompatibility with Dionysian music sits rather
uncomfortably with the theory of opera offered in The Birth of Tragedy.zo What seems to
be a defense of the incorporation of Greek mytl'l and Dionysian choral music into the
form of contemporary opera in The Birth of Tragedy would be rendered incoherent and
even impossible by the analysis of On Music and Words. The Birth of Tragedy
aclenowleclges the compati}:;le and symbiotic relationship between the sublimity of musical
transportation and the cleligl'xt in beautitully representecl forms. Indeed, the Greeks had
perfectecl this relationsluip in the form of tragic drama. The Birth of Tragec]y suggests that
the musical dramas of Wagner mark a rebirth of this aesthetic combination. On Music
and Words, however, cannot explain how it would be possible for 'good' music to co-exist
with beautiful forms (tragic heroes) without completely undermining the value of these
forms. Presumably, this would not have been a prololem for Nietzsche's analysis of Greek
tragedy, where the chorus and the dmma procee& in alternation (tl'xe chorus can never be

said to be accompanying the dramatic &ialogue) ; but during the course of a Wagnerian

18 Ibid., p. 118.

Y Ibid., p. 111.

20 But not necessarily with its theory of music; see especially The Birth of Tragedy, $6 which reads like a synopsis of On
Music and Words. There is a tension in The Birth of Tragedy between Nietzsche's philosophy of music and his
philosophico-apology of Wagnerian musical drama. I will examine this tension in Chapter Four. See Young (1992) p.
37-38, especially note 12.
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opera the two modes of consciousness (of the nature of reality and of the forms of its
appearance) are necessarily synchronous. It is this synchronism that is denied outrigl'lt in
On Music and Words.

The second aspect of On Music and Words that leaves us puzzled is the imprecision in
Nietzsche's account of the origin of music. First of all, we must be clear that by the origin
of music Nietzsche does not mean music’s birth and evolution, in a historical or
Darwinian sense. Rather, when Nietzsche is concerned with origins, he is concerned with
the genesis of music in the mind of the composer. The issue that Nietzsche is interested in
is not the origin of music over time, but the generation of music in a discreet instance.
Secondly, we have ascertained that it is the movement of the will that comprises the
sulaject of music or is that which music can most aclequately represent. But what can

account for the origin of music in the composer's mind? Nietzsche's answer is

... the origin of music . . . must lie in the lap of the power that in the form of the

‘will' generates a visionary world: the origin of music les beyond all individuation, and
after our discussion of the Dionysian this principle is self evident. . . . The ‘will’ as the

most original manifestation is the suLject of music, and in this sense music can be
called an imitation of nature, but of the most general form of nature. The ‘will’ itself
and feelings . . . are totauy incapa]:le of generating music, even as music is tota]ly
incapal)le of representing feelings or having fee]jngs for its sul)ject, the will Leing its
only sul:ject. . . . A musical excitement that comes from altogetlner different regions
chooses the text of [a] song as a metaphorical expression for itgelf 2!

But what is this ‘beyond all individuation’? There are two, albeit unhappy, possibilities.
If by 'beyond all individuation' Nietzsche is referring to the being-in-itself of Schopenhauer
- that which is outside of the requirements of ordinary consciousness (space, time and
sufficient reason) that individuate and explain our inner and outer experiences, the ‘totally
indecipherable’ that is barred from us by the 'rigid necessity' of our perceptual faculties -
the metaphysica] and epistemologica] difficulties with this picture of the origin of music
are manifest. We are left in doubt as to the nature of this 'choosing'. What sort of
consciousness informs this choice? If the ‘beyond all individuation’ is rather the
Dionysian Rausch of The Birth of Tragedy, the self-evidence proclaimed by Nietzsche is

worrying]y elusive; in fact such an appeal appears to render the theory circular or

* On Music and Words, pp. 111-112.
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regressive. If one must be in a state of Dionysian Rausch - if one must be in a state where
individuation is broken and annulled - in order to achieve the 'musical excitement' that
can create (originate) music, it seems fair to ask how one can enter such a state. On Music
and Words tells us it is }:)y listening to Dionysian (good) music.” Such an analysis does

not elucidate the origin of music, in the artist’s mind or }u'storically.

One can only look to The Birth of Tragedy as a possible source of illumination. It is here
that Nietzsche fully expounds upon the metaphysical duality only suggested in On Music
and Wora’s, and hence it is here that we can corroborate or undermine the 'origin of music'
thesis of this ear]y fragmen’c. I shall return to these unanswered questions in my separate

discussion of Nietzsche's theory of tragic drama.

(I1I) Music and Words: Reconsiderations

In The Birth of Tragedy, Nietzsche engages in a more mature and extensive discussion of
the metaphysical themes broached in On Music and Words. But since The Birth Of
Tragedy is concerned with music as an element of Greek tragecly, and because many of the
unsolved problems of On Music and Words continue to remain enigmatic even after their
development in The Birth Of Tragedy, 1 shall confine my discussion of tragedy to its own
chapter and pass over The Birth o][ TrageJy here without fear of clnronological or

philosophica] cliscontinujty.

In his next series of work, Nietzsche is predominantly concerned with (ii) and (iii) of the
musical problem. The metaphysical approach of On Music and Words and The Birth Of
Tragec]y seems unable to articulate the difference between the Dionysian effect of music,
which for Nietzsche is perfectly legitimate and which points towards goo&ness and

correctness both on the part of the artist and the au&ience, and decadent effects of music:

= Perhaps this is not being entirely fair to Nietzsche. We know that the ‘Dionysian power of music strikes the listener
like lightning’ and casts a ‘Dionysian spell' over him, but it is not clear that this is the selfsame quality being referred to
in Nietzsche's analysis of the composer who ‘breaks the Dionysian power that wells up in him by a.nxiously ol)serving the
words and gestures of his marionettes’ (p. 117). I am assuming the equivalence. If Dionysian power can be tapped via
some means other than Dionysian music (orgiastic religious rituals, chants, trances), then the threat of circularity no
longer looms. But we are not informed of these alternatives in On Music and Words.
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‘music that aims at excitement as a stimulant for jade& or exhausted nerves . . . l)y means of
primarily p}]ysica] effects’.” Neither party - artist or audience - is entirely free from
culpalaility when it comes to assessing the latter. Nietzsche does tend to look to effects
when estimating if a piece of music is valuable, but he never makes this claim of the genre
itself. In other words, Nietzsche uses effect as a yarclstic]tz within music, but realises that
music is not valuable as art because it has the potential to in some way act upon us. In
fac’c, Nietzsche denies that there is any direct effect of music at all; and since this is so, he
cannot help himself to the claim that music is valuable because it is salu]arious,
regenerative, exciting, soothing.%’ But I will argue that the question of value is held in
suspension for the time being while he analyses what he believes to be the almost symlniotic
relations}ﬁp between the nature of the music and the nature of the human ]aeing as
audience. This analysis of music coincides with his initial recognition of and discomfort
with the perceivecl spiritual crisis in mankind. Realising that a rebirth of his Greek ideal
via Wagner would perhaps never come to fruition, his task is to locate the perpetrators and
parameters of this crisis and suggest a way to reverse its ruinous trend. The nature and
scope of the crisis is an issue that permeates the entirety of Nietzsche's pl'u'losopl'xy; but
here I am only concerned with its manifestations in the realm of music. What I mean by
crisis, and what I believe Nietzsche to mean, is igno[ai/ity.zs Human, all too Human,
Assorted Opinions and Maxims, The Wanderer and his Shadow, and Daybreak look toward
the musician and his music as possible sources of nobility. It has been said that Nietzsche
‘regard(s] the artist as the spiritual barometer of the age’ °but an artist is a barometer who
can also create his own spiritual weather - influence changes as well as gauge them - and

for this reason Nietzsche is acutely concerned with him and with his art.

(i) Human, all too Human

In Human, all too Human, in an attempt to answer (ii) of the musical pro})lem, Nietzsche
reworks the account of the nature of music that he produced in On Music and Words. In

section 215 Nietzsche offers a different explanation for why music is believed to be the

3 On Music and Words, p- 118.
% All of Nietzsche's analyses are within the genre of music. After The Birth af Tragedy he holds no metaphysics to
support the value of music as an art form. An account of the value of music for fife is not an account of musical value.
% Nietzsche expresses his sentiments regarding art's role in his cultural critique most revealingly in Fcce Homo, ‘The
Case of Wagner', §3. Good art can in some way enable one "to gain clarity about oneself'. Such clarity is a necessary
greconclition for the 'cleanliness' and 'depth’ of a people.

6 A1 - .

Michael Tanner, Introduction to Dayl»'ea]z, P- XV.
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immediate language of the will. Instead of being ‘the imitation of the most general form

of nature',27

Music is, of and in itsel{, not so signi{icant for our inner worlcl, nor eo ptofounclly
exciting, that it can be said to count as the immediate language of JL’ee]j.ng; but its
primeval union with poetry has deposited so much symbolism into rhythmic
movement, into the varying strength and volume of musical sounds, that we now
suppose it to spealz directly to the inner world and to come ﬁom the inner world.
Dramatic music” becomes possﬂ)le only when the tonal art has conquered an
enormous domain of symbolic means, through song, opera, and a hundred
experiments in tone-painting. 'Absolute music' is either form in itself, at a primitive
stage of music in which sounds made in tempo and at varying volume gave pleasure as
suc}x, or eym})olism of form spea]a'.ng to the umlerstancling without poetry after both
arts had been united over a long course of evolution and the musical form had JElna]ly
become enﬁrely enmeshed in threads of {eeling and concepts. Men who have
remained behind in the evolution of music can understand in a pu.rely formalistic way
the same piece of music as the more advanced understand wholly symbolically. In
itself, no music is profound or significant, it does not speak of the 'will' or of the 'thing
in itself’; the intellect could suppose such a tlﬁng only in an age which had conquerecl
for musical symbohsm the entire compass of the inner life. It was the intellect itself
which first introduced this signi.f:icance into sounds: just as, in the case of architec'cure,
it likewise introduced a sign.i.ficance into the relations between lines and masses which
is in itself quite unknown to the laws of mechanics.29

We must again take care to correctly understand how Nietzsche applies his termino]ogy.

By ‘inner world’ Nietzsche means will, the general sensations of pleasure and displeasure
of On Music and Words. He makes this clear earlier in Human, all too Human when he

writes:

cee philosophers in general transfer the concept ‘inner and outer’ to the essence
and plzenomena of the worlc].; they believe that profound feelings take one cleep
into the interior, close to the heart of nature. But such feelings are profouncl
on]y insofar as when they occur certain complex groups of thoughts which we call
profouncl are, scarcely perceptilaly, regu.larly aroused with them; a feel.ing is
profouncl because we regarcl the thoughts that accompany it as profotmcl. “e [I]f
one deducts from the pro{ouncl feeling the element of thought mixed in with it,

what remains is the strong ﬁeeling L2

27 On Music and Words, p. 111.

%8 Notice that the meaning of ‘dramatic music” has c]nanged since On Music and Words. Dramatic music here is not
music of a drama., nor is it mnemonic music.

% Nietzsche ampli{ies this claim about our unclerstanding of architecture in §218.

30 Human, all too Human, $15. My italics.

76



The above philosophy of the significance of feeling informs Nietzsche's philosophy of the
nature of music. Music can no more count as the immediate 1anguage of feeiing -asa
copy of the most general or universal or immediate component of our sul)jective feelings
(these feelings which are themselves mediated i)y, and saturated with, concepts) - than the
profun(iity of a feeiing can be a indicator of the closeness of that feeling to the essence of
the world. Just as the intellect introduces significance (the idea of profimciity) into our
feeiings, so too does it introduce significance (‘speaieing (iirectiy to’ and ‘coming from the
inner world’) into sounds. In itself, music - just like our feelings - is not profou.nci or
significant. After we subtract the conceptual elements of the feeling or of the music,
which we have placeci there in the first place, we are left simply with ‘a strong ieeiing' or

‘ . 231
empty noise .

In section 216, Nietzsche's thesis - that the unclerstanciing of absolute music as copy of
the Will manifested in life is oniy possiiile because of the evoiutionary association between
music and the representational forms of art - is ampiifieci and made precise. Here
Nietzsche spelis out one way in which music, tluougii our own intellectual associations,
has come to be regar(ieti asa symi)ol of the wiii, that is, how we have ‘conquereci for

musical symbolism the entire compass of the inner life’:

Older than language is the mimic]aing of gestures, which takes p]ace involuntazily .
.. That is how peopie learned to understand one another . . . In general, painful
gensations may well also be expressecl lay gestures which in turn occasion pain. .
Conversely, gestures of pleasure were themselves pleasural:]e and could thus easily
convey their meaning . . . As soon as the meaning of gestures was u.ncierstooci, a
symlao/ism of gestures could arise: | mean a sign-ianguage of sounds could be so
agreed that at first one procluce(i sound and gesture (to which it was syml)oiicany
joined), later only the sound. - It appears here that in earlier ages there often
occurred that which now takes place before our eyes and ears in the evolution of
music, especiany of dramatic music: while music was at first empty noise without
explanatory dance and mime (gesture-language) , the ear was, t}u:ougil long
habituation to the juxtaposition of music and movement, schooled to an
instantaneous interpretation of the total figurations and has at last attained to a
height of rapi(i understanding at which it no ionger has any need of the visible
movement and understands the tone-poet without it. One then spealzs of absolute
music, that is to say of music in which everything is at once understood
syml)olically without further assistance.

3 Human, all too Human, $216.
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Human all too Human has made two significant changes to the thesis of On Music and
Words (and hence to (i) of the musical problem). Firstly, Nietzsche has abandoned one
explanation of music's symt)olic nature - that it is a syml)ol of the sensations of pleasure
and displeasure (the most general manifestations of the Will in life) because it imitates the
most general form of nature - for anotlier, namely, that music syml)olises the will via, or
because ot, intellectual associations. For example, instead of hol&ing that music is a copy
of the sensations of pleasure and displeasure because of its at)ility to imitate these most
general, concept-tree aspects of our inner life, Nietzsche now maintains that we only hear
music as a copy of the sensations of pleasure and displeasure because of the syml;olism
that has evolved tl'irougli the constant conjunction of a certain form of music with a
certain emotional theme (expressed in words or dance). A Greek lyric poet whose words
described a relaxation of tension might have been accompanie&, for example, l)y a melodic
pl)raseaztl'lat ended with an incomplete cadence, which sets up expectations, followed l:)y a
second plu'ase ending with a complete cadence, which gives an answer, a sense of finality
or completion. The Renaissance quest to capture the emotion and imagery of a text using
the technique of word-painting might represent this same theme (of tension and release) by
a dissonant chord resolving into a consonant chord. In the Baroque age, other teclmiques
arose and became standard. The chromatically descending ground bass of Purcell’s Dido’s
Lament or of the Crucifixus of Bach’s B Minor Mass represents the grief and pain of the
story which it is accompanying. Or, in dance, the concluding movements of the dance
would often be signalle(i t)y the dominant chord moving to the tonic. Tl'xrougli the
evolution of such exp/ainecj conjunctions of signiticance, musical form has become
inseparal)le from such conceptual associations. We have ‘conquered for musical
symbolism the entire compass of inner life’. We now have a musical form that can act as
a symbol for every conceivable movement of our will: pleasure/pain, tension/ release,
liunger/ satiation. We do not need text or dance to exp/ain the melanclioly of Cliopin's
Prelude in E minor for Piano;. the pulsating dissonant chords accompanying the aimless
and monotonous melo&y provicle us with all of the information we need in order to
understand. The degree of perfection which we perceive Chopin’s Prelude to attain in
representing a melancholic will is not a procluct of the music alone or ‘in-itself’, but of our

syml)olic association with this particular form of music with sometliing extra-musical. If

32 Of course, Nietzsche can only speculate about the vocal or instrumental line of such songs. See Bowie (1994).
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it were not for such gestu:e-symbolism that has been built into music, we would not

perceive, or it would not occur to us, that the music is a symbol of the will.

Nietzsche’s second important change follows from this. Unlike On Music and Words,
Nietzsche now holds that absolute music - instead of Leing the conceptless, imageless
language of the heart - has built into it a gesture-symbolism: ‘musical form has finally
become entirely enmeshed in threads of Jr.eeling and concepts’. This second c}lange stands
as a possible objection to the ‘close proximity to the Will" thesis of On Music and Words
by demonstrating that absolute music may not be as aestheticauy fundamental as
previously argue&; in fact, it may be indebted to the gesture or symbol, and not its close

proximity to the Will, for its perceivecl power and value.

However, even though Nietzsche has revised his view of how music comes to sym]:)olise the
w111, this does not affect the two substantial theses put forward in On Music and Words.
The doctrine of music’s inal)ility to represent a specific feeling or emotion o][ mine, and of
music’s inability to serve as an accentuation of an idea in a poem, text or drama, is still
tenable and correct under Nietzsche's new belief about the gesture-sym]aolism built into
music. For even if Nietzsche now admits that we ‘at once understand syml)olically' -
without aid of words or gestures - that a long, winding crescendo represents yearning, we
could never understand such music to represent Isolde’s yearning; only the events or words
on the stage could secure such a speci{ic understanding. Words still possess a degree of
specificity that music cannot achieve; and music still possesses a degree of generality that
words cannot syml)olise. But this difference between music and words is not due to
music’s closer approximation to a metaphysical Will, but to the sophistication and degree

of precision of the ‘sign-language of sounds’ which t}ley have come to possess.

A possible objection to Nietzsche’s philosophy of music in Human, all too Human needs to
be addressed at this point. It might be argued that Nietzsche's t}leory of the gesture
symbolism contained in music possesses the weaknesses and invalidities of attempts such
as Deryclz Cooke’s to provicle a dictionary for ‘the language of music’. Nietzsche’s claim
that ‘musical form has become entirely enmeshed in threads of feeling and concepts’ which

we ‘at once understand syml)olica“y’ is open, the objection runs, to a straightforward
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refutation by counterexample in the same way as is Cooke’s claim to have induced the
‘basic expressive functions of all twelve notes of our scale®or that an ascending minor
third can a/ways be heard as expressive of outgoing pain.34 But to put forward such an
ol)jection is to misunderstand the nature of the pro}alem that Nietzsche is trying to solve.
His point is precisely that it is we who have built this gesture sym]oolisrn into music - ‘the
symbolic increasingly replaces the simple being'35- and hence the gesture-syml)olism is
subjective and does not admit of a universally applicable syntax. Nietzsche does not }101(1,
as does Cooke, that there is a one-to-one correspondence between patterns of music and
emotions expressed by those patters, or that we can read this emotional meaning off the
music as if it were a word in a language. The intellect, not the music that the intellect
encounters, has conquered ‘the entire compass of the inner life’ for music. Nietzsche is
not concerned at this point to iclentify how music symlaolises emotions but rather to
understand how and wl'ly we come to recognise music as syml)olic of human emotions.

This point is emphasised in section 217:

By virtue of the extraordinary exercise the intellect has u.n&ergone through the
artistic evolution of modern music, our ears have grown more and more
intellectual. . . . [W]e are much more practised in hstening for the reason in
[music] . . . [T]he ugly side of the world, the side originally hostile to the senses,
has now been conquerecl for music . . . our music now brings to utterance things
which £ormerly had no tongue.

(71) Assorted Opinions and Maxims, The Wanderer and his Sltadow, & Dayl)reale

It is with Assorted Opinions and Maxims that Nietzsche begins to expand upon what he
actually means by music's power, and to provide a non-metaphysical solution to (i) and
(iii) of the musical problem ; with this analysis comes his important observation that power
is that which is ennob/ing. Hence, the power in music is that characteristic or quality of
the music which makes the music itself ennobling. It is of historical interest to mention
that by this time he has t})oroughly relinquished all personal associations  with Wagner,
and l)egins to see him as one of the potential perpetrators of this spiritual crisis in music.

Whilst not reaching the critical intensity of his later writings on Wagner, Assorted

3 Cooke (1959) p. 89-90.
% Ibid., p. 122.
3 Human, all too Human, §217

% The aesthetic associations were never so cleanly rent.

80



Opinions and Maxims, The Wanderer and his Sl'zaa’ow, and Daylyreale contain Nietzsche’s
groundwor}z examinations of modern music - concentrating, of course, on the ne p/us ultra
of modern music - and the philosophica] problems that its advent presents. This is
illustrated in section 134 of Assorted Opinions and Maxims, a passage which sets out two
different ways in which modern music can ‘make the soul move’, and hence emphasises

just what the signi{icance is of the varying sensual effects of this kind of art:

The artistic objective pursued lny modern music in what is now, in a strong but
nonetheless obscure phrase, clesignated ‘endless me]ody' can be made clear lJy
imagining one is going into the sea, gradually relinquishing a firm tread on the
bottom and finally surrendering unconditionally to the watery element: one is
supposecl to swim. Earlier music constrained one - with a delicate or solemn or fiery
movement back and forth, faster and slower - to dance: in pursuit of which the needful
preservation of or&erly measure compellecl the soul of the listener to a continual seél—
possession: it was upon the reflection of the cooler air proclucecl by this self-possession
and the warm breath of musical enthusiasm that the charm of this music rested. -
Richard Wagnet desired a different kind of movement of the soul: one relatecl, as

aforesaid, to swimming and ﬂoaﬁng.

The 'movement of the soul' argument assumes - clepends for its acceptance upon - the
validity of two propositions: (i) self—possession and control are characteristics needed Ly
and requirecl for human preservation and nobility, and, (i) a correlation exists between
types of melodic lines or types of combinations of r}lythmic elements in music and the
abandonment })y the listener of the valuable qualities of human life of (i). A maintenance
of ‘continual sel{:-possession’ is of critical importance to Nietzsche; his critique of music is

substantially motivated l)y the art form's potential to c}lallenge this quality:

The danger inherent in modern music lies in the fact that it sets the chalice of joy and
grancleu.r 8o secluctive]y to our hps and with such a show of moral ecstasy that even the
noble and self-controlled always drink from it a clrop too much. This minimal

intemperance, continua]ly repeatetl, can however eventuate in a profouncler convulsion

and unclermining of spiritual health than any courser excess is able to l)ring about . . .37

What is yet to be explainecl is exactly how spiritual health is undermined; what is it about
unendliche melodie that Nietzsche believes enables it to have such profound and negative
social effects? The correlation between an unending melody and self-abandonment in a

listener is not itself an explanation as to why this is the case. Even more puzzling is

37Assorte:1 Opim'ans and Maxims, §159.
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Nietzsche's apparent espousal of the analogue of the tec}mique of endless me]ocly in

literature:

Let us content ourselves here simply with caujng [Laurence Sterne] the most
liberated spirit of all time, in comparison with whom all others seem stiff, square,
intolerant and boorishly direct. What is to be praised in him is not the closed
and transparent but the ‘endless melocly': if with this expression we may (lesignate
an artistic style in which the fixed form is constantly being broken up, displaced,
transposecl back into indefiniteness, so that it signiﬁes one thing and at the same
time another. . . . The reader who demands to know exactly what Sterne really
thinks of a tl'ling, whether he is ma]zing a serious or a lauglﬁng £ace, must be
given up for lost: for he knows how to encompass bothin a sing]e facial
expression; he likewise knows how, and even wants to be in the right and the
wrong at the same time, to knot together profunclity and farce. His digressions
are at the same time continuations and further developments of the story; his
aphorisms are at the same an expression of an attitude of irony towards all
sententiousness, his antipathy to seriousness is united with a tendency to be
unable to regarcl anytl'ling merely superﬁcially. Thus he procluces in the right
reader a {eeling of uncertainty as to whether one is wauz'mg, stancling or 1ying: a
feeling, that is, closely related to ﬂoating. He, the supplest of authors,
communicates something of this suppleness to his reader. . . . That which goocl
French writers, and before them certain Greeks and Romans, wanted and were
able to do in prose is precisely the opposite of what Sterne wants and is able to
do: Jt.or, as the masterly exception, he raises himself above that which all artists in
writing demand of themselves: cliscipline, compactness, aimp].icity, restraint in
motion and cleportment. - Unhappily, Sterne the man seems to have been only

too closely related to Sterne the writer . . 38

While the final sentence confirms Nietzsche's position that the analogues of endless
melody in human /i][e are features which he does not admire and which are not conducive to
spiritual health, the passage leaves us uncertain as to why Sterne, who is praise& asa
liberal writer capa})le of proclucing an uncertainty and a sense of supp]eness and ﬂoating in
his readers, does not receive the admonishments directed at Wagner WllO, according to
Nietzsche, provicles with his music the same characteristic experiences in his listeners.
‘One has to surrender unconclitionally to Sterne’s caprices',39Nietzsc}1e admits; but what
Nietzsche does not admit is that a surrender to unorthodox literary forms entails the
injurious artistic and societal ramifications of our submission to Wagner's similar caprices

in music:

38 Assorted Opinions and Maxims, §113.
% Ibid.
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The celebrated means that [Wagner] employs, appropriate to this desire [for a
kind of movement of the soul akin to swimming or ﬂoating] and sprung from it -
‘endless melody' - endeavours to break up all mathematical symmetry of tempo
and force and sometimes even to mock it; and he is abundantly inventive in the
production of effects which to the ear of eatlier times sound like rhythmic
paradoxes and Llaspl’xemies. What he fears is petritaction, crystal]isation, the
transition of music into the architectonic - and thus with a two-four rl'xytl')m he
will juxtapose a three-four r}xyttlm, often introduce bars in five-four and seven-
four rhythm, immediately repeat a phrase but expanded to two or four times its
original length. A complacent imitation of such an art as this can be a great
(langer to music:*Oclose beside such an over-ripeness of the feeling for rthythm
there has always lain in wait the brutalisation and decay of rhythm itself. This
danger is especia].ly great when such music leans more and more on a wl'xolly
naturalistic art of acting and language of gesture uninfluenced and uncontrolled
by any txigher p]astic art: for such an art and 1anguage possesses in itself no limit
or proportion, and is thus unable to communicate limit and pr;)Fortion to that

element that adheres to it, the all too femim'ne nature of music.

Why is Wagner ‘a danger’42w11ile Sterne, who made analogous contributions to literary
form ,a 'masterly exception"is? The answer must be that there is a subtle but powerful
difference between our relationsln'ps to music and to literature, that is, between the nature
or conditions of our empattxetic responses. We have alreacly come across the grou.nctwork
for the solution to this question in Human, all too Human. There is, Nietzsche posited in
Human, all too Human, a natural association between gestures and sounds; and it is this
natural association that is responsit)le for the unique endowment of music. The existence
of such a relationship also explains the urgency behind the criticism directed at composers
who themselves have the ability to manipulate this re]ationst).ip. Nietzsche elucidates this

relationship in Daybreak:

To understand another person, that is, to imitate his fee/ings in ourse/ves, we do indeed
often go back to the reason for his fee]ing thus or thus and ask for example: wlzy is he
troubled? - so as then for the same reason to become troubled ourselves ; but it is
much more usual to omit to do this and instead to produce the {eeling in ourselves
after the eﬁ[ects it exerts and displays on the other person ljy imitating with our own
body the expression of his eyes, his voice, his walk, his bearing (or even their reflection
in word, picture, music). Then a similar feeling arises in us in consequence of an
ancient association between movement and gensation, which has been trained to move
backward or forward in either direction. We have brought our skill in understanding
the tee]ings of others to a tugl') state of perfection and in the presence of another

Ot is interesting to note that Sterne is also considered ‘the worst model, the author who ougl'lt least to be imitated’
sorted Opinions and Maxims, §113).
! Assorted Opinions and Maxims, $134.
“2 Nietzsche contra Wagner, ctlapter title.
3 Assorted Opinions and Maxims, §134.
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person we are always almost involuntarily practising this skill . . . But it is music
which reveals to us most cleariy what masters we are in the rapici and subtle divination
of feeling and in empathising: for though music is an imitation of an imitation of
ieeiings, it nonetheless and in spite of this (iegree of distance and indefiniteness often
enougl'l makes us participants in these ieelings, -1e} t}iat, like perfect fools, we grow sad
without there being the slightest occasion for sorrow merely because we hear sounds
and rl'iytiims which somehow remind us of the tone-of-voice and movements of
mourners, or even of no more than their customary usages. It is told of a Danish

lszing that he was wroug}it up to such a tiegree of warlike fury i)y the music of his
minstrel that he leapecl from his seat and kLilled five people of his assembled court:
there was no war, no enemy, rather the reverse, but the drive which ﬁam the fee/ing
infers the cause was su&icientiy strong to overpower observation and reason. But that
is almost always the effect of music (supposing it capai)le of prociucing an effect at all) ,
and one does not require such parazioxical cases to see this: the state of {ee]ing into
which music transports us almost a]ways contradicts the real situation we are
apparer;‘t}ly in and the reasoning powers which recognise this real situation and its

causes.

Music, Nietzsche observes, shows how gooci we are at understanding the expression of
feeling and how goo& we are at empatiiising: iiaving those feeiing sui:sequently aroused in
us. This talent is all the more impressive given that music is ‘an imitation of an imitation
of feelings’; music imitates a gesture which, ‘given the ancient association between
movement and sensation’ is itself an imitation of a feeling. This ‘ancient association’

Nietzsche originally expounded in Human, all too Human, section 216:

Older than language is the mimiclzi.ng of gestures, which takes place involuntarily
and is even now . . . so strong that we cannot see a mobile face without an
innervation of our own face . . . The imitated gesture leads him who imitates it
back to the sensation which it expresseci in the face or i)ociy of the person
imitated. That is how people learned to understand one another . . .

As music is the sound analogue of movement, it, like the gesture it imitates, ‘leads [us]
back to the sensation’, and ‘makes us participants in these feeiings’. Such a tiieory of
music, however, is yet to identify a material difference between the nature of the
empathetic responses to music and literature, apart from the fact that music can occasion
the response ‘in spite of its (iegree of distance and indefiniteness’. F]oating is ﬂoating.
Wiiy is Sterne any less culpai;le than Wagner for occasioning such an unsteaciy state in

his audience? The answer is, of course, partly tied into an analysis of the nature of our

* Daybreak, $142.
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experience of representationai versus non-representationai art torms;45in particular, the
extent to which, in our experience of these two kinds of art, we actuaiiy are ‘tioating'. Our
engagement with and uncierstan(iing of the representational arts is t*irmiy and constant]y
rooted in the experiential forms of space and time. Whilst reading Tristram Shandy we are
constrained t)y the narration, the activity of reacting, and u.ncierstamiing. We may lose
ourselves in the story, but our un(ierstancting is never Jr.uliy ctisengaged. Our eyes are still
reading, our tingers are still turning the pages, our reason is still mai:zing sense of the
words. In order to be moved, we must aiways be paying attention to both the development
of the piot and the characters. Our powers of reason are still involved in, are still piaying
a part in, the Jf’ioating. If we were not ttiinizing rationally, we just would not be moved in
the story. Of course, with the activity of rea(iing, rationality can be assessed at two levels:
we can be ttiinizing rationally, or not, about the story, and we can be tiiinizing rationaiiy,
or not, about our relation to the story. Our at)iiity to connect information that the author
gives us and to follow ideas in a reasoned way is one way in which our reason is i)eing
empioyed. A(iciitionaiiy, however, and concomitantly, our attention to our own reality
may diminish. One of the soui-wrenciiing speeci'ies of Ivan Karamozov may hold us to
such a degree that we just do not notice the other peopie siiutﬂing about in the iit)rary or
the thunder striizing outside. But it is not irrational or unwarranted*’that we feel what we
do for Ivan; we have reasons, albeit fictional reasons. We are never wholly severed from
our reality: the pages, the words, and the book are all part of our world and constrain us
from unbridled entry into the fictional world. In the case of literature, understanding isa

necessary condition for empati'iy. Even whilst tioating, we know wtiy we are t-ioating.

The above is not aiways the case in our encounters with music. Our experience of music

. T 47 . . .
is rooted oniy in time.”” Music can be expenencect as wastung over us. In a sense, we

% See Budd (1995) pp. 128-129: ‘Music [is] ‘abstract’ is so far as its appreciation requires neither the grasp of any
ti'iougi':t-content of its constituent sounds (as with verbal music) nor an awareness of any extramusical audible (or
otherwise perceptiia]e) state of affairs or object that its constituent sounds stand to in a similar relation to that in which a
picture stands to the visible state of affairs it ctepicts ora scuipture to what itis a scu.ipture of (as with repmentat'ionai
music)’.

4 Shier (1983) defends the proposition that ‘A work’s claim to an emotional response is justified just when that
response is justified’ ]Jy distinguisiiing between fictive and factive emotions and anaiysing the necessary and sufficient
conditions for the appropriateness of the two. See also Budd (1995) p. 122n65, who recognises the problems with
Radford’s (1975) belief in the ‘incoherence, inconsistency and irrationality’ of our emotional responses to fictional
characters.

7 This is not obviously the case with our experience of musical drama, verbal music, or representationai music, but for
reasons mentioned i)eiow, I do not feel that this affects Nietzsche's present point. See also Ciiapter Four, P- 116,
below.
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don't need to pay attention to the music, in the analogous ways that we must pay attention
to the story, to be &ramatically or emotionally affected l)y it. Our intellectual engagement
with, or unclerstan&ing of, what the singers are singing, the sym}Jolism of the words or
actions or music, or the musical structure or development, is not necessary for an
empathetic response.48 The music gets us to the sensation, Nietzsche believes, by
‘somehow reminding us’ of a gesture, completely Lypassing reason or reasons: we are ‘like
perfect fools’. And such an experience ‘contradicts the real situation we are appatently in
and the reasoning powers which recognise the real situation and its causes’. We can

experience feelings ‘without there being the slightest occasion’ for these feelings.

Sterne’s revolutionary tec}miques earn him praise as a ‘masterly exception’ as Nietzsche
recognises that our ‘unconditional surrender to [his] caprices’ are still tied to or ‘influenced
and controlled Ly a hig}ler p]astic art’ - the architectonics of the story. This is indeed why,
in surrendering, ‘one does not regret cloing so’: one is still in control during the ﬂoating.
Wagner, however, is ‘danger’. He tries to disassemble the higher plastic art, to avoid the
‘petrifaction, crystallisation, the transition of music into the architectonic’ , to which our
facu]ty of reason can cling and with which it can engage. Itis precisely the human
propensity (via some forms of music) to empathise without reason that Nietzsche finds
potentially dangerous and contributive to the cultural crisis he is examining. If our
re]ations}lip to music allows {or this kind of non-critical empatl'ly, there is indeed much

cultural and philosophical space for worry.

But in his cultural indictment, Nietzsche is also prepare(l to consider the character of the
audience. Hitherto in Nietzsche’s analysis the composer has been the potential source of
the musico-cultural crisis, but his crimes appear less severe when analysecl in the light of

those for whom he must (now) compose:

48 In&eed, and this is often Nietzsche's point, ]maw’ea’ge of the drama need not even be had. This was certainly the case,
Nietzsche felt, with many opera goers of his time, and one can perceive this phenomenon toclay with the mass appeal of
extricated arias such as ‘Nessun dorma’ and the concerts by the ‘Three Tenors’ who rely, with their delivery of
emotionally walloping arias en masse, on the uncritical fascination of what Wagner called ‘effects without causes’. No
matter how alluring passages of Sterne or Dostoyevs]zy may be, the effects they produce would not be had without the
]znow]edge we acquire in the preceding pages: Ivan's portrayal of his inner torment, whilst perlmaps Leing interesting as a
piece of psychology, could never move us in the ways that it does if read out of the context of the novel.
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Do our present—c]ay artists of musical performance really believe that the supreme
commandment of their art is to give every piece as much lngh re/ief as tl'xey possi.l)ly
can, and make it speala in dramatic language atall cost? . .. [Y]ou retort that the
greater eﬁ[ect spea]:zs in favour of your principle - and you could be rigl'lt, provided that
no one asked the counter-question upon whom the effect was suppose(l to be proclucecl
and upon whom the noble artist ought to want to procluce an effect at all! Never upon
the people! Never upon the immature! Never upon the sentimental! Never upon the
siclaly! But above all: never upon the dull and s’cupelc.iecls!é!9

Should an artist (or performer) be whol]y blamed for the quality of a work of art that he

knows only ‘counts as a leisure, a recreational activity [to which] we devote . . . the

remnants of our time and energies'?so The remainder of section 170 seems to be the most

lucid and compre}lensive statement that Nietzsche makes of his beliefs about our

relationship to music and art. The nature and desires of the musical audience have

changed, but the artist must still survive. Hence, he is forced to create art as an

entertainment. Nietzsche is dismayed by the fact that serious artists have to compromise.

The decline of the importance of art in society to that of mere recreation represents

. .. the most general circumstance tl'u'ough which the relationslnip of art to life has
been altered: when it makes its grana’ demands on the time and energy of the
recipients of art it has the conscience of the industrious and able against it, it is
directed to the conscienceless and 1azy, who, however, are in accordance with their
nature unfavourably inclined precisely towards grand art and feel the claims it makes
to be presumptuous. [t may be therefore that grand art is facing itsend . . . unless [it]
tries, tlu'ouglq a kind of coarsening and disguising, to become at home in (or at least to
endure) that other air which is in reality the natural element only of petty art . ..
[Alrtists of grand art too now promise recreation and distraction, they too direct their
attentions to the tired and the weary . . . They have in their clispensary the migl'xtiest
means of excitation capal:le of tetri:[ying even the half-dead . . . On account of the
petilousness of these means it employs, ought one to denounce grancl art in the forms
in which it now exists - opera, trage&y, and music - as the most deceitful of sinners?
Not at all: for it would a hundred times prefer to dwell in the pure element of
quietness of the morning and address itself to the expectant, wa]zeful, energetic soul.
Let us be grate{u] to it that it has consented to live as it does rather than flee away:
but let us also admit to ourselves that an age which shall one clay l)ting back true
festivals of joy and freedom will have no use for our art.

At this stage in his philosophising, Nietzsche sees in music a potential ally in his critique

of modern Western civilisation; the prol)lem with this aHy, however, is that it is suffering

from the same diseases that are plaguing society. For Nietzsche, music is not valuable

49 The Wanderer and His Slmdaw, §165.
50 The Wanderer and His Shadow, §170.
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because it effects us emotionally; for such effects are, on the one iianci, indirect anci, on
the other, spurious and open to abuse. I believe that Nietzsche sees in beautiful music the
prototype of a iJeautitu.i, a noiJie, human being. If the strengti'i, the power, the controi,
the tiuitiity, the seit—possession, and the at)iiity to ‘move the soul’ of a perfect piece of
music were also properties of mankind, Nietzsche would have his ancient Greece. Hence,
one value of music is its potential toserve as a para(iigm of character and of development.
If Nietzsche can circumscribe the pertect piece of music, then he has for us a
ptu'losophicai exempiar of the i'iigtier man, or at least, a legitimate critique of the prot)iems
he saw in European culture. It remains for Nietzsche to show us the nature of his pertect
opus; (ii) of the musical problem - the nature and value of the ideal music - must be
articulated, for the absence of such an analysis would render any solution to the pro]:lem
incompiete. A paraciigm is valuable oniy to the extent that we can show that it is more

than just a case of wishful tti.iniaing.

It is at this point that a criticism once made by George Orwell of Tolstoy's theory of art
and its appiication to the work of Siiaizespeare comes to mind. Tolstoy's ttleory, as Orwell

outlines it, is reminiscent of my interpretation of Nietzsche's:

. . . it amounts to a demand for dignity of su.twject matter, sincerity, and goocl

craftsmanship. A great work of art must deal with some subject which is 'important to
the life of mani:zin(i', it must express sometl'x.ing which the author genuineiy teels, and
it must use such technical methods as will produce the desired effect. As Stxaieespeare

is debased in outlook, siipshod in execution and incapable of being sincere even for a
moment, he oiwiously stands conci,emneci.s1

Orwell then dismisses such theories as ‘worthless’ because ‘they not only start out with
arbitrary assumptions, but depend on vague terms (“sincere,” “important,” and so forth)
which can be interpreteci in any way one chooses. Properiy speaizing one cannot answer

Tolstoy's attack’.*

The nature of Toistoy's aesthetic tiieory is not my present concern, but the relevance and

validity of Orwell's subsequent criticism is. Is Nietzsche's philosophy open to a similar

31 Orwell (1962) p. 103.
%2 Ibid. p. 105.
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censure? Frederick R. Love™seems to believe that Nietzsche's musical paradigm, referred

to as ‘Grand Style’54is, in fact:

. . . the same kind of hortatory phantasm in the realm of Nietzsche's music aesthetic
as is the Overman in his antluopology. Like the latter the concept remains supremely
ambiguous, its parameters delineated by analogy and contrast, its functional
signiﬁcance seen on]y in the larger context of Nietzsche's tl'xought; a vessel that other
men might fill with meaning according to the level of their individual insight and
vision. . . . There are no models which we can refer toin a practical discussion of
Grand Style, and since all Western music of which we have common knowledge is
placed under the rubric décadence we are left with no exp].icit guidelines for

determining relative values within the group.55

The parallels with Orwell's analysis are manifest, and the argument is ostensibly sound.

In order to refute Love (and Orwell) we have to show that (i) artistic or psychological
conceptual constructs (non-instantiated ideals) are pl'u'losoplu'cally viable and valuable, and
(ii) the terms that Nietzsche uses are not so general or empty or malleable, and hence the
construct can be used in a more positive and &efining sense. (i) is in fact sound, as it is not
necessary to the negation of a concept that we should know instances of it. If our known
and tangil:)le concept is 'bad art', then we can still legitimate]y work with its negation, 'good
art' as it is employed as a negative and limiting concept. This strategy would be somewhat
akin to the way in which Weber constructed his Ideal Types: an Ideal Type never points to
any discoverable object. Weber's idea behind the concept of Ideal Types is that social
phenomena, in virtue of their multifarious and ever-cl'langing nature, can be analysecl
so]ely in terms of the extreme forms of their characteristics, which can never be observed
in their purity. Nietzsche can therefore legitimately make assertions concerning his ideal
music despite the non-existence of exemplifications thereof in the empirical world. Ideal
music can be defined in terms of certain attributes. Alt})ough we know that Nietzsche's
perfect music, or music in the Grand Style, can be found nowhere (that is, this particu/ar
arrangement or &egree of attributes nowhere obtains) , we can accept a proposition that it

has a particular property of laeing, say, socially regenerative, if we see that the nearer an

%3 Love (1977) pp. 154-194.

5% See Assorted Opinions and Maxims, $144 and The Wanderer and His Shadow, 896. The term ‘grofer Stil’ or Grand
Style, althoug}x introduced as ear]y as 1878, does much of its theoretical work in Nietzsche's later writings, hence see
also Twilight of the Idols, 'Expeditions of an Untimely Man’, §11, The Will to Power, $842, and Love (1977) pp. 171-
179.

% Love (1977) pp. 178-179.
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observable piece of music comes to ideal music, the more ennobling it becomes.*
However, the analogy ends with Nietzsche's application of ideal music. Weber uses ideal
types Jescriptiue/y, whereas Nietzsche appears to give them normative status. Weber does
not say, for example, that perfect competition is good, or right, or should be attained; but
Nietzsche does imply such evaluative measures in his discussion of ideal music. This use
of an ideal type is legitimate if and only if Nietzsche can independently show that
ennoblement is a goocl. Since the latter is possible - and in fact demonstrated in Beyana’
Good and EviP*- Love's criticism is not conclusive. Love would have to show that
Nietzsche's low estimation of society is ill-founded and that his ideal of nobility of human

character is spurious.

With regard to (ii) - the malleable or nebulous nature of Nietzsche's terms - we can
immediately dismiss the position that Orwell takes with respect to Tolstoy's assessment of
Shakespeare, namely, that the argument is dishonest. 'Dishonesty’ is used by Orwell to
characterise the motivation for constructing a particular argument: in Tolstoy's case this
motivation being an agitation with the moral of King Lear because of its coincidental
indictment of his own religious hypocrisy. However, it would be impossil:le to construct
an analogous argument against Nietzsche given the fact that spiritual uncleanliness,
igno})ility, clis}lonesty, and most of all, religious hypocrisy were the bétes noires of his entire
life and philosophy. But it can still be argued that we are left with imprecision; and for
Nietzsche this is not an unfamiliar complaint. Alexander Nehamas recognises, in

Nietzsche's ethics, the potential persuasiveness of such a criticism:

Nietzsche's ‘positive’ morality . . . seems to be appallingly disappointing. . . .
First . . . Nietzsche's views are, to put it Muntly but not inaccurately, simply
banal. Arthur Danto characterises them well when he writes: ‘A sultry heart plus
a cool head, minus the human-all-too-human . . . Here is an ancient, vaguely
pagan ideal, the passions clisciplined but not denied'. . . Nietzsche's attitude is
also excruciatingly vague . . . [I]t is almost impossible to see how this perfection
and self—mastery can ever be achieved. . . . Many of the descriptions we have rely
1o) l’xeavily on Nietzsche's own unexplicatecl metaphors that it is hard to avoid
suspicion that little indeed can be said of it.58

56 Furthermore, there is notl‘dng more plmilosophicauy or tlneoretically ‘plrxantasmal' about Nietzsche's Ubermensch or
Grand Style than there is about Plato’s Republic, Hume's judges, or Kant's moral human being.

57 Part Nine: ‘What is Noble?” See also Nehamas (1985) ch. 7.

%8 Nehamas (1985) pp. 221-222.
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It is not difficult to see how this diagnosis could be extended to Nietzsche's ideal music.
In fact, Nehamas draws attention to what he feels is an acceptable analogue in art to

defend Nietzsche ethics against the charges of banality and vagueness:

Just as there is no general characterisation of what constitutes a great artist or a
work of art, so there can be no general or informative account of how such [an
ethical tl'leory] is to be manifested. The pain and force that each particular case
involves depend on the constantly changing ideals and values tlrxey are used to
combat, and on the necessatily provisional ideals they establish instead. . . .
Nietzsche generalises the relatively uncontroversial point that no artistic feature is
in itself either beautiful or ugly to the radical view that no actions and character
traits, unless tl'xey are described in a question—l)egging way, can be in themselves
goocl or evil. He insists that their quality is the product of interpretation. [t
depencls on the contribution they are taken to make to a whole that consists of
more such features that are equauy devoid of value in themselves . . . Wl’xat, tl-xen,
apart from this controversial but vague message does Nietzsche have to offer?
Does he make any effort to £ill out his general framework and to give some detail
to the very abstract type of character he consistently, but unhelpfully, praises?sg

Nehamas's answer is that altl'lough Nietzsche's clescriptions are vague, he procluces a
‘perfect instance’ of his moral ideal, namely, his own self. Such an answer, however, is
not available to those searching for a characterisation of Nietzsche's ideal music. The
most informative picture that Nietzsche gives to us about the ‘quality' of aesthetic traits,

which is ‘dependent upon the contribution [the traits] are taken to make to a whole’, is

found in Dayl:rea]e:

If we are bound to have wea]auesses, and are also bound in the end to recognise them
as a law set over us, then I would wish that everyone had at any rate sufficient artistic
power to set off his weaknesses against his virtues and tlurough his weaknesses make us
desire his virtues: the power possessed in 8o exceptional degree by the great composers.
How {xequently there is in Beethoven's music a coarse, obsﬁ.nate, impatient tone, in
Mozart's a joviality of humble fellows who have to be content with little, in Richard
Wagner's a convulsive and importunate restlessness at which even the most patient
listener I)egins to lose his composure: at that point, however, he reasserts his power,
and so with the others; by means of their weaknesses tl'ley have all Procluced inusa
ravenous hunger for their virtues and a ten times more sensitive pa]ate for every drop

of musical spirit, musical beauty, musical gooclness.éo

This passage is characteristic of Nietzsche's belief in the regenerative and ennobling

potentials of the artist and of music. Heis mal:zing a point about human laeings via the

% Ibid., pp. 228-230.
60
Daybreak, §218.
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artist. Nietzsche recognises how many of the great composers use their weaknesses to
develop their characteristic strengths. Such an observation is not an account of the power
of music; N ietzsche here is setting up an example of an action which is ennol)ling.
Nehamas, although his interest is in circumscribing Nietzsche’s ideal human Leing,

observes about this passage that:

What is important . . . is to have sufficient ‘artistic power’ to set such
sl'xortcomings off against one's strengths and virtues and make each need the
other. . . . In each of these cases [Beethoven, Mozart, Wagner] a different
weakness (‘evil’) is combined with a different strength (‘good’), and their
combination accounts for the music's greatness. This passage . . . sees each [good
and evﬂ] as necessary for each other. But its main importance consists in the fact
that its point is general and unrestricted. Nietzsche uses music as an exarnple
and as the basis for generalising his view to all of life.!

Section 218 of Daylyrea]e illuminates an example in music of an ennolnling activity. We
have here a statement from Nietzsche about the nature of great composers and that which
constitutes the greatness in their music and about how this greatness can influence and
refine our appreciation for such perfection. And the virtue of such a model is its
legitimacy within the confines of Nietzsche's perspectivist epistemology.éz Hence, (ii) and

(iii) of the musical problem are fully addressed.

(IV) Music and Llfe: A Final Plzilosoplxy

In Nietzsche's final years, as his own life was expiring, his examination of life itself became
all the more urgent. Itis cluring these last years that Nietzsche composecl what many
commentators refer to as pltysio/ogica/ or tlzerapeutic or, more generally, instrumental
theories of music; and the p})ilosop}my of music of these late years can be seen as an
attempt to give a comprel'lensive answer to (iv) of the musical prol:alem: the nature and
value of the human being who is engaged with music and its power. The commentators

cannot be faulted for using the labels that t}'xey do as they are pul]ed verbatim from the

®1 Nehamas (1985) p. 226.

62 See Nehamas (1985) p. 234: “The content of [Nietzsche's] works, however, remains a set of philosophical views: the
literary character who is their product is still a pl’u'losopher who has made of these a way of life and who urges others to
make a way out of views of their own - views which, consistently with his perspectivism, he cannot and will not supply

for them’.
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texts. ‘My objections to the music of Wagner', Nietzsche writes, ‘are physiological
objections; why should I trouble to dress them up in aesthetic formulas?®® Nietzsche's
later musical writing is dominated i)y references to music's effect, references to southern
characteristics in music: sunniness, simplicity, relaxation, recreation. Love even goes so
far as to say that Nietzsche seems to ciegracie music to the function of a minci-expanciing
(irug.b4 Has Nietzsche reaiiy ended his iii:eiong quest to vindicate the i"ugii value of music
to a society with the aestl'ieticaiiy hollow decree that valuable 'music is that which makes
me feel good'? The answer to this question has to be in some sense ‘Yes’, but this is only a
partiai answer and does not reveal the cleveiopment and richness of Nietzsche's final
aesthetic position. What one must be careful of is the piiilosopi'u’caily loaded nature of
terms like 'good' or 'healthy’. And one must always keep in mind two facts: the unswerving
importance and preference that Nietzsche gives, and has aiways given, to human life and
its betterment over anytl*xing else, and his impatience with the Kantian construction of the
in-itse/][, and hence its aesthetic analogue, the doctrine of art for art’s sake. The human
iaeing, the quaiity of his iife, is at the centre of Nietzsche's piiiiosopiiicai struggie, and his

anaiysis of everytiiing else is as a relational entity, as a potential service to this life.

We are now brought back to the question that Nietzsche's discussion of formalism left
unanswered, nameiy, what is it about the form of a piece of music that causes Nietzsche to
have piﬁiosophicai and cultural reservations? That a positive or negative effect of a work
of art is not an indication of a presence or lack of formal periection in that worl:z, we have
concluded in C}iapter Two. Itisin analysing the different ways and motivations of the
artist for aci'iieving these effects that Nietzsciie, in his later worizs, becomes most
convincing. Nietzsche attempts to draw out a distinction between the amount versus the
quality (or nature) of musical effects. He, as per usual in musical matters, takes Wagner

as the starting point of his argument:

Wagner was not a musician by instinct. He showed this by abandoning all la ess
ami, more preciseiy, all style in music in order to turn it into what he required,
theatrical ri'xetoric, a means of expression, of umietscoting gestures, of suggestion, of
the psychologicany picturesque. . . . Always presupposing that one first allows that
under certain circumstances music may be not music but language, instrument,

 The Gay Science, 8368. See also Beyond Good and Evil, §255 and Twilight of the Idols, ‘Expeditions of an Untimely
Man', §24.
® Love (1977) p. 187.
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ancilla a’ramaturgica. ... When a musician can no longer count up to three he
becomes ‘dramatic’, he becomes ‘Wagnerian'. . . . Wagner never calculates as a
musician, from some sort of musician's conscience: what he wants is effect and

nothing but effect. And he knows those on whom he wants to achieve his elgfec’ts.()\‘5

However, it is here, and also upon examination of section 368 of The Gay Science, that
many commentators })egin to experience unease. For if Wagner is regar&ed with aesthetic
suspicion because of his desire for ‘effect and nothing but effect’, how susceptil)le is

Nietzsche to charges of inconsistency, given that he proclaims that

What is it that my whole body really expects of music? I believe, its own ease: as if all
animal functions should be qu.iclzened }Jy easy, Lolcl, exu}Jerant, self-assured rhytlnms;
as if iron, leaden life should be gﬂcled by good golclen and tender harmonies. My
melancl'xoly wants to rest in the }udmg places and abysses of pe»j’ectwn that is why I

neecl music. Wl‘xat is the drama to me'?

and that he condemns Wagner's theory of music,67w}1ic}1 Nietzsche believes could be

paraphrased in the following way:

‘the drama is the end, tl'le music is always a mere means’ . . . ‘the pose is the end; the
drama, also the music, is always merely a means to that'. Music [is] 2 means to

clanfy, to strengtl'nen, and lend inward dimension to the dramatic gesture and the

actor's appeal to the senses . . .68

Both Nietzsche's philosophy of music and Wagner's perception of music describe the art as
having the role of a means. Nietzsche requires that music will soothe him, that music
should act as a means to a physical or spiritual end; Wagner wants his music to further
articulate and accentuate the dramatic story of the opera, to serve as a means to the
dramatic end. Nietzsche's end, it could be argued, even in view of his admission of a

physiological theory of music, cannot, prima ][acie , discredit or undermine the worth of

% The Case of Wagner, $8.
66 'nze Gay Science, S368.

Wagner s theory of music in Opera and Drama eventually was forced uncomfortably to accommodate Schopenhauer's
metaplnysms of music. But even though the idea that music somehow needs the drama to possess a meaning or a reason
for existence would be undermined by an acceptance of Schopenhauer’s metaphysics, Wagner maintains t}u'ouglaout his
writings that music’s supreme value, nevertheless, lies in its ability to accentuate and clarify its dramatic
accompaniment. The distinction, simply put, is between ‘genesis and significance, between empirical, biogtaphical facts
and mebapllysxcal aesthetic truth’ (Dahll’laus (1980) p. 36). Even tl'lougl'l the later Wagner does not so flrmly hold that

musxc needs a formal, extra-musical motive for existing, its mgmflcance still lies in the work it does for his dramas.

8 The Gay Science, $368.
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Wagner's ends. Nietzsche’s theory is open to refutation by counterexample from a

pl'xysiologically rejuvenated and spiritually impressed Wagnerian.ég

In the light of this initial formulation of the problem, I would like to address and then
dismiss two prevalent accounts about Nietzsche's later theory of music. In an analysis Ly
Elliott Zuclzerman,yothe basis of the above incoherence is linked to confusions stemming
from Nietzsche's recanting and revaluation of the Dionysian power of music put forward
in On Music and Words and The Birth of Tragedy. Young,non the other hand, fails to see
an incoherence, not because Nietzsche's position is clearly and defensi}::ly distinct from
Wagner's but because it is conscious]y and aclrnitteclly akin to it. Seduction and illusion,
Young argues, are exactly what the now mentally unravelling Nietzsche advocates, indeed,
it is all he can advocate, given his final pessimistic conclusions about the world, its worth,

and our place within it.
Firstly, Zuckerman claims:

.. . Wagner's music - particularly the music of Tristan - also retained the power to
move that once, for Nietzsche, infallibly indicated the presence of Dionysus. . . . And
if the Dionysian power could not be denied, it had to be revalued. Dionysus - or at
least the old Dionysus - could now be heard as unllealthy; the uncontrolled dithyraml)
was dangerous. If we ought not to be {actiously affected Ly music, we also ou.glnt not
to be overwhelmed; and for every passage in Wagner where the words or the actions
are repetitiously underlined by expressive music, there are passages where the
ﬂooclgates of music itself are opened, clrowning word, image, and the listener himself.
It is music which, as Nietzsche had described Dionysian music in The Birth of
Tragec{y, is al)solutely sovereign. . . . It is music which allows us to see before us what
Nietzsche had once called ‘the waves of the will' and ‘the swelling flood of the
passions’. But now he resents the irresistible force of those waters. To be thus
overwhelmed was once Dionysian and good. 1t became Wagnerian and bad. ™2

I do not think that his picture fully captures the intricacies of Nietzsche’s late position.
Zuckerman'’s passage suggests that Nietzsche is now in a position that demands that he
must either explain how he has changecl the fundamental conception of the Dionysian, or

explain why a Dionysian element in music is no longer a good thing. In fact, Nietzsche

% See Nietzsche contra Wagner, “Wagner as a Danger’, 82.
70 Zuckerman (1974).

! Young (1992) ch. 5.

72 Zuckerman (1974) p. 28.
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does neither, for his conception of the Dionysian has changed very little”and his aclvocacy
of this quality in art never falters.74 What he does clo, however, is to admit that,
concerning his original Dionysian explanations of the emotional power of Wagner's music,

he just got it wrong:

It may perhaps be recalled, at least among my friends, that initially I approached
the modern world with a few crude errors and overestimations and, in any case,
hopefully. Who knows on the basis of what personal experiences, I understood the
p}u'.losophical pessimism of the nineteenth century as if it were a symptom of
superior force of thought, of more audacious courage, and of more triumphant
fullness of life than had characterised the eigl'xteenth century. . . . Thus tragic
insight appeared to me as the distinctive /uxury of our culture, as its most
precious, noblest, and most dangerous squandering, but, in view of its over-
richness, as a permissib/e luxury. In the same way, | reinterpretecl German music
for myself as if it signified a Dionysian power of the German soul: I believed that
I heard in it the eartl'lqualze tl'n'oug}l which some primeval force that had been
dammed up for ages finally liberated itself - indifferent whether everything else
that one calls culture might begin to tremble. You see, what I failed to recognise
at that time both in philosophical pessimism and in German music was what is

reaHy their distinctive character - their romanticism.75

What Zuckerman fails to make clear is that it is not, and never simp/y was, music’s ability
to move us, even music’s a]:)ility to overwhelm us, that is the Dionysian element, or
characterisation ' of music. Nor is this the characteristic of music that must be revalued.
Music has always had this potential for Nietzsche, and not just dramatic or operatic
music. It has a]ways had the power (albeit perl’xaps only in&irectly) to seize hold of some
aspect of our emotional life and direct our emotions, often in ways of which we were not
necessari]y imme&iately conscious. It is not this characteristic of music that has become
‘bad’, for this would not explain how Nietzsche could talk highly about the rejuvenating
effect that music has on him in the same breath that he spea]zs conclemningly about the
dramatic effect of Wagner's music. It is not the Dionysian that is in need of re-
conceptualisation, but the nature of the non-Dionysian psycl'lological framework within

which the composer composes and the listener listens. Nietzsche calls this non-Dionysian

B I will defend this claim to a fuller extent in Chapter Five. It will suffice here to say that despite Kaufmann's claim to
the contrary, the term Dionysian, in The Birth o/ TrageJy, syml)olises more than just ‘the tendencies that found
expression in the festivals of Dionysus’. (‘Attempt at a self-criticism’, §3, editor's note 5). If dithyrambic ecstasies and
excesses were all that the Dionysian represente& in The Birth of Tragea’y, there would be no reason for Nietzsche to later
claim that he had made ‘a few crude errors and estimations’, for Nietzsche never denies this aspect of Wagner's music.
See also The Twi/fgl:t of the Idols, 'Expeditions of an Untimely Man', §§10-11, 49.

™ See The Twilight of the Idols, 'Expeditions of an Untimely Man’, $10, and Ecce Homo, ‘The Birth of Tragedy’.

" The Gay Science, $310. See also The Birth of Tragedy, ‘Attempt at a self-criticism’, especially $6.
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psycllologica] framework romanticism. It is this romantic tenclency in musical composition
and appreciation that Nietzsche feels must be made c]early distinct from his conception of
the Dionysian; and it was the conflation of the two that Nietzsche sees as his crucial

mistake in The Birth of Tragedy:

Every art, every philosophy may be viewed as a temecly and as aid in the service of
growing and struggling life; t}]ey always presuppose suHering and sufferers. But
there are two kinds of sufferers: £i.rst, those who suffer from the over-fu”ness of life
- tl'xey want a Dionysian art and likewise a tragic view of life, a tragic insigl'lt -and
then those who suffer from the impoven'shment of /ife and seek rest, stiuness, calm
seas, redemption from themselves tl'uough art and lznowleclge, or intoxication,
convulsions, anaestl'xesia, and madness. All romanticism in art and insigl'xt
corresponds to the dual needs of the latter type, and that include[s] . . . Richard
Wagner . . . who [ misunderstood at the time . . . He that is richest in the fullness
of life, the Dionysian god and man, cannot only afford the sight of the terrible
and questionable but even the terrible deed and any luxury of clestruction,
decomposition, and negation. . . . Conversely, those who suffer most and are
poorest in life would need above all mildness, peacefulness, and goodness in
thought as well as deed . . . Regarding all aesthetic values I now avail myseH of
this main distinction: I ask in every instance, ‘is it lmnget or superal)undance
that has become creative?'. . . [For example], the desire for destruction, change,
and lnecoming can be an expression of an overﬂowing energy that is pregnant with
future (my term for this is, as is known, ‘Dionysian’); but it can also be the
hatred of the in-constitutetl, &isinheri’cecl, and uncletprivileged, who clestroy, must
clestroy, because what exists, indeed all existence, all being, outrages and provolaes
them . . . The will to immortalise also requires a dual interpretation. It can be
prompted, first, by gratitude and love; art with this origin %will always be an art of
apotheoses, per}xaps ditlnyram]aic like Rubens, or l:)lissfu].ly moc]zing like Hafiz, or
l)right and gracious like Goethe . . . But it can also be the tyrannic will of one
who suffers (leeply, who struggles, is tormentecl, and would like to turn what is
most personal, singu.lar and narrow, the real icliosyncrasy of his suﬂering, into a
Linding law and compulsion .. . This last version is romantic pessimism in its
most expressive {orm, whether it be Scl’lopenl’xauer's pl’xilosophy of will or
Wagner's music - romantic pessimism, the last great event in the fate of our
culture.77

Young, however, claims that the above philosophy cannot legitimately ground Nietzsche's

attack on Wagner. His argument is that Nietzsche's own assessments (pessimism of

76 And see, pace Kaufmann and Zuckerman, how Dionysian art is characterised in exactly the same way (albeit with
metaphysical undertones) in The Birth of TrageJy, §17.
™ The Gay Science, $370. Notice, however, that Nietzsche is fully (and justly) alive to the fact that Wagner himself is
open to such a dual interpretation. There are times, Nietzsche I)elieves, when Wagner has created from an
overabundance, a pessimism of strength. See especially Nietzsche contra Wagner, “Where 1 admire’: “Wagner is one who
has suffered cleep]y - that is his distinction above other musicians. 1 admire Wagner whenever he puts himself into
music’ and The Case a/ Wagner, §7: . . . quite apart from the magnétiseur and fresco-painter Wagner, there is another
Wagner who lays aside small gems: our greatest melancholiac in music, full of glances, tenderness, and comforting
words in which nobocly has a.nticipated him, master in tones of a l-xeavy-l'xeartec! and cltowsy happiness'.
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strength versus pessimism of weakness) and prescriptions (tegarding the art created from
the two kinds of sicknesses) are in fact the very stu}g[ of the romantic philosophy of

iclealism and escapism:

R good art must be a beautification or transﬁguration of life . . . it must act as
a ‘tonic’ or ‘stimulus', a ‘stimulant’ 0£, and ‘seduction’ to, life (see WP 853).

‘Truth’, says Nietzsche, ‘is ugly’. . . . In other words, art must represent life as

laeauti.{ul, as affirmable, precisely because life is not beautiful. Life trutlufu].ly
known, it is implied by Nietzsche's demand that art must be an idealisation and
stimulant, is una££i.rmal)le.78

The pro}:)lem with Young’s position is not so much with the evidence he presents for his
view but with the significance of that evidence. His argument rests entirely on passages
from the Nachlass (The Will to Power sections 419, 809, 822, 853). While this
unabashed use of the Nachlass, after malzing an initial stand to the conttary,79is a familiar
criticism of Young's book,*’even the determination of the validity and relevance of
Nietzsche's notes would not secure Young's argument. This is so for two reasons. Firstly,
the pessimism of strength/pessimism of weakness distinction presupposes the untenability
of any w}lolly optimistic assessment of the world. Life is au ][ona] sickness, and this
sickness is the necessarily present precondition for all of our second order responses to it.
The recognition of suffering, in itself - or even the activity of beauti{:ying our lives with art
and artistic experiences - does not necessarily ‘imply' a position of romanticism, weakness,
or denial. Young, in ways similar to Zuckerman, fails to see how a Dionysian pl'ﬁlosophy
is distinct from that of the Romantic. Second of all, Nietzsche never considered himself

in possession of the iibermenschlich qualities for which he was a philosop}u'cal advocate.®!

The first defect in Young's argument stems from his proposition that Nietzsche's final
philosophy embodies the position that there is ‘notl*ﬁng to be done’*about the human
predicament except for indu]gence in one or another form of illusion, that ‘life, real life, is

unaffirmable’.® But this is an untrue characterisation of the prol:]em. Truer to the

™ Young (1992) p. 134.

Lid ]Liz!., p- 4.

%0 See Taylor (1993) p. 82.

81 It is indeed no wonder, for these tibermenschlich qualities are elicited, nurtured and sustained by Nietzsche's ideal
music, and, as per section I1I above, Nietzsche maintains that this ideal music nowhere (yet) obtains.

82 Young (1992) p+146.

8 Ibid., p. 139.
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nature of Nietzsche’s enterprise is the analysis given by Bernard Williams. In a discussion
of Wagner's Der Ring des Nibelungen and its comment upon the nature of human action,

Williams writes:

At one level, the mere recognition that there is no innocent politics might be
regarderl as pessimistic. But if this is pessimism, there are no grown-up
optimists: the difference between thinleing that there can be an innocent politics,
and that there cannot 1)8, is not so much a difference between optimism and
pessimism as a difference between fantasy and reality. The alternatives of
optimism and pessimism, in any interesting sense, come into question only after
one has got past this point. They are attitudes to the life that human beings can
live within the borders of reali’cy, borders alteady set lay the imperfection, suHering
and confusion that are involved in any large-scale entes?rise, The question is:

grantecl that this is the reality of life, is it worthwhile?

This is where Young's ana]ysis stops; but Williams notices that Nietzsche’s does not.

Yet there is still another question Leyond this [question of how to make the world
worthwhile], which Nietzsche, for one, saw as the real question of optimism or
pessimism. Even if life and history have no compensating outcome, even if no
cost-benefit analysis could ever show that the crimes and miseries had been paid
for - could it all, simply in its own terms, have been wotthwhile?ss

The answer that Nietzsche gives to Williams's final question is, indeed, ‘Yes’. And it is
obviously ‘Yes’ even in spite of all of the evidence that Young culls from the Nachlass (and
could be culled from the pul)lis}led materia]) about how wretched, in fact, is the world.

What Nietzsche lyrically expresses earlier in The Gay Science . .

Anyone who manages to experience the history of humanity as a whole as his own
hfstory will feel in an enormous]y generalise(l way all . .. grief cen [I]{ one
endured, if one could endure this immense sum of grief of all kinds while yet
laeing the hero who, as the second (lay of battle })rea]zs, welcomes the dawn and
his fortune, Leing a person whose horizon encompasses thousands of years past
and future, l)eing the heir of all the nolaility of all past spirit . . . if one could
burden one's soul with all of this - the olclest, the newest, losses, l'xopes,
conquests, and the victories of humanity; if one could finally contain all this in
one's soul and crowd it into a single feeling - this would su.rely have to result in a
happiness that humanity has not known so far: the happiness of a god full of

power and lorve ..

& Williams (1996) p. 49.
85 Ibid.
8 The Gay Science, $337.
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. . . he maintains - under the name of Dionysian, as the ‘highest of all possible faiths’ - in
Twi/iglzt of the Idols:

A spirit thus emancipated stands in the midst of the universe with a joy{ul and

trusting fatalism, in the faith that only what is separate and individual may be

rejected, that in the tota].ity everytl'ﬁng is redeemed and affirmed - fe no /onger
87

denies . . .

Despite this manifest continuity, Young understands Nietzsche's later conception of the

Dionysian, like the beautifying veils of the Apollonian, as

. . an evasion of the actuality of our human existence. What we are offered,
therefore, is a choice between two forms of clishonesty: human life is to be made
bearable either by terng ourselves beautiful lies about it or else Ly pretencling to
l)elong to an order of Leing other than that of human mdwlclua,hty&8

But this is an impoverisl'lecl reading of the Dionysian plﬁlosophy, and one that is not alive
to the two-tiered analysis of pessimism expounded by Williams. Dionysian affirmation is
not an aspiration to be other than human but an aspiration to do what is so difficult for
humans to do: affirm the human condition pure]y for its own sake. The Dionysian
pl’).ilOSOplly of The Birth of Tragea’y, again shomn of its metapl'lysical language, is simply the
idea that a sympat}letic identification with the wretchedness of the human condition - and
not just our own place and worries that form but a part -isa possibility, an en]ig}xtened

condition, of being human, however few may wish to pursue this possi})ili’cy.89

Furthermore, what Young sees as a cleep confusion stemming from any two-tiered
approac}l to pessimism, | would argue stands as a virtue. In an ana]ysis of the fourth
section of Twilight of the Idols, ‘Expeditions of an Untimely Man’ - where Nietzsche
asserts that ‘in the psychology of the Dionysian state’ the basic urge of willing ‘eternal life,
the eternal return of life; the future promise& and hallowed in the past; the triumphant Yes
to life beyond all death and change’ - Young claims that ‘Dionysian man says “Yes” to life
only I)y iclenti{:ying with something outside of individual human life’, and that such a

position is ‘entirely consistent with the saying of an emphatic “No” to one’s life as an

81 Twilight of the Idols, ‘Expeditions of an Untimely Man', §49.
% Young (1992) p. 139.
8 Again, this vast area will be comprehensively critiqued in Clxapter Five.
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individual’.” Apart from the curious fact that this observation of a consistency is not
accompanied by any evidence that this is indeed Nietzsche'’s view, Young's deep
confusion” is less Nietzsche's fault than his own. First of all, ‘identification with
sometl'ling outside of individual human life’ does not necessarily imply or commit one to
identification with something outside of human life. Saying ‘Yes’ to life, even from a
position of individual despair, is not necessarily an instance of transcendental
identification (with ‘the “will to life” or “eternal becoming™ or God or the kingdom of
heaven)gzor an anaesthetising romantic gloss or an incoherent philosopluy, but ‘a happiness
that 1'1umanity has not known so far’, stemming from the aclznowledgement of the
importance of ‘the oldest, the newest, losses, hopes, conquests, and the victories of
lzumam'ty',%ancl the desire ‘not [to] sever himself from life, but [to] place himself within
it.”* What Young notices (but characterises incorrectly) is the most subtle and most
difficult feature, indeed the defining feature, of Dionysian affirmation. This ‘No’, as
Young calls it, is not a ‘No’ at all, but as Williams understands, the mark of a ‘grown-up’

pessimism.

Nor can it be argued, as Young attempts summarily,gsthat Nietzsche's position is
somehow unattractive. Nietzsche's pessimist of strength is not manifestly inhumane when
he aclznowledges that the world (even his own position in it, and the forces of nature and
human will that determine it)is a devastatingly cruel place, and simu.ltaneously feels that
the life within this world is terril:)ly precious - clespite the hedonistic or utility calculus,
which blindly ascribes equal weight to ‘the great’ and ‘the terrible’, and thereby lends
support to the agenda of the Schopenhauerian pessimist of weakness - and worth affirming
as such. This is because the pessimist of strength recognises that a wholesale denial of the

world, or a wholesale elimination of suffering - and hence all of the noble and courageous

% Young (1992) p. 138.
U bid.
92 Wl]y, for examp]e, must Nietzsche's explanation that “The word Dionysian means: an urge to unity, a reaching out
beyoncl personality, the everyday, society, rea.lity, across the abyss of transitoriness’ (The Will to Powser, §1050) commit
him to the position that ‘Dionysian man says “Yes” to life only by identifying with something outside of individual
human life . . ." (Young (1992) p. 138)? Whiat this passages indeed observes is this: one's personal suffering should not
be, if one is to be Dionysian, the sole factor in the estimation of the world's worth. While I believe that Young's
mistaken belief about Nietzsche's late (re)appeal to the transcendental must be addressed in any discussion of
Nietzsche's phi]osop}:y of music, this mistalze, in its seriousness, demands attention of its own, and hence becomes ,in
C}mpter Five, the o]:)ject of my inquiry.
%3 The Gay Science, $337. My italics.
o Tuwilight of the Idols, ‘Expeditions of an Untimely Man', $49.
% See Young (1992) p. 150.
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characteristics of mankind (not least of which are those that, as responses to it, are borne
of this suﬂering) - would result in a race characterised l)y mediocrity and })anality. Itis
not a justiﬁcation of suffering to recognise that almost all that we cherish in human life is
intimately connected with suffering. Nietzsche's late affirmatory philosopl’ly, pace
Young,%does not stand as a threat to his humanity and attractiveness, as it is entirely
consistent with the desire to see instances of suﬁering (either on a personal, individual, or

large scale) prevented or eradicated.

But to move on to my second point against Young, such rugged affirmatory qualities, a
Dionysian pessimism of strength, are not always to be found in Nietzsche's own
confrontations with life. Young notes that Nietzsche straightforwardly admits himself
prone to decadence,97 but Young would have done better to reveal the context within which

Nietzsche's admission falls:

What does a pl'u'.losopher demand of himself first and last? To overcome his time
in himself, to become ‘timeless’. With what must he therefore engage in the
hardest combat? With whatever marks him as the child of his time. Well, then!
I am, no less than Wagner, a child of this time; that is, a decadent: but I
comprehended this, I resisted it. The philosopher in me resisted.”

But often - and this is certain]y not a refutation of or an incoherence in his plli/osoplxy -
Nietzsche the man could not so combat. He could not resist Tristan; neither could he
resist the 'pleasant' melodies of Bizet which soothed his mental and p}lysical weariness and
made him ‘happy’, ‘Indian’, and ‘settled’, which lured him right out of his tortured world
and into the ‘hiding places and abysses of perfection’. Young is confusing Nietzsche the
philosopher of the Ul)ermensc}z, with Nietzsclle, the oft-unsuccessful participant and
embodiment of his own philosophy, and finding Nietzsche’s personal miscarriages the sole
indication that ‘[t]o the extent that its main aim is to be the “antipode” to
Schopenhauerianism, to “affirm life”, Nietzsche’s philosophy ends in failure’.? Such

reasoning is not only fallacious but unfair.

% See Young (1992) p. 150.
9 Young (1992) p. 147.

9 The Case of Wagner, Preface.
9 Young (1992) p. 148.
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(V) Conclusion

The musical problem occupies Nietzsche tl'uroughout his entire wor}-zing life and maintains
a l'ugh pl’lilosophical importance therein. The nature and value of the power of music - (i)
of the musical prol)lem - matures from the Schopenhauerian-inﬂuencecl philosophy of
music’s ability to approximate the u]:)iquitous strivings of the human will and its
possession, therefore, of an aesthetic signiﬁcance }:)eyond that held }:)y words, to an
analytical account of our recognition of music as l)eing the sound analogue of movement,
and hence an answer to (ii) of the musical prol)lem, which concerns the nature and value
of music that possess such a power. The way in which we engage with music, and the
value of that engagement, is the subject of (iii) of the musical problem, which Nietzsche
assesses using his rubric of no]:)ility. Nietzsche characterises his ideal music in ways
stri]eingly similar to his circumscription of the Ubermensch, and in a manner that is
theoretically exhaustive and iHu.minating while at the same time sensitive to the confines
of his perspectivist epistemology. And finally, in his late pl’xilosophy, Nietzsche puts
forward a tl'xeory outlining the potential service that a Dionysian music and musical
appreciation, which derives from a desire to truly know and understand the nature of the
world, can do for a society bent on su]omitting to the ease, illusions and denials of
Romanticism. One of the great and satisfying virtues of Nietzsche’s philosophy of music
is its ability to articulate clearly the nature of music as an art form, and then to draw out
of this, to show the connections with, the ultimately lngh value it subsequently possesses

for the lives of those who experience it.
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Cllapter Four

Tragic Drama

(1) Setting Up The Problem

The development of Nietzsche's thoughts on the art form of tragic drama follows a similar
course to that of his thoughts on music. This is because it is precisely the musical
element of tragecly that bears the most p}u'losophical weight, and hence makes or breaks
the 1egitimacy of his claims. The metaphysical importance that he places on the musical
element of Attic tragedy and Wagnerian musical drama in The Birth of Tragedy cannot
withstand his subsequent metaphysical revision, and hence his evaluations of these art

forms evolve: evolve in ways analogous to his evaluations of music.

There are many paths })y which one could approacl'l a critique of Nietzsche's p}ﬁlosop}ly of
tragedy as the number of philosophical problems dealt with &irectly l)y Nietzsche and the
number of pl’xilosopln'cal problems that ramify from his t}loug}lts are many and complex.
There are four issues that propose to examine here. The first two follow directly from my
discussion of the fragment On Music and Words and involve questioning the role that
music plays in Nietzsche's conception of tragedy and dramatic opera. The second two
issues are more immecliately related to aesthetic problems within the genre of tragecly itself,

namely, those surroun&ing the tragic emotions.

I will examine first the nature and legitimacy of the concept of musical mood, a
psychological observation made by Schiller, that is discussed in section 5 of The Birth of
Tragedy. s this the 'beyond all individuation' that On Music and Words claimed was the
origin of music? Does this concept of musical mood take us any further in alleviating the

circularity that I suggested threatened the account of music in On Music and Words by
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answering the question of how one enters into the state that is 'beyond all individuation' so
that one can create (good) Dionysian music? An answer must be given without reference
to Dionysian music in order for the account to be coherent and non-regressive. On Music

and Words cannot do this. It remains to be seen whether Schiller's musical mood can.

Seconcﬂy, it would seem important to have an understanding of the way in which music
functions in Nietzsche's account of ancient Greek tragedy versus its role in modern
(Wagnerian) opera. In both genres, music stands in a relationsln'p with words and actions.
Does Nietzsche assume that this is the same relationship? The Birth o][ Tragec]y seems to
suggest that it is (indeed it must suggest this in order to legitimate the connection between
Attic tragedy and Wagnerian opera). But the Dionysian music of On Music and Words
renders opera impossi]:ie: the state it excites is not compatible with the perception of

beautiful forms and actions.

The third issue that I would like to examine is the nature of the Dionysian state. This
state is often described as one in which action is barred: owing to our assimilation with the
primal one or transcendental Will, action doesn't make sense in an un-individuated world.
Nietzsche's philosophy of the Dionysian Rausch may take us further in answering the
problem raised by, inter akios, Tracy B. Strong and Colin Radford concerning the
differences between being moved }Jy a real tragic event and ]::eing moved }Jy a
representation of a tragic event,land a related pro]alem that concerns Kendall Walton:?the
question of how the state that we do have towards fictional characters and events should be
characterised. Is there a philosophical similarity between the inaction that attends both

the Dionysian state in general and the aesthetic response to tragecly in particular?

Lastly, I will examine Nietzsche's later writings on tragedy. I claim that these thoughts
are primarily devoted to cleciphering tragic pleasure. How is this different from the
philosophy of The Birth of Tragedy? The Birth of Tragedy is interested in examining and

explaining what makes tragic experiences in art possible: what sort of peo le, social
P g g p P peop

! See Radford (1975) and Strong (1988) p. 166.
% Walton (1990) ch. 7.
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con&itions, kind of music, type of artistic representations must there be in order for this
unique phenomenon and response to arise? The notorious mission of the book is
Nietzsche's attempt to understand the foundational conditions prevalent in the Greeks
and their dramas so that he can then more readily defend their reincarnation in Wagner
and 19th Century German society. Nietzsche's later writings, however, are solely
concerned with the nature and value of the tragic experience. Aloancloning the monolithic
metapt\ysical explanation evident in The Birth o]( Tragedy, which did not leave room for an
internal critique of the tragic response, he now invokes a more finely tuned assessment of

the emotional, psycl'lological, and pl'lysiological responses to the ug/y.

(1l Musical Mood
In On Music and Words Nietzsche makes a claim about the origin of music:

. . . the origin of music . . . must lie in the lap of the power that in the form of
the ‘will’ generates a visionary world: the origin of music lies Leyond all
individuation, and after our discussion of the Dionysian this principle is self
evident. . . . The ‘will' as the most original manifestation is the subject of music,
and in this sense music can be called an imitation of nature, but of the most
general form of nature. The ‘will’ itself and teelings ...are totauy incapal)le of
generating music, even as music is totally incapable of representing feelings or
having teelings for its sut;ject, the will lneing its only subject. . . . The lyric poet
interprets music for himself IJy means of the symbolic world of the emotions while
he himself is at rest in Apouonian contemplation and above these emotions.
When the composer writes music fora lyrical poem . .. l'le, as a musician, is not
excited either by the images or by the feelings spea]zing tluough this text. A
musical excitement that comes from altogether different regions chooses the text

of [a] song as a metaphorical expression for itgelf.?

I have argued that there are metapliysical and epistemological difficulties with this
description. Metaphysically, if this music-originating state is indeed the Dionysian Rausch
of The Birth of Tragedy, the 'intoxicated', trance-like frenzy that music evokes due to its
unique correspondence to the activities of the world will, then any such account of the

origin of music (whet}ler in the mind of the artist, or historical]y) is circular at best, and

3 On Music and Words, pp- 111-112.
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insufficient at worst. All that we can possibly cull from On Music and Words is that the
only way in which we can achieve a state worthy of the procluction of goocl music is lny
listening to good music.* Furthermore, with respect to lyrical composition, we are left in
doubt as to the nature of the consciousness that informs the aforementioned 'choice'.
What is this musical excitement that chooses the words that should accompany the

music?

It would seem necessary at this point to draw attention to a possible lack of clarity in
Nietzsche's thinking regarding two ideas that he sometimes conflates, and at other times
links causally: the state of Rausch and the Dionysian state. Nietzsche supplies evidence
that would lead us to believe that the Dionysian state is characterised by Rausclz;sbut he
also seems to imply that Rausch is that which gets us into a Dionysian state, “which is that
of elevated metaphysical un&erstan&ing and acceptance. [t seems possible, however, that
Nietzsche could maintain a position where both of these conditions held true. In fact he

does; and M.S. Silk and J.P. Stern make explicit what Nietzsche only implies:

The Dionysiac tout court is to be found in the destructive inclulgencies of barbaric
sensuality, and, more respectal)ly, in mystical ecstasies and those ascetic
dispositions that follow the withdrawal from the ecstatic state.7

Silk and Stern’s position is expanded and made even clearer by Henry Staten:

What does ‘Dionysus’ really name in The Birth of TrageJy? ... Thereisa
Dionysian art, and there is a Dionysian state (wl'xich Nietzsche calls
‘physiological') that corresponds to this art. The state is that of Rausch , ‘rapture’
. .. There is also what is called a ‘Dionysian reality’, presumably the true
metaphysical reality . . . but to call this reality Dionysian is not to identi.{y it with
Dionysus. It is Dionysian because it is the world symbolised by Dionysus and
accessible only to those who are in the state of Dionysian Rausch. When
Nietzsche personifies the metap}lysical principle he still does not call it ‘Dionysus’
but instead the ‘Dionysian world-artist’. There is thus a series of things referred
to as ‘Dionysian’ for a variety of reasons. The state is Dionysian because it
enables the perception of Dionysus; the art is Dionysian because it is a product of
this state, or because it prO(luces representations o][ Dionysus; the reality, however,

* Ibid., pp. 117-118.
% See On Music and Words pp- 114, 112 & 117 and The Birth of Tragedy $82 & 7.
® The Birth of Tragedy §87, 9, 16, 21.
7 Silk and Stern (1981) p. 286.
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is called Dionysian because it is the reality represented by Dionysus. The
Dionysian state and the Dionysian art are very far from the Dionysian reality, as
is visible from the fact that when the satyr chorus projects the presence of
Dionysus '}ﬁmself, we are alreacly in the realm of 'Apouom'an' image. It is easy
to confuse Dionysus with the Dionysian reality because he is said to be the ‘real
stage hero’ behind all the protagonists of ttagecly, the ]Jeing who reauy acts and
suffers behind all the masks. But the suffering of the ‘one truly real Dionysus’ is
that engenclered I)y ‘the state of individuation’ , and the state of individuation is
the falling-away from the unity of the transcendent reality, the Ur-eine. . . . [I]n
relation to the phenomenon of the tragic hero, Dionysus is the nonphenomenal
teality that the p}lenomenon represents. But in relation to the transcendent
unity . . . Dionysus is the representation of the encasing of transcendent life
within the restrictive boundaries of individual form, with everything that implies:
above all, the transience of all individual {orm, the suﬁering that follows from the
fact that ‘all that comes into Leing must be rea&y for a sorrowful end'.8

A Dionysian state, therefore, is characterised by Rausch, but not only Rausch. A stateis
Dionysian because Rausch enables ‘the perception of Dionysus’, the representation of the
true nature of human existence. Staten’s fine clarification of a possil:)le confusion - his
implicit support of the claim that, with respect to music, it is only through the experiential
vehicle of Rausch, rapture, that a composer can gain the insight into the tragic nature of
our existence that contributes to his sul)sequent composition of Dionysian music - does
not, however, go all of the way to aclclressing my present problem. It is essential to
recognise that for Nietzsche Rausch is not just rapture, but rapture that enables the
Dionysian state in which Dionysian music is then composed. Hence, we cannot simply
help ourselves to the conclusion that it is Dionysian music that w}n'ps the musician into
this Rausch. Perhaps it does; but without an inclepenclent statement of the conditions
accorcling to which music is Rausclz-produced music, we can never give a non-vacuous
characterisation of what it is for music to be Rauscll-proa’ucing music, or indeed for any
medium to be a Rausclz-proa’ucing medium. And if we cannot do tln's, we will not be able
to make a qualitative distinction between that which procluces ‘Dionysian Rausch’ and that
which produces other less metaphysically and epistemologically and artistically fertile, but

equally frenetic , states.g

8 Staten (1990) pp. 194-195.
% Football games causing crowd frenzy, for example, or political conference speeches producing wild clisp]ays of support.
See Tanner (1994) pp. 13-14.
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We can perhaps find an answer in Nietzsche's exposition of musical mood. In The Birth of
Tragedy, within a passage devoted to the undermining of Schopenhauer's charge that lyric
poetry is a w}\ouy sul)jective art, imbued with 'interest' due to the continual references to
the poet's own 'T', Nietzsche describes, with reference to Schiller, the state of musical

mood:

[Scl'xiﬂer] confessed that before the act of creation he did not have before him or
within him any series of images in a causal arrangement, but rather a musical
mood. ('With me the perception has at first no clear and definite object; this is
formed later. A certain musical mood comes first, and the poetical idea only
follows later.”) Let us add to this the most important phenomenon of all ancient
lyn'c poetry: t}ley took for grantecl the union, indeed the 1'Jentity, of the /yn'st with
the musician. Comparecl with this, our modern lync poetry seems like the statue
of a gocl without a head. With this in mind we may now, on the basis of our
aesthetical metaphysics set forth above, exp]ain the 1ynst to ourselves in this
manner. In the first place, as a Dionysian artist he has identified himself with
the primal unity, its pain and contradiction. Assuming that music has been
correct]y termed a repetition and a recast of the worlcl, we may say that he
procluces the copy of this primal unity as music. Now, however, under the
Apollonian dream inspiration, this music reveals itself to him again as a symlzo/ic
dream image. The inc}loate, intangil:le reflection of the primordial pain in music,
with its redemption in mere appearance, now produces a second mirroring as a
speciﬁc sym})ol or example. The artist has alreacly surrendered his su})jectivity in
the Dionysian process. . . . And now Apono approacl'xes and touches him with the
laurel. Then the Dionysian-musical enchantment of the sleeper seems to emit
image sparlzs, lyrical poems, which in their l'ﬁg}xest development are called
tragedies and dramatic clitllyramljs.w

From this passage we can extract three substantial claims, all of which need amplif‘ication.
(i) Musical mood is a state in which subjectivity is/has been lost. (ii) It is in this state that
music is produce(l, as the artist is in a direct relationship with the primal unity, which he
then copies as music. (iii) The ]yric poet is identified with the musician; and so words and
syml)ols evolve or spring from this musical state. These claims, incidentally, serve
Nietzsche's more gran(liose claim,ma&e a few sections laterl that the chorus is the ‘womb
that [gives] birth to the whole so-called dialogue, that is, the entire world of the stage, the
real drama’ ;nt}ms confirming the subtitle of The Birth of Tragea’y - ‘out of the spirit of

¢
music .

19 The Birth af Tragea[y $5.
" The Birth of Tragedy §8.
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But what can we make of these claims? Peter Heckman argues that ‘by virtue of its
ai)iiity to provi(ie us with the experience of seif—aimegation, music is taken to be a source of
artistic productivity’.12 But this answer does not allay the circularity still present in an
account of musical productivity and (i) still remains obscure: what is a state void of
su}Jjectivity? Ifitis simply a state where our tilougiits and ideas are in no substantial way
connected to, or bound up with, desire - a Schopeniiauerian state of disinterest, for
example - then (i) is prima facie plausible. Nietzsche does in fact observe that such a state
is a necessary preconclition for the state that we are trying to expiain (‘i)eyonci all

individuation’, 'coaiescing with the primorciiai artist of the worlcl'):

. . we know the sulnjective artist only as the poor artist, and througliout the
entire range of art we demand first of all the conquest of the subjective,
redemption from the ‘ego’, and the silencing of the individual will and desire;
indeed, we find it impossilnle to believe in any tru.iy artistic prociuction, however
insigniiicant, if it is without oi)jectivity, without pure contemplation devoid of

interest. Hence, our aesthetics must first solve the problem of how the ‘lyrist’ is

. . 13
possd)le as an artist . . .

But, musical mood, as expounded in The Birth of Tragedy and On Music and Words, is not
simply a disinterested state in this sense, for this kind of disinterest leaves unexpiainecl and
unfounded all of the metapiiysical descriptions that are to follow. Per}iaps then this state
void of subjectivity is akin to ‘the subject of knowing’ posited by Schopenhauer: the ‘pure
will-less painless, timeless subject of knowledge’ who has ‘passed out of all [the] forms of the
principle of sufficient reason’ and for whom ‘time, place, the individual that knows, and
the individual that is known, have no meaning’.'* Nietzsche’s answer must again be ‘No'.
For our existence as the sui)ject of knowing is characterised i)y a state in which the world

as will, and hence any interaction with it, has ciisappeared.15 ‘In the first place’, says

12 Heckman (1990) p. 355.
3 The Birth of Tragea’y §5.
1 The World as Will and Representation , vol. 1 , §34.
15 Budd (1992) p. 84.
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Nietzsche, the ‘artist has identified himself with the prima] unity, its pain and

contradiction’. The Nietzschean artist is far from will-less; he is will. 1o

What then is the nature of Nietzsche’s unindividuated state and how does one surrender
oneself to it? Heckman assumes that it is a loss of self achieved tiuough iistening to
music. But the Schiller passage does not explicitly state this. It is only affer this
identification with the will is made that the artist can start malaing music. In fact it is this

identification alone that makes music making possible.

In the first place, as a Dionysian artist he has identified himself with the primal
unity, its pain and contradiction. Assuming that music has been correctly
termed a repetition and a recast of the world, we may say that he pro&uces the

copy of this primal unity as mu.ssic.17

Hence, we are back where we started: Nietzsche, as with the 'beyond all individuation'
claim of On Music and Words, does not explain to us, does not characterise, what musical
mood actuaily is. Ifitisa musically inspire(i state, akin to Dionysian self forgetfulness,
then any account of musical origin is rendered circular. Even if, as Staten suggests, ‘the
essence of Dionysian music is . . . notlzing musical; Dionysian music expresses what the
Dionysian cry expresses, the pathos of the rupturing of individuated i)eing',wit is still
unclear how we become so rupturecl and then how we are indeed aware of our dissevered
state. If, however, musical mood is simply a state void of any afiinity with the artist's own
desires, needs, ieelings - a state into which we can enter l)y consciously eliminating all of
our own conscious and sui)jective volitional connections with the idea or entity in question
- then a major thesis of On Music and Words is contradicted, and the metaphysical

language of On Music and Words and The Birth of Tragedy appears to lack a rationale.

16 Another consideration that tells against making any links with Schopenimuer at this point is that, assuming for the
moment that this state void of sui)jectivity, which we are trying to characterise, is }Jrought about and maintained i)y
listening to Dionysian music - i')y our becoming one with the will that forms the sui)ject of the music - the state ti:erei)y
ceases to be one of ‘pure, will-less contemp]ation'. It is part of Sci'xopeniiauer's explanation of our aesthetic experience of
music - aesthetic experience necessarily ineing detached from all volitional activity - that our will is not stirred Ly the
movement of the will that is mirrored in music. In other words, as the subject of iznowing we are by definition unable to
experience, when listening to music, the feelings, or movements of the will, of which the music is an analogue.
Nietzsche does not p]ace such a restriction upon the artist or spectator. See The World as Will and Representation, vol.
11, c}xapter 39 and Budd (1985) ch. 5.

"I The Birth of Tragedy §5. My italics.

18 Staten (1990) p. 210.
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Assuming, however, that we can enter into this metap}lysically non-individuated state
without the help of music, either by conscious withdrawal or by being absorbed in other,
non-musical genres to the point of self—forgetting, it seems reasonable to ask Nietzsche
why a loss of self is necessary to artistic creation - or indeed how, in this state, creation is
even possible; (ii) appears to shed some plausible light. When we are in this
unindividuated state, we are necessarily at one with the Will, and experience with it the
‘primorclial contradiction and primorclial pain, together with the primordial pleasure’ as
‘the Dionysian musician is . . . himself pure primordial pain and its primordial re-
echoing’.19 The musician, Nietzsche says, copies this state; the copy }:)eing pure
(Dionysian) music. Without taking the imagery too literally, we could ask Nietzsche
several questions at this point. (a) If the Dionysian musician is at one with the world Will,
how does he have the capacity to copy anything, let alone himself? (b) What is the
consciousness that informs this copying? - If the musician is no longer an individual, to
what extent is he a musician? And lastly, (c) music is a phenomenon that is necessarily
govemecl l)y the form of time. If the world Will, or being-in-itself, is that which lies
beyond the forms of space and time, it is difficult to see how music can be an exact copy of
the Will, as time-less music is a concept that we could not make sense of. To address (c)
first, it seems more plausil:le to suppose that music is an exact copy of the Will as it is
manifested in human life (cf. above Chapter Three, note 13). This human will is guided by
the form of time, and hence a thesis claiming an isomorpl’xic correspondence between the
activities of the human will and those of music is prima facie palatable. If music does
indeed originate in a space]ess, timeless dimension, explaining how it is a copy of that state
but also not a copy of that state is going to be challenging for Nietzsche. (b) and (a) are
even more worrisome when we adhere to a strict metaplqysica] interpretation of On Music
and Words and The Birth of Tragea’y. But if a non-literal interpretation is employed, the
answers become pl'ﬁlosophically uninteresting. The artist is no longer a being who can
coalesce with the will; he is just one who can have experiences that are moving and

insightfu] enough to inspire creative activity - creative activity which he has the ability to

19 The Birth of Tragec!y 85.
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express artistically. The music can still be said to be a copy of these enlightened states,
but this copying occurs after the creative trance has subsided, for indeed, as with the
metaphysicaliy Dionysian state, action is impossible whilst under such influences. No
matter what the condition - be it 'mysticai selt-abnegation and oneness' or Dionysian
Rausch - music may express these states, but it necessariiy does so from a human

perspective, goveme(i, at least, 1:>y the experiential form of time.

I have yet to consider the third and last substantial claim from the musical mood passage
which states that words and symbo/s derive from the musical condition. I take this thougi’lt
to be identical with the claim made in On Music and Words that ‘a musical excitement
that comes from altogether different regions chooses the text of a song as a metaphorical
expression for itself’.® Staten makes a suggestion as to what Nietzsche means here: ‘it is
clear that poetry is generated not out of music as a sonorous pl'lenomenon but out of
music as the poet's musical mood that precedes verbalisation: a sort of transcendental
music or unheard melody that would thus be the pure form of music. (Tiie alternative
would be to suggest what is oi)viousiy not true: that the iync poet composeJ a me/oz!y first,
and only then the poem.)® This thought runs directly contrary to Heckman's suggestion
above that it is via musical selt—abnegation that we get in touch with our creative 'self'.
Even if we are no ionger burdened with a threat of circularity, how can we make sense of
either claim - either that words, actions, and symt;ois stem from the transcendental 'music’
of Staten or from the earthbound music of Heckman? Neither seems to acianowledge
what Nietzsche spells out quite clearly - that it is actually (as we might expect) Apollo who
is responsible for the words and symbols. It is only after Apollo has "touched him with his
laurel' that the musically enchanted artist emits 'image sparks and lyrical poems', 'that the

music reveals itself to him as a dream image':

The plastic artist, like the epic poet who is related to him, is absorbed in the pure
contempiation of images. The Dionysian musician is, without any images,
himself pure primorclial pain and its pn'morciiai re-ec}ioing. The iync genius is
conscious of a world of images and syml)ois - growing out of his state of mystical
seit—abnegation and oneness. This world has colouring, a causality, and a velocity

20 On Music and Words, p- 112.
*1 Staten (1990) p. 210.
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quite different from those of the world of the plastic artist and the epic poet. For
the latter lives in these images, and only in tl’xem, with joyous satisfaction. He
never grows tired of contemplating lovingly even their minutest traits. . . . thu.s,
Ly this mirror of i.llusion, he is protectecl against Lecoming one and fused with his
ﬂgutes. In direst contrast to this, the images of the /yrist are not}n'.ng but his very
self . . . [T]lus self is not the same as that of the walzing, empiricauy real man,
but the only true existent and eternal self resting at the basis of things, tl'u:ougl'x

whose images the 1ync genius sees this very I)asis.22

. . . [music] appears as will. For in order to express its appearance in images, the
lyrist needs all the agitation of passion, from the whisper of mere inclination to
the roar of madness. Impeued to spealz of music in Apollonian syml:ols, he
conceives of all nature, and himself in it, as wi.].].ing, as desiring, as eternal
longing. But insofar as he interprets music by means of images, he himself rests
in the calm sea of Apouonian contemplation, though every’thing around him that
he beholds througll the medium of music is in urgent and active motion. . . .

This is the pl’xenomenon of the lyrist: as Apollonian genius he interprets music
through the image of the wiH, while he 1'1imse1£, completely released from the
greed of the will, is the pure, undimmed eye of the sun.z3

Nietzsche identifies the lync poet with the musician because tl'ley both initial]y ‘identify
[themselves] with the prima] unity’; tl'ney are in a similar state in that they are both aware
of it. But whereas the musician ‘produces [a] copy of this primal unity as music’, the lyric
poet rises above it (‘under the Apollonian dream inspiration’) in order to render it in
syml)o]s or images. The ultimate basis of music, however, is still equiva]ent to the
ultimate basis of lyric poetry. It is for these reasons that Nietzsche can say that the ‘I’ of
the lync poet does not refer to the lyrist’s own self, but the self: ‘the only true existent and
eternal self resting at the basis of things’. In this way, both Staten and Heckman could be
rig}lt, and in a sense it does not matter. All that Nietzsche is claiming is that even though
all art is necessarily fettered }Jy the form of time, music is more 'power{:ul', in both an
artistic and a creativity-inspiring sense, because it is not burdened I)y perceptual
phenomena. Music is unique in this sense, and as such is the Rausclz-proc]ucing medium
which at once enriches the imagination and leaves it entirely free. As I observed in
Chapter Three, there are three ways in which we can understand the will: (i) the spaceless,
timeless t}u'ng-in-itself, (ii) that of which we are aware as the inner essence of our ]:)ocly, or

(iii) that of which we are aware as the inner essence of all bodies. If we can get into a state

2 The Birth af Tragedy, 8§5.
 The Birth of Tragedy, SO.
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where we can experience (iii), the inner essence of all bodies, this experience is still ‘beyond
all individuation’ even though it is necessarily tempora1.24 The ana]ogue of such a state, in
art, is music. Altl')ough pure music is in time, it cannot be about any particular emotion,
experience, or person. Music can only symbolise the essence or kernel (pleasure, pain,
tension, release) of the emotion. Images, ol:»jects, and events are pro&ucts of the
Apollonian laurel, which - by means of words (lyrics), which locate and denote - roots, or
finds a place for, the music in the world of spatial representations: “The ]ync poet
interprets music for himself Ly means of the symbolic world of the emotions while he

himself is at rest in ApoHonian contemplation and above these emotions.™

It is only in this way that I can make sense of the 'choosing' that Nietzsche talks about in
On Music and Words or the 'womb that gives birth to the dramatic dialogue' in The Birth
o][ Tragea]y. As it seems nonsensical to interpret these p}lenomena literally, we must press
Nietzsche for an explanation that convinces. If music is the womb that gives birth to
words , we can only interpret this as music, and our experience of it, being intrinsically
closer to the ‘inner essence of all bodies’ ]ny virtue of its spacelessness; for it is with respect
to this characterisation of the essence of our perception of music that Nietzsche follows

Schopenl')auer most closely. Schopenhauer maintains that:

. . music is perceivecl ...inand througl'x time alone, with absolute exclusion of
space, even without the influence of the knowleclge of causality, and thus of the

. 6
understanzlmg .2

And it is evident that Nietzsche deviates little from this conception:

The Dionysian musician is, without any images, himself pure primorclial pain and

re- echoing .27

2 What is it to experience the inner essence of all bodies? Nietzsche, in The Birth of Tragedy, is quite clear: 'everything
subjective vanishes into complete self forgetfulness' (81); ‘the union between man and man [is] re-affirmed’ and nature
‘celebrates once more her reconciliation with her lost son, man' (§1); we experience a ‘mystic feeling of oneness’ (S2);
‘something never before experiencecl struggles for utterance - the annihilation of the veil of maya, oneness as the soul of
the race and of nature itself’ (82). In other words, we no longer feel an isolated individual.
% On Music and Words, p- 112.
2 The World as Will and Representation, vol. 1, §52.
* The Birth o/ Tragea’y, §5. My italics.
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.. music in its absolute sovereignty does not need the image and the concept,

but mere]y ena’ures them as accompaniments.

Schopenhauer and Nietzsche both hold the view that what is essential about music has
nothing to do with space. Music is not essentially a representation of space or things in
space (although of course it can be) and it is not essential to our hearing of music that we
hear it as coming from a particular part of space (from the left side of the room, say).
Music captures, or symi)olises, the tragic essence of the world most succinctly, as that
essence, like music itself, is essentia“y spaceless. It is via and because of this acute
description, because of such a musical experience (one not had })y the plastic artist or epic
poet), that the lync poet or tragic artist can expound upon the tragic essence with words

and actions in his human, albeit Apollom’an and encumbered, way.

(I11) Opera and Tragealy

It is well known that apart from being a philosophical exposition of the origins of tragic
drama, The Birth o]( Tragec]y is a prescription for a modern day re-instantiation of the
metapl'lysical and epistemological powers t}iought to be present in and engenclered }Jy Attic
tragic productions. However, Nietzsche does not suggest a revision of current tragic
drama 2 la Sl’lalzespeare or Racine, but in fact offers in the place of Attic trage(ly the art
form of dramatic opera, in particular that which currently was }Jeing composecl by Wagner.
One of the many reasons why this change of genre did not seem to worry Nietzsche was
the fact that both forms contained the elements that are essential to the tragic experience:
beautiful, Apollonian images and moving, Dionysian music, both woven around and
t}lrougli in&igenous myth I shall argue, liowever, that the Dionysian feature undermines
rather then verifies the relation which Nietzsche seeks to build between the tragic art forms

of antiquity and of 19th century Germany.

28 The Birth of Tragedy, S6.
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A similar criticism has been lodged in a paper Ly Zuckerman.* Zuckerman advances
musical reasons that show that the equivalence between Greek tragecly and Wagnerian

musical drama is mis]eading:

. . among the few things we can say with relative certainty about Greek music is
that, in addition to laeing bound up with the word, it was monophonic. ... For
the most part . . . it seems certain that it was melocly that mattered - melody in
the pure sense of the worcl, a single musical line without harmonic implications or
contrapuntal decorations, a line which in all probability imitated the rise and fall
of the thythmic words to which it was at first inextricably attached. German
music, on the other hand . . . is harmom'c, and not si.mply where it is ohviously
chordal, as in the diatonic chorale or in the chromaticism of Tristan. Equal]y
harmonic in origin is that part of our music in which the melody supetficiauy
predominates - the arias of Mozart and the songs of Schubert . . . Thus much too
easily does [Nietzsche] assume that there is a kinship between our melody and the

melos of lyric chant.*

Zuckerman's argument is essentially that Nietzsche cannot connect the qualities of the
tragic chorus of antiquity (Dionysian Rausch, metaphysical transport) to the operas of
Wagner because the two are musically incomparab]e. If the experience one has whilst
listening to Wagner is analogous to what we think a Greek spectator had whilst attencling
a play l)y Aeschylus, the experience cannot be automatically assumed to be a product of
the Dionysianism of the music, for the music is not, accorcling to Zuclzerman, the

common feature of the experience.

My criticism is at the same time less technical than Zuckerman's but potentially more
problematic for Nietzsche. It involves examining what Nietzsche sees to be the effects of
listening to Dionysian music, and applying these conclusions to the experience of tragecly
and of opera.31 I hold that Nietzsche proffers the same analysis of Dionysian music in
both On Music and Words and The Birth o)( Tragedy , but the relationsl'xip in which this
music stands to the words and actions of tragic drama and of opera is fu.ndamentally

different. This difference weakens the connection that Nietzsche draws between Attic

29 Zuckerman (1974).
% Ibid., pp. 20-21.
311 have alreacly introduced this prol)]em at the end of my analysis of On Music and Words.
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tragedy and Wagner to an almost fatal degree. In On Music and Words Nietzsche,

ciiscussing the aesthetic problems of modemn opera, states that:

. . at every point where the Dionysian power of the music strikes the listener like
lightning, the eyes that behold the action and were absorbed in the individuals
appearing before us become moist, and the listener forgets the drama and wakes

up again for it only after the Dionysian speii is broken. >

In The Birth of Tragedy, the effect of Dionysian music is similarly described, both in the
pre-(iramatic worsi'lipper of Dionysus and in the ciiorai-spectator tiu'ong present at a

dramatic prociuction:

The very element which forms the essence of Dionysian music (and hence of
music in generai) is... un-Apolionian - namely, the emotional power of the
tone, the uniform flow of the meiocly, and the utterly incomparal)ie world of
harmony. In the Dionysian dithyramb man is incited to the greatest exaltation
of all his symiaolic faculties; sometl'u'.ng never before experienceci stmggles for
utterance - the annihilation of the veil of mdyd, oneness as the soul of the race
and of nature itseif.a’3

The reveliing tiuong, the votaries of Dionysus jui)iiate under the speil of such
moods and insights whose power transforms them before their own eyes till they
imagine that they are beholding themselves as restored geniuses of nature, as
satyrs. The later constitution of the chorus in tragedy is the artistic imitation of
this natural pl’ienomenon, tl'iougi'i, to be sure, at this point the separation of
Dionysian spectators and magically enchanted Dionysians became necessary.
Qniy we must aiways iaeep in mind that the pu]o].ic at an Attic trageciy found itself
in the chorus of the orchestra, and there was at bottom no opposition between
pui:iic and chorus: everytixing is merely a great sublime chorus of ciancing and
singing satyrs of those who permit themselves to be represented i)y such sad:yrs.:g4

These descriptions, coupieci with an understanding of the two forms of consciousness
relevant to Dionysian and Apo]lonian experiences - of the nature of reality and of the
forms of its appearance - i)egin to illuminate a probiem that migi'lt be attendant upon a
ti\eory that admits Dionysian music into an anaiysis and description of Wagnerian opera.

This problem occurs because a spectator of Wagnerian opera (or any opera) is obliged to

32 On Music and Words pp- 117-118.
33 The Birth of Tragedy S2.
3 The Birth of Tragedy $8.

118



occupy both forms of consciousness simultaneously. Not only are we meant to be moved
in a way analogous to the frenzies described above, but we are also obliged to attend to the
myth, the character clevelopment, and the complex actions occurring on the stage. These
beautiful forms are governecl by an Apollonian or phenomenal reality; tl'ley are located
within space and time, and to be appreciated they require a being who is also so located.
But the Dionysian reveller, 'struck by the Dionysian power of music, is ‘beyond all
individuation”. Such a person just could not attend to the individuated forms of the
drama. We cannot explain how it would be possible to be aware of objects in space whilst
simultaneously being 'aware' of (or at one with, or taken beyond individuation by) a unity
that is necessarily outside of this form of consciousness. Indeed, this is the argument that
Nietzsche uses to defend his claim in On Music and Words that opera is an aesthetic
aberration. It is just impossible for Dionysian (good) music to co-exist with beautiful
forms. The Apollonian forms become even less than the worthless distraction or
irrelevancy that Schopenhauer thought them;asthey become essential]y non-existent as far

as the listener is aware.

This difficulty is not present in Nietzsche's description of Attic tragecly for the simple
reason that the genre does not involve the accompaniment of the dramatic actors }Jy the
Dionysian chorus. The frenetic, but penetrating]y insightfu], musical comment is made
about the events on the stage, but never while the action is ta]zing place. The beauty of the
Apollonian forms could never be called a distraction or an irre]evancy or an aberration - at
least not for the same reasons that Schopenhauer and Nietzsche hold this opinion of
operatic action. Indeed, an important ambition (some may argue the ambition) of The
Birth of Tragedy is the articulation of the way in which the Apollonian and Dionysian
artistic elements interact to produce in the spectator the most valuable of all artistic
responses - that of tragic insigkt, p]easure and strength. It is not my task here to rehearse
the well known arguments for and against Nietzsche's famous conception of tragic drama.
All that I claim to show is that the Dionysian reason (or part of a reason) for which

Nietzsche claims that tragic drama 'works' cannot be the same reason why Wagnerian

¥ See Parerga and Paralipomena, ‘On the Metaphysics of the Beautiful and Aesthetics’, §8220-222. See also Young
(1992) pp. 20-23.
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opera 'works'. Perhaps the hedonic response to both genres is the same. But if it is, we
cannot explain this likeness by reference to Dionysian music. Either Wagnerian music is
not Dionysian (a conclusion that Nietzsche soon came to recognise and defend

passionately) , or Dionysian music is not the inspirational vehicle or Rausch -producecl and

-producing art of On Music and Words and The Birth of Tragedy.

My present argument does not rely on any metapl'xysical or musical descriptions of what
Dionysian music actually is. It relies primarily on what Nietzsche tells us, in On Music
and Words and The Birth of Tragedy, that Dionysian music actually does. My argument is
more problematic for Nietzsche in that even if, as Zuckerman claims, musica”y, Attic
choral music and Wagnerian dramatic music are not alike, they could still both be
Dionysian. Bven if Nietzsche's ear could only hear harmonic music, and it was in this
l'xarmony that he perceivecl the Dionysian power to lie, and even if he then wrongly read
harmony back into the choral music of the Greeks, this does not eliminate the possilaility
that for the Greeks melocly, pure melo&y, was Dionysian: and in exactly the same way that
we experience the music of Tristan und Isolde as Dionysian. What I contend is, no matter
what kind of music or art form engages us in a Dionysian experience, Dionysian
experience in general is not compatil)le with the simultaneous perception of beautiful
forms. Opera requires such simultaneousness; Attic tragecly, in many ptu'losophicauy

important and culturally valuable ways, does not.

The next section examines some of these important and valuable experiences offered to us

by tragedy and delves cleeper into the metap})ysics of the Dionysian state.

(IV) Dionysianism and Inaction

I shall now examine one of the most famous features of Nietzsche's conception of Greek
tragedy, that of the Dionysian state expouncle(l in The Birth of Tragea]y , and compare it to
a prol)]em in the philosophy of art in general. This problem has been widely discussed; it

concerns the nature of our reactions to aesthetic representations, in particular: Wl'ly are we
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moved to an emotional response but not to a physical response? Radford claims that there
is some kind of unintelligibility or incoherence in the fact that we weep for Mercutio but
do not rush out of the theatre to fetch an ambulance for him. This claim is actually a
sub-claim, used to elucidate and buttress his argument that our emotional responses to
events and characters are inconsistent with our belief that these events and characters are
indeed fictional. Strong suggests what seems to be a corresponclence between this
pl'u'losop}u'cal issue and the nature of the Dionysian state, a state in which we 'know' but do
not, indeed cannot, act. Action, says Nietzsche (and I shall amplify this later), requires

the Apollonian veil of illusion.

It should be stressed that I do not believe that Strong's analysis of the state of Dionysian
insigl‘nt and Radford's appraisal of aesthetic belief are extensionally equiva]ent. However,
the association, be it weak, can help us to understand what is involved, epistemologically
and aesthetically, in these two states. I do not think that Nietzsche's exposition of the
Dionysian is an answer or solution to Radford's claim of an incoherence in our emotional
response, nor do I think that the Dionysian state involves a type of incoherence along the
lines that Radford is arguing for in his paper. However, both states are aesthetic responses
that we find perplexing and at times incompatible with our aesthetic activity, and this
perp]exity, in part, surrounds the condition of inaction. In examining Strong's reasoning,

light is shed on the nature of both Nietzsche's and Radford's claims.

First of all, here is Strong's argument:

. . . the nature of the chorus is to comment upon the action; appropriate to its
Dionysian nature it knows, but does not do anything ... Since the plot is known
in advance, the resolution is not in question, nor is the action of the characters
itself of any interest. . . . Whatever effect the Aeschylean play has it must have Ly
malzing its audience part of the resolution of the play, rather than Ly providing
them with tools and recipes they might use in the world. . . . [I]t is only in the
p]ay that the consciousness is caugllt. . . . As spectators, the audience knows first
that everytlling occurring on stage has an awhil necessity and that there is
nothi.ng that can be done about the process. The spectator will not therefore ‘run
up on stage and free the gocl from his torments’. The chorus he beholds is of
Dionysian and satyric ancestry, a ‘chorus of natural Leings who live ineradicalaly,
as it were, behind all civilisation and remain eternal]y the same, despite the
changes of generations and the lﬁstory of nations’. The spectators apprehencl the
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Dionysian chorus (whicl’x ‘does not act’), and in ‘rapt contemplation' know that
there is not}xing that can be done about the action on the stage. In eHect, the

36
spectators are in a Dionysian state, since they have knowleclge and cannot act.

Radford's position about the spectators state of belief is encapsulated in this passage:

.. . when we watch the play and it wor]zs, we are 'caugh’c upI and respond and we
'forget' or are no longer aware that we are only RN watcl'xing a play. In particular
we forget that Anna Karenina, Madame Bovary, Mercutio and so on are not real
persons. But this [explanation] won't do. It turns adults into children. . . .
[When children are first taken to pantomimes . . . [t]he young ones are
genuinely and unambiguously terrified when the giant comes to Lill Jack. The
bolder ones shout "Look Out!' and even try to get on the stage to interfere. But
do we do this? Do we shout and try to get on stage when, watching Romeo and
Juliet, we see that Tybalt is going to kill Mercutio? We do not. Or if we do, this
is extravagant and unnecessary for our l)eing moved. If we reauy did think
someone was rea]].y ]::eing slain, either a person called Mercutio or the actor
playing that téle, we would try to do aometl’ﬁng or think that we should. We
would . . . be genuine]y appaﬂed. So we are not unaware that we are 'only'
watchingaa; play involving fictional characters, and the ptol)lem [o{ incol’letence]

remains.

And lastly, Nietzsche's oft-cited explanations of the inaction characteristic of the

Dionysian state:

The metaphysical comfort - with which . . . every true tragedy leaves us - that life
is at the bottom of tl'ﬁngs, despite all the cl'zanges of appearances, indestructilaly
powerful and pleasurable - this comfort appears in incarnate clarity in the chorus
of satyrs . . . For the rapture of the Dionysian state with its annihilation of the
ortlinary bounds and limits of existence contains, while it lasts, a Iet’mrgic element
in which all persona] experiences of the past become immersed. This chasm of
oblivion separates the worlds of everyday reality and of Dionysian reality. But as
soon as this everyday reality re-enters consciousness, it is experienced as such,
with nausea . . . In this sense the Dionysian man resembles Hamlet: both have
once looked truly into the essence of tl'u'ngs, they have gainet] lenow/edge, and
nausea inhibits action; for their action could not change anything in the eternal
nature of things; they feel it to be ridiculous or humiliating that they should be
asked to set rig}lt a world that is out of joint. Knowle(lge Lills action; action
requires the veils of illusion . . . true ]znowledge, an insigl'lt into the horrible
trutl'xé 8outweighs any motive for action, both in Hamlet and in the Dionysian

man.

3 Strong (1988) pp. 163-164.
37 Radford (1975) p. 71.
38 The Birth of Tragedy S7.
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... we must clearly think of the tremendous power that st'unulatecl, purifietl, and
clischarge(l the whole life of the people: tragea]y. ce Tragedy absorbs the highest
ecstasies of music, so that it truly brings music . . . to its perfection; but then it
places the tragic myth and the tragic hero next to it, and he . . . takes the whole
Dionysian world upon his back and thus relieves us of this burden. . . . Between
the universal va]idity of its music and the listener, receptive in his Dionysian
state, tragedy places a sublime parable, the myth, and deceives the listener into
feeling that the music is merely the highest means to bring life into the vivid
world of myth. Relying on this noble cleception, it may now move its limbs in
dithyramlnic dances and yield unhesitatingly to an ecstatic {eeli.ng of freedom in
which it could not dare to wallow as pure music without (leception. o [IJtis
tluough music that the tragic spectator is overcome Ly an assured premonition of
a highest pleasure attained through destruction and negation, so he feels as if the
innermost a})yss of things spolze to him perceptil)ly.39

The differences in the accounts are manifest. Clearly, the knowleclge that Nietzsche
spealrzs of is not the ]venowledge of Radford: lenowleclge that Mercutio is an actor and does
not really suffer death. But it is also clear that the knowledge that Nietzsche speaks of is a
metaphysically loaded concept; it is much more than Strong's lanowleclge that ‘there is
nothing that can be done about the action on the stage’. N ietzsche does indeed recognise
the empirical characterisation of inaction. In an account of Schlegel’s theory that the
tragic chorus is ‘the essence and extract of the crowd of spectators - as the “ideal

spectatorm , Nietzsche observes that we could never

. . idealise from such a pul)].ic something analogous to the Greek tragic chorus. .
. . For we had always believed that the right gpectator, whoever he might be, must
always remain conscious that he was viewing a work of art and not an empirical
reality. But the tragic chorus of the Greeks is forced to recognise real beings in
the figures on the stage. The chorus of the Oceanides really believes that it sees
before it the Titan Prometheus, and it considers itself as real as the god of the
scene. . . . ls it characteristic of the ideal spectator to run onto the stage and free
the gocl from his torments? We had always believed in an aesthetic pu]alic and
considered the individual spectator better qualifiecl the more he was capal:le of
viewing a work of art as art, that is, aestl'letically. But now Schlegel tells us that
the perfect, ideal spectator does not at all allow the world of the drama to act on
him aestheticaﬂy, but corporally and empiricauy.40

39 The Birth of TrageJy §21.
40 The Birth af Tragedy §7.
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But although Nietzsche recognises this empirical characterisation if inaction, he does not
accept it as the explanation for wl’ly his ‘ideal spectator’, Dionysian man, does not act.
Nietzsche's Dionysian inaction does not point to an incoherence; it points to a legitimate
state of apathy which would arise in anyiaocly confronted with the proof of the folly of all
action. But it is important to be clear about three things: (i) how we obtain this
knowledge, (ii) what the knowledge is actually about (and hence why it is so stifling), and

(iii) how i. and ii. are realised in the art form of Attic tragedy.

This is how I understand Nietzsche's difficult account, in The Birth of Tragec]y, of tragic
knowledge. Via the musical comment of the ciithyrambic chorus we are excited into a state

that is somehow detached from orciinary, spatially located reality.

. . . the Greek man of culture felt himself nullified in the presence of the satyric
chorus; and this is the most immediate effect of the Dionysian tragecly, that the
state and society and, quite generally, the gulfs between man and man give way to
an overwhe].ming {eeling of unity leaciing back to the very heart of nature.*'

Owing to our lack of interest in indiviclual]y located oi)jects and events, we have a greater
capacity to see into, or understand, the way tl'iings actualiy are; the way the world actualiy
is outside of our interpretations and humanly-determineti perceptions of it. We are not in
a scientific or inquisitive frame of mind; we are complete]y open to the iznow]ecige of the
under]ying structure of things. This primal structure is communicated via the choral ode,
which is a statement of universal and general observation about the reaiity underlying the
fate of the tragic hero. The gravity of this insight, however, is too overwheiming for the
human, all too human in us. A Buddhist deadening of the will or Schopenhauerian
resignationism, however, was not on the Greek agen(ia. At this point the spectator,
nauseous from the t]'iougl'it of it all, is pulleci back into the world of individuation l)y the
actions and the words and the beautifu] hero. All of course are, as the spectator now
lvmows, 'veils of illusion', but these illusions have saved the audience from the nullification
that comes through true knowledge. The spectator now 'understands' the tragedy to be

only about the beautiful, individual hero. We have acquired tragic lznowledge; but we have

! The Birth of TrageJy §7.
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been 'noluly deceived' into thinlzing, l)y the interposition of the beautiful images, that this
tragecly really only concerns the mytl'xic hero. Hence, we know, but do not suffer. We

have seen, but can still, unlike the hero, live.

The inaction of Attic trage(ly is explained wl'lolly in terms of the musico-metapllysical
element of the play. This does not help us when trying to understand why Radford's
spectators do not act. The necessity that Strong describes as inlu'l)iting participation in
the drama is of the empirical sort questioned by Radford: we know that Mercutio has to
die (yet we still cry when he cloes) ; if he didn't, then what is l)eing represented is necessarily
not Sl’lalszespeare's play. Nietzsche's transcendental necessity lies within the tragecly of the
play; experiencecl outside of that protective illusion (in pure music) it is ruinous.** These
observations are seemingly obvious. However, they help make sense of that which Radford

finds prol)lematic:

Perl‘xaps we are and can be moved l)y the death of Mercutio only to the extent
tl'xat, at the time of the performance, we are 'caugllt up’ in the play, and see the
characters as persons, real persons, tl'xougl'x to see them as real persons is not to
believe that tlley are real persons. If we wholly believe, our response is
i.ndistinguishal:le from our response to the real tl'xing, for we believe it to be the
real tlﬁng. If we are always and Jf‘ully aware that these are only actors moutlxing
rehearsed lines, we are not caugl'lt up in the play at all and can only respond to
the l)eauty and tragedy of the poetry and not to the death of the character. The
cleﬁculty s, however . . . that the l)elie{, to say the least, is never comple’ce.43

Whereas Radford finds an incoherence in the idea that we do not need to possess a belief
in the reality of the characters to be moved l)y them, Nietzsche proposes that a Greek
spectator is moved l)y the fate of Oeclipus precise/y because he recognises him as an
Apollonian artistic creation; as a fictional character. Our belief is not 'complete’, in the
Radfordian sense, because we recognise the cllaracter, as well as all empirica/ pl:enomena , as
being illusory; but we gloril:y in, feel for, pity, fear the character's presence nonetheless. As
an artistic representation he is wortlly of our emotion in the same way that any other

(empirical) representation is.** This 'noble cleception' extant in tragic art does not possess

%2 See The Birth of Tragedy S21.
%3 Radford (1975) p. 78.
4 See Schier (1983), and Chapter Three, note 46, above.
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the incoherence for Nietzsche that it does for Radford because it is essentially an
epistemologically elevated form of an activity that we engage in (that we indeed necessari]y

engage in, due to our cognitive equipment) every day.

V) Tragea’y after The Birth of Tragedy

Nietzsche's writings on tragic drama after The Birth of Tragedy have received little
attention. Silk and Stern feel that they have a reason for this void: “The blunt fact is that
after The Birth of Tragea]y, and apart from the special case of Wagnerian music drama, he
never again shows any marked interest in drama, Greek or any other’.* While a book-
length discussion of tragedy never re-appears, Nietzsche rarely gives us book-length
discussions of any issue in philosophica] aesthetics (or in any philosopl'ﬁcal issue bar
morality, for that matter). Apart from issues concering music, the problems surrouncling
tragic art are of greatest p}ﬁlosophical and aesthetic importance to Nietzsche, and
continue to be discussed not only directly in the form of analysis of tragic drama, but
indirectly in analyses of the Dionysian (its conceptual development and, some argue,
incorporation of the Apo]]onian), studies of the tragic emotions, arguments against
Schopen}lauerian and Aristotelian interpretations of the nature and value of the tragic
response, and of course, comment on Wagnerian art. These discussions are not, as Silk
and Stern contend, just ‘a number of brief comments on drama or dramas, [and] nothing
more’.* Silk and Stern's ]ogic, furthermore, would dismiss a great portion of Nietzsche's
corpus. That which makes Nietzsche's later writings on tragedy worthy of our attention is
precise/y their brevity and precision. The philosophical and personal detritus of
Schopenhauer and Wagner fuﬂy swept away, explanations of the tragic effect become more
illuminating and accessible than those of The Birth of Tragedy. The Dionysian effect
becomes more pa]atable as it is explained in psychologico-artistic rather than metaphysical

terms; but its importance remains consistent with its estimation in The Birth of TrageJy.

* Silk and Stern (1981) p. 109.
4 Ibid.
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There is a prol;lem in the pl’lilOSOpl'ly of art that is motivated l)y Aristotle’s discussion, in
the Poetics, of our response to tragic drama.*” If the tragic emotions (pity and fear) are
essentially paintul, how is it that we derive p/easure from dramatic trageclies that essentially
involve or are defined l)y or awaken these normally painfit/ emotions? And assuming that
we celebrate tragic dramas such as Euripides’ Bacchae or Shakespeare’s King Lear precisely
because of the experiences that tliey provi(ie, what could account for this value, given that
emotionally clisagreeal)le experiences in themselves (tlie events and the attendant emotions)
are not so valued? Nietzsche's later writings on tragedy are primarily devoted to
decipliering this classic prol)lem of tragic pleasure. My argument is that Nietzsche's
analysis of (i) the distinction between the value of tragic drama as art and the value of our
experience o][ tragic drama, and (if) what tragic pleasure is actually pleasure in, possesses an
explanatory power laclzing in the accounts offered lJy interpretations of Aristotle’s
pliilosopliy of katharsis, laclzing in Sclnopenl'iauer's claim that the pleasure in and value of
ttagecly lies in its clear and compelling demonstration of the metaphysics of the meaning
and scope of human action,48an(i lacleing in David Hume’s belief that the pleasure that we
take in the l:)eauty of the artistry of the play captures and reverses the strengtl'l and hedonic

tone of the emotions of pity and fear that we experience for the tragic characters.*’

Hence, I shall examine Nietzsche's later observations and determine the scope and worth
of their contribution to the explanation of the tragic emotions. In the process | shall look
at three things: (i) the nature of the tragic emotions, (ii) the value of the tragic emotions
and (iii) how the concept of the Dionysian functions without the supporting framework of

a transcendental metaphysics.

(i) The Nature of the Tragic Emotions
The plu'losopliical quest to understand the nature of our emotions towards represented
trage(iy has, historically, centred around the attempt to resolve the following paraclox: how

can it be possible to enjoy the painful emotions aroused by tragedy? Aristotle’s notion of

7 Aristotle, Poetics, chapters 6 and 14.
*8 See The World as Will and Representation, vol. 1, §51, and vol. 11, §37.
49 See ‘Of Tragedy' in Essays: Moral, Political and Literary.
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katharsis has been interpreteclsoas locating the pleasure of tragic drama in the quiet that
follows the arousal and subsequent purgation of the socially de};)ilitating emotions of pity
and fear. Schopenhauer holds that we &elight in the artistic representation of a rejection
of a world whose design is necessarily contrary to all human happiness and, in this way, we
feel the pleasure of the hero’s renunciation as if it were our own. Hume posits an
associationist theory of emotional response which holds that when two l'ledonically
opposite emotions are simultaneously evoked by the drama, the stronger of the two - and
Hume believes this to be our pleasure in the artistic spectac]e - will necessarily capture and
reverse the sttength and direction of the weaker: we essentiaﬂy ][ee/ our pain as pleasure.
The failures of these theories to give a comprellensive and convincing account of the
paradox of tragic pleasure is recognisecl by Nietzsche, and they will become apparent in my

discussion of Nietzsche's sul:sequent attempt to solve the puzzle.

Nietzsche puts forward two interrelated explanations of tragic pleasure, the central

expressions of which are stated in The Gay Science and Beyond Good and Euvil:

We have developed a need that we cannot satisfy in reality: to hear people in the
most difficult situations spea]a well and at length; we are delighted when the tragic
hero still finds words, reasons, eloquent gestures, and altogetl'xer intellectual
brightness, where life approaches abysses and men in reality usuany lose their
heads and certainly linguistic felicity. . . . The Greeks went far, very far in this
respect . . . Indeed, they did everytl'u'.ng to counteract the elementary effect of
images that might arouse fear and pity - for they did not want fear and pity . ..
Aristotle . . . cettainly did not hit the nail, much less on the }xeacl, when he
discussed the ultimate end of Greek tragedy. Just look at the Greek tragic poets
to see what it was that most excited their inclustry, their inventiveness, their
competition: certain]y not the attempt to overwhelm the spectator with
sentiments. The Athenian went to the theatre in order to hear Leauti/u/ speeches.
And beautiful speecl’xes were what concerned Sophocles .. .51

One should open one's eyes and take a new look at cruelty; one should at last
grow impatient, so that the kind of immodest fat errors which have, for example,
been fostered about tragecly ]Jy ancient and modern pl’ﬁlosophers should no longer
go stalking virtuously and confidently about. Almost everything we call 'higher
culture' is hased on the spiritualisation and intensification of crue/ty - this is my
proposition . . . That which constitutes the painful voluptuousness of tragedy is
cruelty; that which produces a pleasing effect in so-called tragic pity . . . derives

%0 And Nietzsche believes this to be the correct interpretation. See Budd (1995) p. 110, note 43.
S3The Gay Seience, $80.
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its sweetness solely from the ingredient of cruelty mixed in with it. . . . [W]e must
put aside the thick-witted psyclxo]ogy of former times which had to teach of
cruelty only that it had its origin in the sight of the suﬂerings of others: there is

also an abundant, over-abundant enjoyment of one's own sugering, of malz'mg
oneself suffer . . .52

These two passages, however, prima )[acie appear to re-affirm the paradox under question:
for how can the spectator 'not want pity and fear' and at the same time find 'enjoyment in
one's own suffering? The confusion is cleared when we recognise that Nietzsche is
analysing two distinct pleasures. The first pleasure described, that in beautiful speeclles,
has as its object that which is internal to the tragedy, whilst the second, our pleasu:e in
feeling pain, is a meta-response, and as such is not an intrinsic or essential component of
the experience of the play. Also, the pity and fear that the Greeks, according to Nietzsche,
did not want is not the pity and fear that is welcomed in Beyona’ Good and Evil. The
Greeks did not want the pessimistic fear of Schopenhauer, or the pity in which ‘Aristotle .
.saw . . . a morbid and dangerous condition which one did well to get at from time to
time with a purgative'.53 We must be clear about this point as it is this element of
Nietzsche's plﬁ]osopl'ly which is easily maligned. Nietzsche does not hold the tenet that
‘life is tragic and not worth living, but let’s affirm it anyway’. These perversely masochistic
or sadistic sentiments are not at the heart of his plnilosophy, nor do they serve as
explanation for wl'ly we seek out artistic representations of events which we would avoid in
real life.** Nietzsche doesn’t affirm the su{:fering, but the life that endures the suffering.
He doesn't celebrate pain in itself, but the positive attitude towards the inevitable. This
inevitable is that which is communicated in the tragecly. The heroes’ response - and ours -
to this tragic inevitable is not one informed }:)y sadism or Scl’:ac]en)(reuc]e , but is the
celebration that the hero and ourselves can countenance the inevitable without falling into
pessimism. So the apparent contradiction does not remain. The Greeks delightecl in

dextrously beautiful speeches , but these speeches were, given the genre in which they were
located, inl'xerently painful. The Greeks delighted in the beautiful forms, but the forms

52 Beyam‘] Good and Evi’, §229.
53 The Antichrist, §7. See also Aristotle, Pofitics, Book 8, vii.
%% See Schier (1983) pp. 75-76.
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were, at bottom, tragic. Nietzsche unites the above two conceptions of the nature of the

tragic emotions in The Twilight of the Idols:

The psychology of the orgy as an overﬂowing {eeling of life and energy within
which even pain acts as a stimulus proviclecl me with the }zey to the concept of the
tragic feeling, which was misunderstood as much by Aristotle as it especially was
by our pessimists. Tragedy is so far from provicling evidence for pessimism
among the Hellenes in Schopenhauer's sense that it has to be considered the
decisive repudiation of that idea and the counter-verdict to it. Affirmation of life
even in its strangest and sternest problems, the will to life rejoicing in its own
inex}xausti})ility tl'u'ough the sacnf;'ce of its highest types - that is what I call
Dionysian, that is what recognise as the l)riclge to the psychology of the tragic
poet. Not so as to get rid of pity and terror, not so as to pu.rify oneself of a
dangerous emotion through its vehement discharge - it was thus Aristotle

understood it -: but, Leyond pity and terror, to realise in onese/f the eternal joy of
55

becoming - that joy which also encompasses joy in destruction . .
So, Nietzsche's novel contribution to the tragic pleasure debate is in his realisation that
the debate is in fact wrongly motivated. Aristotle, Scllopen}lauer, and Hume feel pressed
to explain tragic p/easure: and in so doing severely restrict the explanatory scope of their
theories. The purgation account of katharsis is not available to those who do not need to
be purgecl. Sc})openhauer’s account is only plausible for a certain kind of tragic drama:
one where the hero possesses a spirit of resignation. Hume refuses to aclznowledge that
there is any pain at all in the experience of a disturluing tragecly, malaing his account
unhelpful to those who do suffer in the theatre from feelings of pity and fear, but would
like an account of why they continue to go to the theatre nonetheless. Emphasising the
element of pleasure is, on the one hand, mislea&ing, as the concept of p]easure in this
instance suffers from an ambiguity, and, on the other hand counterproductive, as it

essentia]ly fuels the paradox.

We must be careful when we talk about tragic p/easure to not confuse it with the quoticlian
sense of pleasure, for this is what many of these philosophers of tragedy, perhaps
inadvertently, do. We are not pleased with the dismemberment of Pentheus or the

]alinding of Gloucester in the same sense that we are please& }:)y a delicious meal or a happy

% The Twilight of the Idols, “What I Owe to the Ancients’, §5.
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weclding. Or, if we must avoid the charge that this merely amounts to a difference
between fiction and reality: we are not pleased Ly Desdemona’s death in the same sense
that we are pleasecl with the eventual and deserved union of Tom Jones and Sophia
Western. Tragic pleasure is not pleasure that something is the case. In fact we are rarely
please& about anything in the plot of a tragedy. Nietzsche affirms this distinction in
section 1029 of The Will to Power where he says that the tragic drama presents ‘such
terrible images to knowledge that ““Epicurean delight” is out of the question. Only a
higher joy is sufficient’. We may, as Nietzsche recognises, be pleased with the artistry - the
beautiful speec}les - or the p}u'losoplly of human perseverance that informs the characters
reactions to their situations and our reactions to the events portrayecl, but neither the
speecl'xes nor the p}n'losoplly would be rewarding or pleasing if they did not in fact move us
to pity and fear. Pleasure, in fact, is not at the heart of the p}u'losophical problem of
tragic drama, as its existence in the overall experience is derivative at best, and

inappropriate at worst.

If Nietzsche's explanation is correct, his dissolution of the paraclox of tragic pleasure only
makes more urgent the need for an explanation of why we seek out and celebrate artistic
portrayals of gruesome human demise. For without the seeming]y rational aim of
pleasure, we are left wondering w}ly any reasona}ale, emotionally well adjusted person,
living in a world whose reality is plaguecl by the real thing, would freely choose to subject
himself to a ﬁctiona/ experience of suffering and cruelty and all of the pain{:u] emotions
such an experience involves. The real paraclox of tragecly does not involve why we are
p/easea’ with a procluction of Ham/et, but indeed why we seek out, wlly we value the

experience that it provides.

(i) The Value of the Tragic Emotions

Accordingly, Nietzsche's concern with tragic drama did not end with an explanation of the
nature of the tragic emotions. As ever, he was concerned with the value that the
experience of such emotions held, primarily because he felt that the kind of experience that
tragic drama offers involves a particular combination of insight and response that is not

epoc}l- or culture-relative. Nietzsche thinks that it is important for any human being to
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understand fully the tragic unclerpinnings of his existence, and to live as if these
underpinnings were necessary to his complete and welcomed life. It is with this attitude
that cultures, Nietzsche believes, prosper. It is in the discussion of the value of tragic
emotions that Nietzsche introduces the opposition between the Christian response to
misfortune and that of the Greeks, and argues that the nature and value of the tragic
response are intimately related. Not just any tragic response is intrinsically valuable. A
Christian-S chopenl'lauerian resignecl, guilt-riclclen response is not valuable to life; and if it
were protested that indeed many have such a reaction nonetheless, Nietzsche would just
rep]y that the response that these spectators were having was not a response to the tragedy

in the drama, but a response motivated I)y, and in line Witll, a mistaken world view.

Let us look at a few of Nietzsche's arguments for the value of the tragic response:

Misfortune and guilt - Christianity has placecl these two t}u’ngs on a balance: so
that, when misfortune consequent on guilt is great, even now the greatness of the
guilt itself is still involuntarily measured l)y it. But this is not antique, and that is
wlly the Greek tragedy, which spealzs so much yet in so different a sense of
misfortune and guilt, is a great liberator of the spirit in a way in which the
ancients themselves could not feel it. They were still so innocent as not to have
established an 'adequate relationship' between guilt and misfortune. The guilt of
their tragic heroes is, incleecl, the little stone over which tl'xey stumble . .
[Alntique sensiLi]ity commented: Yes, he should have gone his way a little more
cautiou.sly' . . . But it was reserved for Cl'xristianity to say: 'Here is a great
misfortune and behind it there must lie hidden a great, equa//y great guﬂt' R
[O]nly in Christendom did everything become punishment, well-deserved
punishment: it also makes the sufferer's imagination suffer, so that with every
misfortune he feels himself mora].ly reprel‘xensilyle and cast out. . . . The Greeks
have a word for in(lignation at another's unl'lappiness: this affect was inadmissible
among Christian peoples and failed to develop, so that they also lack a name for
this more man/y brother of pity.s6

Art is the great stimulus to life . . . [A]rt also brings to light much that is ugly,
hard, questionable in life - does it not thereby seem to suffer from life? - And
there have indeed been p}lﬂosophers who lent it this meaning: Schopenhauer
taught that the whole object of art was to 'liberate from the will,, and he revered
tragedy because its greatest function was to 'dispose one to resignation'. - But . . .
one must appeal to the artists themselves. What does the tragic artist communicate
of ln'mse]][? Does he not display precise]y the condition of fear/essness in the face
of the fearsome and questionable? - This condition itself is a }ugl'x desideratum:

56 Daybreak, ST8.
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he who knows it bestows on it the ln'ghest honouss. . . . Bravery and composure
in the face of a power{ul enemy, great harcls})ip, a problem that arouses aversion -
it is this victorious condition which the tragic artist singles out, which he glorifies.

[VV]lqoever is accustomed to sugering, whoever seeks out sugering, the heroic
man extols his existence }Jy means of trage(ly for him alone does the tragic poet
pour this clraught of sweetest cruelty 5

And f—inally, a late note which deserves to be quoted at length:

. it appears that, Lroad]y spea]zing, a preference for questionab/e and terrtj[ying
tln'ngs is a symptom of strengtl: ... It is the heroic spirits who say Yes to themselves
in tragic cruelty: they are hard enough to experience suﬁering asa p]easure.
Supposing, on the other hancl, that the weak desire to enjoy an art that is not
meant for tl'xem; what would t]ney do to make tragecly palatable for themselves?
They would interpret their own value feelings into it; e.g., the ‘triumph of the moral
world order’ or the doctrine of the ‘worthlessness of existence’ or the invitation to
‘resignation’ (or the half-medicinal, half-moral discharges of affects & la Aristotle)
Finally: the art of the terrrfying, in so far as it excites the nerves, can be esteemed by
the weak and exhausted as a stimulus: that for example, is the reason Wagnerian
art is esteemed to&ay. It is a sign of one's feeling af power and wel/—lyeing how far one
can aclmowledge the terrifying and questional)le character of tl'xings ; and whether
one needs some sort of ‘solution’ at the end. The type of artist's pessimism is
precisely the opposite of that re/igio-moral pessimism that suffers from the
‘corruption’ of man and the riddle of existence - and Ly all means craves a solution,
or at least a l'xope for a solution . . . A related case: the artists of decaclence, who
funclamentauy have a nihilistic attitude toward life, take refuge in the lyeauty of form
- in those select tl'xings in which nature has become perfect, in which she is
incliﬂerently great and beauti}{ulf ... Those imposing artists who let a lxarmony
sound forth from every conflict are those who bestow upon tl'x.ings their own power
and self—redemption: they express their innermost experience in the sym}xolism of
every work of art they produce - their creativity is gtatitude for their existence. The
profunJity of the tragic artist lies in this, that his aesthetic instinct surveys the more
remote consequences, that he does not halt short- sightetﬂy at what is closest at
hancl that he affirms the /arge-sca/e economy which )ustlfles the temfymg ’ the em’

the quest;onab/e - and more than merely )ustlﬁes them. %8

Is Nietzsche guilty, however, of the crime he attributes to the pusillanimous? Is ke
'interpreting his own value feelings into tragedy'? It appears so. The only escape for
Nietzsche is to demonstrate that his values are indeed more valuable than the mistaken
values of these p}u'losophies. He must persuade us to admire his tragic spectator rather

than Schopenhauer's. Nietzsche must inclepenclently demonstrate the value of his nobly

57 The Twr/rgl:t of the Idols, Expedlhons of an Unhmely Man’, §24.
58 Tlxe Will to Power, §852. See also The Will to Power §851 ancl Human, all too Human, §212.
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'strong' ideal. This demonstration is indeed the project of The Genealogy of Morals, but we
can locate a defense, or at least part of a defense, within his discussions of trageciy alone.
A quality of the strong or tragic man, and a necessary condition of the tragic experience as
Nietzsche sees it, is an adroit perspicacity regarding the conditions of one’s existence.
Knowledge is valuable. This is disputed by neither Schopenhauerian, Aristotelian, nor
Christian p}iilosopiiy. The value that Nietzsche recognises in his tragic response is that of
an informed lrmowledge of the world - the lznowledge i)eing that there is no solution to, or
way out of, earthly 'tragedy'. Both Christianity and Sci'xopenl'iauer, for their own reasons,
desperately searched for pauiative 'solutions', which, given the nature of the problem, could
only be located supematurally. But their solutions involve a fundamental self-devaluation
and -negation, and as such could not be valuable to any terrestrial sul)ject. Hence,
Nietzsche has independently justified his 'value feelings' and vindicated his interpretation

of the experience of trage&y.

(ii1) The Epistemology of the Dionysian
Given that the metaphysics out of which the concept of Dionysianism was first born had

itself died, it is necessary to ask how Nietzsche justifies his su]:»sequent use of Dionysus.

In the Dionysian state . . . the entire emotional gystem is alerted and intensified:
so that it (liscl'larges all of its powers of representation, imitation, transﬁgmation,
transmutation, every kind of mimicry and play-acting, conjointly. ... Ttis
impossi]:le for the Dionysian man not to understand any suggestion of whatever
kind, he ignores no signal from the emotions, he possesses to the higl'iest degree
the instinct for understanding and (livining, just as he possesses the art of
communication to the lriighest clegree. He enters into every skin, into every

emotion; he is continually transforming i’)imseli.sg

I am primarily concerned here with the nature of the Dionysian state as it is conceived
non-metapiiysically, and the kind of lanow]eclge gleaned from an experience that is
described as such. All that needs to be examined, in order to make Nietzsche's defense
complete, is the nature of the experience that renders this above fundamental lzznowledge

accessible. Under what conditions can we and do we assimilate such information? And if

59 The Twilight of the Idols, ‘Expeditions of an Untimely Man’, §10. See also The Will to Power, $853, iii.
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tragic knowledge is intrinsically valuable, wl'ly is the art form of drama a more effective
teacher than real life tragedy? The answer lies in Nietzsche’s analysis of the tragic artist,

at the heart of whose art, Nietzsche feels, lies the ability to teach the purpose of existence.
In The Gay Science Nietzsche observes that:

There is no clenying that in the /ong run every one of these great teachers of
purpose was vanqu.is]:xe(l By laughter, reason, and nature: the short tragecly always
gave way again and returned into the eternal comecly of existence; and ‘the waves
of uncountable laughter’ - to cite Aescl'xylus - must in the end overwhelm even
the greatest of these tragedians. . . . [Hjuman nature has nevertheless been
changed }Jy the ever new appearance of these teachers of the purpose of existence:
It now has one additional need - the need for the ever new appearance of such
teachers and teacl'xings ofa ‘purpose’. Graduauy, man has become a fantastic
animal that has to fulfil one more condition of existence than any other animal:
man has to Iaelieve, to lznow, from time to time w;ty he exists; his race cannot
flourish without a periodic trust in life - without faith in reason in llj[e And again
and again the human race will decree from time to time: ‘There is something at
which it is absolutely forbidden henceforth to laugh.' The most cautious friend of
man will add: ‘Not only 1aughter and gay wisdom but the tragic, too, with all its
sublime unreason, l)elongs among the means and necessities of the preservation

of the species. /00

And in Ecce Homo this position is further elucidated:

The extent to which I therewith discovered the concept 'tragic’, the knowledge at last
attained of what the psychology of tragecly is, | most recently expressed in the Twi/ight
of the Idols. 'Affirmation of life even in its strangest and sternest problems; the will to
life rejoicing in its own inexhaustibility through the sacrifice of its highest types - that
is what I called Dionysian, that is what I recognised as the bridge to the psychology of
the tragic poet. Not so as to get rid of pity and terror . . . but, l)eyoncl pity and terror .
. . Before me this transposition of the Dionysian into a philosophical pathos did not

exist: tragic wisdom was lacking . . o

These perceptions parallel an observation, a]though unconnected to Nietzsche, made by
Flint Schier®with regard to our desire for tragic wisdom. Schier recalls an intuition
confirmed by Robert Nozick's thoughts about a hypothetical experience machine. The

t}xought experiment observes that when given the opportunity to hook ourselves uptoa

% The Gay Science, S1.
8! Eece Homo, “The Birth of Tragedy', §3.
®2 See Schier (1983) p. 84 and Schier (1989) p. 21-22.
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machine that would produce in us, say, hedonica]ly positive streams of experience, most of
us would decline the offer. The reason for this is ultimately bound up with the value we
place on knowledge, responsibility and autonomy. Nozick’s thought experiment suggests
that we value knowleclge and autonomy even when they do not contribute to our
happiness; and there are instances in which we are preparecl to sacrifice some happiness in
exchange for autonomy or knowleclge. We seek wisdom even when it is painful because we
feel that it is better to know than not to know. It becomes evident now that Nietzsche can
legitimately abandon the metaphysical characterisation of the Dionysian state without
altering its epistemological essence. This is significant; and it also protects Nietzsche
from the charge of re—characterising the Dionysian to suit his purposes. It is with the
essence of the Dionysian state, rather than with any metaphysica] characterisation, that the
value and importance of the Dionysian - even in The Birth o][ TrageJy - has always lain.
“The Dionysian state’ still names a psychological state that is both induced l)y fine works
of art and strengthens our capacity for survival. The Dionysian is still associated with
intoxication and frenzy&ancl the most effective drink is still music. But regarclless of the
stimulus, Dionysianism has become a catch-phrase for Nietzsche that includes all of the
highest qualities that one can ac}lieve; the most important being the eagerness.to lanow,
despite the content of the knowledge. This knowleclge is communicated l)y tragic art to
beings with heightened receptive faculties, and such an assimilation is both a sign of
strength and in itself strengthening. But, ultimately, and in character with the direction
of Nietzsche's mature philosophy, the terms and conditions of the Dionysian state are not

as important to Nietzsche as the kind of person who welcomes its message.

But this still has not resolved the question of the value we place on tragic lznowledge
communicated by fiction as opposed to that communicated by reality. Nietzsche's answer

is simple and is located in The Gay Science:

The Greeks (or at least the Athenians) liked to hear people speak well. . . . Even
of passion on the stage tl'ley demanded that it should speale well, and they
endured the unnaturalness of dramatic verse with rapture. In nature, passion is
so poor in worcls, so embarrassed and all but mute; or when it finds worcls, To)

%3 See The Will to Power, $§ 798-801 and §§1049-1052.
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confused and irrational and ashamed of itself. Thanks to the Gree]zs, all of us

have now become accustomed to this unnatural stage convention . . . We have
clevelopecl a need that we cannot satis{y n reality: to hear people in the most
difficult situations speak well and at length; we are cle].igl'xted when the tragic hero
still finds worcls, reasons, eloquent gestures, and altogether intellectual ]:Jrightness,
where life approaches abysses and men in rea].ity usuauy lose their heads and
certainly linguistic felicity. . . . For its sake man loves art as the expression of a
lof'ty, heroic unnaturalness and convention. We rightly reproacl'x a dramatic poet
if he does not transmute everything into reason and words . . . Here the vulgar

attraction of illusion is supposeJ to give way to }ugher attraction.

Tragic drama is a valuable educative tool because what it offers us is not only a lznowledge
o]( suﬂeﬁng or that suﬂering exists - for the newspapers can do this well enough - but
knowleclge - stunning]y precise, clear, and articulated lznowleclge - of what it is like to
suffer.® This idea also protects Nietzsche from any charges of vulgar aestheticism.
Nietzsche does not believe that life is in any way redeemed or justiﬁea’ by art: matricicle,
violent jealousy, or the false values of everyday society are not made acceptable because
tl'ley pervarle the content of }ugh art. Nor is the reason w}ly we value such treasures as the
Oresteia tri]ogy, Othello, or Death o][ a Salesman because their }Jeauty cancels out or makes
up for all of the ugliness of rea]ity, but rather because the ways in which Orestes, Othello,
and the Loman family approach the tragic underpinnings of their existence force us to
examine the nature of our approac}l to the cruelty of life. Nietzsche's world view, his
unclerstancling that there are no moral or rational explanations for the earthly misfortune
that is great and constant, is not pessimistic or dark like that of Schopenl’xauer's. His
tragic hero, his over-man, and his ideal culture are all marked by their ability to elicit from
the artistic representation of tragecly an understanding of the contingency of their lives
that is not coloured lay remorse, resignation, or decline. Nietzsche's ideal response is, of
course, not one of Sckac]enfreude ; we are not urged to respond to senseless disasters with
g]ee. But we are also not to pretencl that they do not exist, or that tl'ley exist because a
}n'g}ler l)eing has so p]annecl it, as our punisl’xment, for instance. The Dionysian man does
not welcome particu/ar pain but the fact that there must necessarily be pain in human life.

What we fearn when we experience tragic drama is a way to aclznowledge misfortune within

% The Gay Science, $80.
% See Schier (1989) p. 23.
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the boundaries of our human capabilities. And it is these capalailities that Nietzsche feels

are enhanced by a Dionysian philosophy.

In conclusion I must I)rieﬂy address an issue that could potentially inhibit acceptance of
Nietzsche’s philosophy of tragedy. Does Nietzsche, in his characterisation of the
experience according to which we value the art of tragic drama, assign to the art a merely
instrumental value? If we value the art form in virtue of the kind of experience that it offers
(in this case, the acquisition of a heig}ltened and privileged insight into the expression of
human su{‘fering), are we not then depriving it of, or at least failing to locate, an artistic
value? If Nietzsche finds in tragic drama on/y cognitive value, doesn't he malign the art in
a way similar to that of the purgation theory of Aristotle’s katharsis, which locates the
value of tragedy purely in its therapeutic effects? In order to release Nietzsche from this
dilemma we must bear in mind an important tricl'lotomy: there is a meaningful difference
between (i) an ‘art for art’s sake’ approach to value, (ii) the belief that art should be valued
purely on the basis of its consequences or after-effects, and (ii) the idea that artistic value

just is the value of the experience that it provides.bo

Nietzsche expresses his antagonism towards the first member of the trichotomy in The

Twi]igltt o][ the Idols:

When one has excluded from art the purpose of moral preaching and human
improvement it l)y no means follows that art is completely purposeless, goalless,
meaningless, in short /art pour l'art . . . [W]hat does all art do? does it not
praise? does it not glorify? does it not select? does it not highlight? . . . Art is the
great657timu.lus of life: how could it be thought purposeless, aimless, lart pour
l'art?

And his clisapproval of the straightforward consequentialist interpretation of the value of
art is evident in section 852 of The Will to Power. In opposition to his ‘strong’

evaluational ideal, he notices that:

% See Budd (1995) p. 5.
67 Twi/igllt o/ the Idols, ‘Expeditions of an Untimely Man,’ §24.
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... theart of the terrifying, in so far as it excites the nerves, can be esteemed l)y
the weak and exhausted as a stimulus . . .

The third limb of the trichotomy is clearly the correct account of artistic value and it is
clearly the account that Nietzsche’s theory of tragedy embodies. The tragic wisdom that
we gain from witnessing the distur}Jing transformation of Othello is an intrinsic feature or
aspect of the artistic experience; experiencing Shalzespeare’s Othello just is understanding
the ruinous effect of jealousy on human lives. If we then, supervenient upon this
experience, lnappen to undergo a kathartic release, this after-effect - alt}loug}l in itself
therapeutically valuable, and in itself one of the reasons we may value the play - is

irrelevant to the artistic value of the tragic drama.
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C}lapter Five

Metapllysics

) Setting Up The Problem

It is necessary at this point to step away from the more particular elements of Nietzsche's
philosoptly of art and Legin to focus on the underlying generalities, or ptxilosoptﬁcal
foundations, of his aesthetics that have hitherto been assumed without appeal to rigorous
argument. [ have in many instances alluded to the ctevelopment of Nietzsche's
metaptxysical views, usually in order to justity the perceived shifts in his aesthetic
philosophy. However, a more sophisticated critique of Nietzsche’s metaphysics is required
to ward off any charges of inconsistent or protean ptﬁlosoptﬁsing, on his part or mine.
But, such a ttlorougtlgoing critique is the stuff of bootz—length studies, and to be complete
would have to grapple with issues that fall well outside the scope of this present thesis:
language, truth, necessity, morality, selthood. Hence, this ctlapter will be confined to a
single branch of metaphysics - the question of appearance versus reality - and then
examine this metaphysics as it is directly relevant to Nietzsche's philosophy of art. At its
most general, the question we must ask Nietzsche is ‘what is it about the way the world
works that makes the experience of art a philosoptﬁcally interesting pllenomenon?'1 The
manner and extent to which Nietzsche's answer to this question (his ‘metaptlysics')
clevelops is my project here to critique. The fact that art remains ptﬁlosoptn'cally
interesting to Nietzsche even ttlougtl the way he perceives the world to work unclergoes

significant revisions must be explainecl and justitiecl before his ptlilosoptly of art can be
called viable.

! Notice that I am interested in somettxing more fundamental than the value that Nietzsche assigns to art, as su:ely the
notion of a value makes sense only after we have described the environment within which that value functions. So when
we utter (perhaps carelessly) that ‘Nietzsche sees art as valuable to life’ we are implicitly assuming a particular world view
(i-e., what we mean by ‘life’) which supports the notion that, within it, art gives value. That there does exist such a world
must be illustrated before we can go on to give an account of (artistic) value. This is the thought behind the question
that [ put to Nietzsche.
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To a certain extent Young approaciies the above proi)iem,zanci his analysis will be
examined. However, my study is differently motivated. Whereas Young wants to chart
the chronological development of Nietzsche's philosophy of art in order to show that it is
indeed not a c[eve/opment atall buta piu'iosopi’:y that cannot iielp but come full circle, I
wish to show that given the evolution of the metapl'iysics, Nietzsche's aesthetic tiieory is
necessarily linear and coherent as such. Itis necessariiy so in that if it were not iinear, it
would indeed be wide open to the ciiarges of inconsistency a la Young. For Young's book
is an attempt to prove that Nietzsche remains an adherent of the phiiosopiu'cai pessimism
of The World as Will and Representation, and that such an adherence is not compatii)le
with (or at least, not explained by) his later rejection of its idealism. In other words, there
is no good reason to attest that Nietzsche's piiilosophy is substantialiy different from that
of Schopenhauer. But Young is examining the cart before the horse. He is using
piu'iosopiiicai pessimism as an indicator of a particular metap}iysical world view, and
cirawing the conclusion that as Nietzsche no ionger espouses such a world view, his
piu'iosopi'iy is controversial or iii-groundeci. However, this mere]y demonstrates the
probiems created i)y cursory examinations of first principles. Pessimism is not
foundational. We do not have a view that the way the world works is necessariiy inimical
to human endeavour and then aciopt a metapiiysics which demonstrates that the way the
world works is necessariiy inimical to human endeavour - or at least we shouldn't.
Nietzsche holds that pessimism, in any interesting sense, is a response; and it can be a
response to any host of physicai or metapl'xysical pictures. There are many ways in which
the world can work and be inimical to human endeavour. And iience, Ivan Soli’s3ciivision
of pessimism into descriptive, evaluative, and recommendatory is uniieipi:ul; he mereiy
confuses since such a trichotomy fails to elucidate or differentiate the epistemoiogy from
the metaphysics from the psyciiology. Soll does not suﬂ:iciently exp]ain how we can
describe sometl'iing (‘the way the world works is necessarily inimical to human en(ieavour’)
inc]epena’ent/y of our evaluative conceptions (‘tile way the world works is necessariiy
inimical to human endeavour and hence is bad’). My claim is that the significant reason

wiiy the apparent metaphysics of The Birth of Tragea’y is abandoned is essentiaily this.

2 Young (1992), especially ch. 3.
% Soll (1988) pp. 104-131.
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Nietzsche comes to understand and believe that even the clescriptive is au )[ona’ evaluative.
Philosophy is unable to pull the two apart. For every one of Soll's descriptions Nietzsche
can ask ‘but what sort of man would describe the world in this way?’ This line of thin]aing

will be examined and its p]ace ina philosophy of art evaluated.

Part of my explanation of Nietzsche's su]bsequent critique of metaphysics will rely ona
study of Schopenhauer. An examination of Schopenhauer’s philosophy yields two insights
which are important to the questions of the validity of Nietzsche's metaphysics: (i) the
idealism of The World as Will and Representation cannot be the same metaphysics as that
of Nietzsche’s The Birth of Tragedy, and (ii) the reasons for (i) underline and support
Nietzsche’s consequent critique of metaphysics and its place in his philosophy of art. In

an attempt to assess Nietzsche’s rejection of idealism, these claims will be addressed and

defended.

(II) Metaphysics, Pessimism, and Religion

There exists a misunderstanding of Nietzsche's philosophy of art. The thesis that fuels
this misunderstanding is propouncled Ly Young and is, simp]y, that The Birth o][ TrageJy is
thoroughly Schopenhauerian. Young attempts to reach this conclusion by demonstrating
that Nietzsche does not - and cannot - carry us further than the pessimistic inferences of
The World as Will and Representation. The pessimism that Young takes Schopenhauer to
embrace, and the pessimism that he wishes to show is invested in The Birth o][ Tragea’y, is
the ‘inference from the pain and purposeless of human existence to its worthlessness’.* But
even though Schopenhauer’s and Nietzsche's ensuing curative for the pain and
purposelessness both concern some sort of engagement with art, Young's thesis - that
Nietzsche's doctrine in The Birth of Tragedy amounts to nothing more than a

Schopenhauerian "denial of the will' - is not tenable.’

* Young (1992) p. 26.
*In any case, the implications of such a denial ( what it is to deny one's ‘will’} are so antithetical to Nietzsche's

philosophy (even that of the very early periocl) that we are justified in ta]zing Young to task on this issue.
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Young's argument for the tenability of this thesis relies on two false premises: (a) the belief
that The Birth of TrageJy isa }ﬁglﬂy religious work, art rather than Cl’n‘istianity serving as
the deified metaphysica] consolation for our hopelessly inert lives; and (]:)) the conflation of
the 'denial of /ife (will)’ evident in Schopenhauer with the 'denial of individuality' which is
the Dionysian half of Nietzsche's aesthetic approach to living. Because Nietzsche begins
with a view of life as laclzing in intrinsic meaning, Young extrapolates from this that The
Birth o][ Tragec]y - premise, argument and conclusion combined - categorically supports a
rejection of this life. But there is a crucial difference between the doctrine of pessimism -
the recognition of the intrinsic lack of meaning or purpose in nature - and the attitude of
being pessimistic - the conclusion that therefore nature should be rejected. Schopenhauer,
because of his metapl'xysical picture of human Leings as powerless and ever frustrated
embodiments of an intrinsically insatiable Will, defends the doctrine of pessimism. The
realisation of this doctrine, in Schopenhauer's view, leads only to a pessimistic response,
namely a terminating of the conditions responsible for such suffering. This, however, is
not Nietzsche's philosophy. He takes pessimism to be the philosophical realisation that we
cannot justify our human life in hedonistic terms, and pulls out of it an affirmative
attitudinal response: a response that affirms pessimism but in itself is not pessimistic.
Young is therefore wrong to represent The Birth o][ TrageJy as being no more than a
correlative to The World as Will and Representation.

Young believes that he can demonstrate the confirmation of pessimism in The Birth of
Tragedy by emphasising that Nietzsche embraces the myth of Silenus.® This folk legend
teaches that Silenus, a friend of Dionysus, was beseeched by King Midas to divulge that
which is the best and most desirable thing for man. Silenus's answer was not what the
King wanted to hear: 'the best of all things is that which is totally unobtainable to you,
namely, that you were never born'. But in case the King was not satisfied with this answer,
Silenus also offered the second best t}u’ng: 'that you should die as soon as possible’.
Christianity, for one, offers a way to cope with this Silenian insight: live for death. Since
this life is only a pre]ucle to a future endowed with real worth, we should do whatever we

can now to ensure this later eternity. Young aclenowledges that Nietzsche rejects such an

® Young (1992) p. 48 ff.
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effacement of earthbound existence, but he feels that all The Birth of Tragedy represents is

Nietzsche's quest

. . . to find, through art - through ‘art-deification’ - something to fill the void left
by the demise of the Christian god . . . [H]e transforms Greek theatre [into] . . .

a church, a church which possesses the centrality to social life possessecl Ly the
church of medieval Cl'xristenclom, and which fulfils the same function of

provicling metaphysical consolation for the horrors of human 1ife.7

The reason why The Birth of Tragedy doesn't work, in Young's eyes, is that Nietzsche has
not exp]aine& Why the void needs to be filled at all. That there is a void, after science has
eliminated any God, is assumed. But any offering in its place would merely function as
that which it replaced. Hence, Nietzsche is propounding a new, aesthetic religion; and in
SO doing he aclznow]edges, with C}n'istianity, that there is no possibility of human
fulfilment in human life. Art, rather than Christian l)elief, is the anaesthetic; but the fact
remains that we need the clrug. The religious character of The Birth of Tragea’y is

manifest.

If Nietzsche opposes this cl'large by saying that it is ‘only as an aesthetic phenomenon is
life and existence eternally justified',sthen Young makes it clear that our rejoinder must be
‘to whom is it justified?”” Young replies that it cannot possibly be justified for us, as
human beings, given Nietzsche's preference for the Dionysian approach to art and life.
Nietzsche rejects a Christian moral justification of the world as with such a ‘morally
perfect, omnipotent' standard life is ‘inevitaloly' in the wrong;lol)ut he has no qualms with
positing a different kind of gocl, an amoral, reckless, artist god who haphazarcl]y creates
and calls what he creates 'beautiful'. This clemigocl is that l)eing with whom we identify in
any Dionysian approach to life. The horrors of the world can be justified l)y seeing them
as aesthetic, albeit unpa]ata])le, parts of the whole: ‘artistically employe& dissonances’.!!
But under such an understanding we are not}ﬁng more than creations of this artist gocl

and as such our protestations over the horrors of the worlcl, or our endeavours to implant

z Ibid., p- 49.

8 The Birth of Tragec{y, §85,24. My italics.
% Young (1992) p. 52.

10 Ibid., p. 51.

Y 1bid.
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meaning or value into the world, are just as futile as, for example, one of Degas' ballerinas
complaining that she should have white ballet slippers instead of pink, or encleavouring to
make such a change herself. For these reasons Young feels that it cannot possibly be for
us that the world is aesthetically ]'ustified. Therefore, going in for such artistic solace and
explanation is tantamount to bringing ina &isguisecl form of religion t}u'ough the back
door. And this aesthetic religion represents a wholesale denial and devaluation of life in

ways analogous to those of its Christian counterpart.

To summarise Young's claims: The Birth of Tragedy is pessimistic because the only way to
relieve human suﬂering, confirmed as eternal l)y the insight of Silenus, is tl'urough a

metap}lysical transcendence: an identification with our Dionysian consciousness. But this
escapism does nothing actually to Jef:y the Silenian, as the suicide Silenus recommends is

not rejected; it is approved, but under a different (a Dionysian) description.

Young's claims, however, are triply flawed. Firstly, he never shows or cites an explicit
acceptance, on the part of Nietzsche, of the myth of Silenus. His argument is based on
‘intimations’only, and even those intimations do not thoroughly serve Young’s purposes.
The fact is that Nietzsche never explicitly (or implicitly) accepts the mythic prescription.
And what Young regards as his ‘best way’ of showing Nietzsche’s alleged allegiance to the
myth, the argument from the ‘religious characterof the boo]z, will be demonstrated below
to be unconvincing. Secondly, and linked to the first, Young doesn't explain Nietzsche's
motivations for introducing the myth Nietzsche introduces'*this mytln'c form of
Schopenhauerian pessimism only to undermine and then reject it a few pages later."® The
third weakness in Young's argument is his ambivalent use of the term 'pessimism'. Young
defines pessimism as the inference from the pain and purposelessness of existence to its

worthlessness.16 But such an inference is not made by Nietzsche.

12 Ibid., p. 48.

2 Ibid.

1 The Birth of TrageJy, §3.

15 See The Birth of TrageJy, §3, where Nietzsche observes that the Apollonian Greeks ‘reversed the myth of Silenus’
and ‘at the Apollonian stage of development, the ‘will’ longs so vehemently for this existence’, and 87, the famous
rejection of Schopenhauer, where the Dionysian man ‘understands the wisdom of the sylvan god, Silenus: he is
nauseated’ but through our interactions with art ‘these nauseous thoughts about the horror or absurdity of existence [are
tumed] into notions with which one can five.’

16 This is, in Soll’s termino]ogy, an inference from descriptive to evaluative pessimism.
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The first and third of these pro]::]ems that plague Young's argument deserve more

attention.

(i) Metaphysics as Religion, Metaphysics as Art

Young's argument for the religious character of The Birth of Tragedy relies on the following
inference: if somet}ﬁng 'takes the place of then it necessarily 'has the same function as'.
This inference is, however, invalid. But it informs the parallel that Young observes
between the Greek theatre and the Church: Young seems to think that 'the metaphysical'
and 'the religious’ are co-extensive. We must be clear about what it is to be metaphysically
consoled or absorbed; and we must remember that art, for Nietzsche, is more than just a
mere consolation. Artis a necessity; it is that which alone can l)ring value into our lives.
Just because the later Nietzsche mounted a p}n'losophical attack on religion does not imply
that this attack also corresponds to, or can be applied to, art. Anyway, in the mere act of
rep/acing religion Ly art, it can be confidently assumed that Nietzsche had reasons for
believing that art possessecl a greater worth than religion.17 However, the art versus religion
argument becomes problematic when we view it in light of Nietzsche's defense of great art:
great art }Jeing that which is in the service of life. What, metapl'lysically speaking, is the
difference between art and religion if religion is that which gives hope, comfort, support,
encouragement, even meaning to individual lives? If religion aids in the promotion of life,
should it not - under Nietzsche's definition - be considered great, indeed one of the
greatest, forms of art? One answer to this question, an answer about which Young and
myself are in disagreement, lies in the examination of the void that is in such great need of
filling. What it is about the world that necessitates religion and what it is about the world

that necessitates art are, in Nietzsche's un&erstanding, distinct.

Young's statement of the later Nietzsche's definition of religion, namely, ‘the product of
those wl’xo, damaged and demeaned }Jy life, are fu.nclamentauy hostile to it"*®cannot be
applied to that life which, in The Birth of Tragedy, Nietzsche diagnoses as ailing, or that to

which art stands as the cure. To be nauseous at the tl'lougl'lt of it all is not equivalent to

7 See Lippitt (1993). Also, later in The Gay Science §151, Nietzsche observes that Schopenhauer’s metaphysics
satisfies man's metaphysxcal need for a replacement for the desttoye& religious ideas. But this rep]acement is, like its
{)redecessor, ‘another world’. Art is not so.
® Young (1992) p. 48.
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being damaged and demeaned; and furthermore, the latter is not necessarily entailed i)y
the former. Nietzschean artists are 'nobler' than those who go in for religion because tl'ley
can live without teleological explanations or justifications: without metaphysicaliy
comforting themselves with the idea that there is indeed a final purpose. The church is a
product of God, whereas art is a prociuct of man. Art lacks the metapiiysical normativity

of religion; it does not define, (ielimit, or impose maxims. Art is not ciogmatic.

It can be objected, however, that Nietzsche himself claims that 'only as an aesthetic
pl'ienomenon is the world and existence etemally justifieci'. It seems that oniy via art is life
given meaning and worth. Our life is not justifieci in virtue of the fact that it is human
life; art must be present in order to validate our existence. But this reasoning again
equates art with a (iivinity. Art - ignoring for the moment the complex symi)oiic
ciescription it is given in The Birth o]( Tragea’y - is sometl'iing created by hands, voices, or
intellect. Aithoug}l thtougii Dionysian art we temporarily become uninterested in our
individuality, this cannot olaviously imply that we lose, or are antipat}ietic toward, our
lmmanity. Young thinks, categorically, that it does; and since any ﬂigiit from }mmanity is
an instantiation of pessimism, Nietzsche possesses a pessimistic attitude. This is an
extreme and untenable inference. Its tenability would rest on a demonstration that the

denial of any expression of our individua]ity is tantamount to cienying our lxumam’ty.

The Dionysian does represent a ‘ﬂigiit' from the Apolionian, but not a mystical or
religious or metapl'iysical transcendence; for both Apollo and Dionysus constitute
tendencies of our consciousness, of our artistic awareness. Our Dionysian tendencies
enable us to say "Yes' to the ciiaos, amloiguousness, and disorder that often characterise
human life; but our Apolionian consciousness checks this carefree behaviour so that it is
not turned against this life. The pessimism of The Birth o][ Tragea'y is not of the Silenian
variety - it is philosophically different. It is different in that it realises the potential of the
human being, via the artistic forces within him, to aclanowledge the Silenian insight, to
empathise with its relevance to himself, but then to act in such a way as oniy he is

equippecl: as an agent in the pi’lenomenal, individuated world.
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This brings us to the imprecision in Young's definition of pessimism. Nietzsche accepts
Schopenhauer's basic premise that life is to a large degree unpleasant. On this level,
Nietzsche, like Schopenhauer, is pessimistic. But this is a plﬁlosoplﬁcauy uninteresting
pessimism. That which distinguisl'les the two philosophers is that Nietzsche embraces,
lives with the premise, whereas Schopenhauer couldn't see an earthly, human way out;
denial of the will to live is the logica] demand of his pessimism. Because Young's
interpretation of Nietzsche's canon is divided into four periods, any work not propounding
the ‘new-found scientific optimism’ of Daybreat and Human, all too Human is pessimistic.
Young, however, when cliscussing pessimism in his The Birth of Tragedy chapter, is
vio]ating his own chtonological maxims; for at the time of The Birth of Tragea’y, to affirm
oneself was equiva/ent to identifying with art. Just because later works adhered to a more
rigorous notion of in&ividuality and selfhood, we cannot conclude that The Birth of
Tragea’y is pessimistic. The pessimism that Young wants to establish as invested in The
Birth of Tragedy is indeed pessimism under the later Nietzsche's definition. This is Young's
critical flaw: he says Nietzsche must be examined historically, that textual support cannot
be pluclzecl randomly from the corpus to verify the c}u'onologically located argument on
hand, but he takes the later Nietzsche's views as working definitions for the philosopher's
entire output. Just because, at the time of The Birth of Tragedy, the ideal of the
Ubermensch and its ability to will the eternal recurrence had yet to be cleveloped, we cannot
conclude that the only other alternative Nietzsche could find is Silenian suicide. Young
rests his claims to The Birth of Tragedy's pessimism on the inaccurate stance that the only

alternative to such a view is radical indivicluality - a view that even the later Nietzsche

could not fully endorse.

One's involvement with, or one's cleriving pleasure from group activities does not represent
a loat}u'ng of human life. Any stance sl'xy of egoism is not necessarily one of pessimism.
Even tl'lough in&ividuality is not l)eing affirmed, I fail to see how this is a denial of lyj(e
Nietzsche does not at all endorse a denying of will - metaphysical or otherwise - 3 la
Schopenhauer; indeed Nietzsche’s aesthetic contemplation brings us closer to the will, and
since will is essentiaHy part of us, denial itself does not occur. The same goes for
Nietzsche's Greeks. Becoming lost for a few hours or days in the frenzied chorus of the

tragic drama may have provided a temporary comfort, akin to the comfort providecl l)y

148



religion, but it did not lead to a rejection of human life. Christianity did do so. In

proclaiming that this life was justif'ieci in so far as it accorded with the life of God or God's
son, our life became bereft of any intrinsic value. Only as a God-like manifestation, only
by successfully entering the kingclom of Heaven, would our life, accorcling to Ci'u'istianity,

have any worth.

In short, religion provides solace now because it offers the l'iope of eternity later. Art
provicies solace now because it offers a human antidote for a human prob]em. A
teleological solution is not promiseci; but through our engagement with or creation of art
we can act as the validators of our own existence. Art, for Nietzsche, is the ‘affirmation,
the blessing, and the deification of life’, not of sometiﬁng that is above life. So whereas
Scl‘topenhauer responds to his metapl'iysical pessimism with a rejection of pliysical life,
Nietzsche understands the metaphysicai as sometl'xing which, however prevalent and
influential in our lives, can never have the last pl’lilOSOpl’lical word. Nietzsche indeed takes
us further than the abnegating attitude that Young sees as common to Schopen}iauer and

Nietzsche.

(5)) Pain, Purposelessness, Worthlessness

Apart, however, from demonstrating that Schopenhauer and Nietzsche differ at the level
of prescription or response, it can be further shown that t}iey differ at the level of that to
which they respon(i. Any defense of the claim that there is a material piu'losop}u'cal
difference between Sc}iopen}lauer and Nietzsche must articulate their individual
conceptions of the world, their metaphysics. One of the difficulties with such a task is
that in Nietzsche's writings up to and including The Birth of Tragedy, owing to the lack of
explicit indications otherwise, we can be led to believe that Nietzsche accepts en masse and
uncriticaily the structures of Schopenl'xauerian idealism as his own worlzing metaphysics.
Indeed, this supposition is adhered to by Young and defended by Soll. It is the motivation
for Soll’s tricliotomy of pessimism ;lgfor Soll wants to understand how one picture of the
world can have two such marlzecily different evaluations and recommendations. However,
it is my claim that even at Soll's descriptive level Nietzsche could not have been a

Schopenhauerian idealist.

19 See Soll (1988) p. 105.
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First of all, even though for any set of conditions we can try to defend a particu.lar
evaluative stance, certain of Nietzsche's prescriptions and evaluations set out in The Birth
of Tragec]y would be Jr.unclamen’cauy incompatib]e with a Schopenhauerian metaphysic
precisely for Schopenhauerian reasons. We can draw two conclusions from this: either
Nietzsche, careless and incomplete, fails to see the lack of corresponrlence between his
metaphysics and his aesthetics, or, his metaphysics is indeed not that of Schopenhauer.
The question that has yet to be answered, and upon which my argument rests, is: How

literally does Nietzsche take Schopenhauer's voluntarism?

Schopenhauer’s theory of the Will is well known:

T}ﬁng in itself sign.if:ies that which exists indepenclently of our perception, that
which actually is. To Democritus it was matter; fundamentally this is what it still

was to Locke; to Kant it was = x; to me it is will 2

. . . this world in which we live and have our being is, by its whole nature,
tlnrough and t}uough will, and at the same time tl'u:ougl'l and through
representation. This representation as such a].rea&y presupposes a form, namely
olaject and sul)ject; consequently it is relative; and if we ask what is left after the
elimination of this form and of all the forms subordinate to it and expressecl }Jy
the principle of sufficient reason, the answer is that, as something toto genere
different from the repregentation, this cannot be any’ch'mg but will, which is
therefore the thing-in-itse/f proper. Everyone finds himself to be this will, in
which the inner nature of the world consists, and he also finds himself to be the
knowing sul)ject, whose representation is the whole world . . . [A]Lsence of all
aim, of all 1imits, belongs to the essential nature of the will in itself, which is an

endless sxtriving.z1

We have already seen in nature-without-knowledge her inner l)eing as a constant
striving without aim and without rest, and this stands out much more distinctly
when we consider the animal or man. Willing and striving are its whole essence,
and can be {u]ly comparecl to an unquencl'xalnle thirst. The basis of all wil]ing,
however, is neecl, laclz, and hence pain, and lny its very nature and origin it is

therefore destined to pain.22

20 Parerga and Paralipomena, vol. I1, ‘Some Observations on the Antithesis of the Thing in Itself and the
Phenomenon’, $61.

a The World as Will and Representatr'an, vol. I, §29.

2 The World as Will and Representation, vol. I, §57.
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He*knows the whole, comprehends its inner nature, and finds it involved in a
constant passing away, a vain striving, an inward conflict, and a continual
sul(_iering. Wherever he 1ooizs, he sees sugering l'xuman.ity and the suﬂering

animal world, and a world that passes away. . . . Now how could i-ie, with such a

iznowiedge of the wori(i, affirm this very life tin'ough constant acts of wili, and
precisely in this way bind himself more and more ﬁrmiy to it, press himself to it
more and more closely? Thus, whoever is still involved in the principium
individuationis, in egoism, knows only particular things and their relation to his
own person, and these then become ever renewed motives of his w1iiing On the
other hand, that la’.nowieclge of the whole, of the inner nature of the t}u'.ng-in-
itseii, which has been (iescri.i)e(i, becomes the quieter of all and every wxlimg The

will now turns away from life; it shudders at the pleasuxes in which it recognises
the affirmation of life. Man attains to the state of voluntary renunciation,

resignation, true composure, and complete wiil—lessness.24

Hence, there are three aspects of Schopenhauer's metaphysics that are important to my
discussion: (i) even tilough Scilopenilauer believes that he has divested the Kantian tiling-
in-itself of its utter]y unknowable status i)y aiiowing us (ﬂeeting) knowie(ige of it, the idea
remains that Will is the basis of the world as we know it, and its sole metapiiysicai
principle. In order to expiain, understand or justii:y anything - noumenal or piienomenai -
reference must be made to the spaceiess, timeless Will; (ii) the way in which we cognise our
world, the world of phenomena, is, following Kant, necessarily guided by space, time, and
the princip]e of sufficient reason. Knowledge of the Will can only be had i)y suspending
these features of empirical awareness; and (iii) Schopenhauer often fails to ciistinguisii
between the metaphysical Will, and the Will as it is manifested in human life. He is not
entitled to discuss the Will in the ways in which he often does, since striving, that i)y

which he characterises Will, is in time.

Nietzsche's theory of the Dionysian and the Apoiionian does not inherit the weaknesses of
Schopenhauer’s metaphysics. First of all, the argumentation of The Birth of Tragedy does
not re/y on an entity such as a universal Will. Scixopenlnauer’s metapi\ysics isa
commitment to sometiu'ng which is outside space and time; but Nietzsche is not so
committed. His tiieory is concerned with artistic impu.ises and their relevance to quaiity of
life. And altl'iougi) he does make references to a ‘primorciial Will’ this cannot be
Schopenhauer’s metaphysical Will, even on Soll’s purely descriptive level.

2 One whose perceptions are unencumbered by (one who ‘sees through') the principium individuationis.
2 The World as Will and Representation, vol. 1, $68.
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Sc}]openhauer’s Will is blind, destructive, ceaseless, and ‘destined to pain’. Its presence
explains the apparent purposeless and aimlessness of human life. Pleasure can only exist
in human life if the Will as it exists in us is expunged. Will is omnipotent. It is the force
worleing behind and tl'u'ough all life, and as it is aimless, so too is all life. All attempt to
give life aim is fouy, and all attempt to become a ‘pure, will-less, painless, timeless subject
of ]:znowledge’ is evanescent. Such is the Will described hy Schopenhauer. Nietzsche, even
in The Birth of Tragec]y, could not have accepted a Will so characterised. For what art
does or can do in The Birth o]( Tragedy would be metaptlysically impossible under a
Schopenhauerian picture of the world, and the concept of joy which Nietzsche repeate&ly
affixes to the notion of the Dionysian consequently would not make sense. Furthermore,
as I have argue& previously,zsthat upon which Nietzsche does (lepend is the presence of the
Will manifested in life and which is characterised by striving. The following passages bring

out Nietzsche's position:

. . . Schopenhauer has depicted for us the tremendous terror which seizes man
when he is sucldenly dumbfounded Ly the cognitive form of phenomena because
the principle of sufficient reason, in some one of its manifestations, seems to
suffer an exception. If we add to this terror the blissful ecstasy that wells from
the innermost dept}w of man, indeed of nature, at this collapse of the principium
individuationis, we steal a g].i.mpse into the nature of the Dionysian, which is
brougl'xt home to us most intimately by the analogy of intoxication.?

Dionysian art . . . wishes to convince us of the eternal joy of existence: only we
are to seek this joy not in phenomena, but behind them. We are to recognise
that all that comes into l)eing must be ready for a sorrowful end; we are forced to
look into the terrors of individual existence - yet we are not to become rigid with
fear: a metapl'xysical comfort tears us momentarily from the bustle of the
changing tigures. We are really for a brief moment primordial being itself,
teeling its raging desire for existence and joy in existence. . . . In spite of fear and
pity, we are the happy hving ]:)eings, not as individuals, but as the one living

being, with whose creative joy we are unitecl.27

The metapl'xysical comfort - with which, I am suggesting even now, every true
tragecly leaves us - that life is at the bottom of tl'lings, despite all the changes of
appearances, indestructiljly powertul and pleasural:le - this comfort appears in
incarnate clarity in the chorus of satyrs, a chorus of natural Leings who live
inera&ical)ly, as it were, behind all civilisation and remain etemally the same,
despite the changes of generations and the history of nations. With this chorus

B In C}xapter Four.
% The Birth of Tragedy, §1.
1 The Birth of Tragedy, $17.
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the profound Hellene, uniquely susceptible to the tenderest and deepest suffering,

comforts himself, having looked boldly right into the terrible destructiveness of

so-called world history as well as the cruelty of nature, and being in danger of

longing for a Buddhistic negation of the will. Art saves him, and through art -

life 2
There are four substantial claims that we can extract from the above passages: (i) joy is an
intrinsic characteristic of the world Wil]; (ii) creation, not clestruction, is the aim of the
world Will; (iii) it is through acknowledging the prevalence of this will in life that some of
the world’s greatest works of art have come into existence; and (iv) whereas the Will as it
manifests itse/f in human lzj(e is p]’ﬁlosophicaﬂy interesting to Scl'lopenl'xauer principally as
an analogy for elucidating the Will-in-itself (for it is in man that the Will appears most
unveiled), the Will as it mam’fests itse/f in human /1)[e is, for Nietzsche, of primary interest.
Claims (i) - (iii) are clearly at odds with the metaphysics of Schopenhauer. One could not
hold them and at the same time maintain Schopenhauer’s clescription of the world. It is
important to stress that we are still working at the level of descriptions: (i) - (iii) are, for
Nietzsc})e, the foundational structure for the rest of his analysis of the }Jirth, death, and
rebirth of tragic drama. They are not evaluative responses to Schopenhauerian first

principles.

Although Nietzsche frequently sounds as if he is aclopting the idealism of Schopenhauer
by using such language as ‘primordial Will', ‘principium individuationis’, ‘primal urge’, we
should be careful to note that he never p}ﬁlosoplﬁcally relies upon or sul)stantially
incorporates the important aspects of Sc}lopenhauer's rnetapllysics that I have recorded
above (see pg. 151).% Apollo and Dionysus are symbolically analogous to modes of our
consciousness. We can understand the same world, 1ife, physical existence, under two
different descriptions: that of form and that of feeling. The philosophical quagmire of
spacelessness and timelessness is not Nietzsche's to elucidate. It is the will in our life that
he finds necessary to critique, because it is precisely that will that has effectively been

stifled t}lrough pessimistic, speculative metaphysics and ethical asceticism.

28 The Birth of TrageJy, §7.
%9 Nietzsche later admits of The Birth of TrageJy that ‘it is in an/y a few /ormu/as infected with the cadaverous perfume
of Schopenhauer'. (Ecce Homo, ‘The Birth of Tragedy', §1. My italics.)
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At this point it may be objected that I am denying that Nietzsche possesses any
metaphysical position: If his interest is only is us as empirical entities how can I
consistently differentiate between Nietzsche's pl’xi]osop}ly and the philosophy in The Birth
of Tragedy which he so explicitly attacks, namely that of Socratism? But this is to
misunderstand the nature of Nietzsche's &isagreement with Socrates. Nietzsche is not so
interested in disputing with Socrates about the metaphysical structure of the world; rather,
the two philosophers differ in their estimation of human capacity and method for
achieving the }u'ghest quality of life. And their disagreement is simple: Socrates sees
science as the human endeavour whose aim it is to understand the nature of human
existence, to render it knowable. Science deals directly with, or aspires to, reality, whereas
art is three removes away. How could an activity whose purpose is to depict

representations of the Form of reality be of any service to human life?

What about the artist and his representations? Has he the direct experience of
the tlrxings he paints to enable him to know whether they are right or wrong? Or
has he the correct opinion that springs from enforced reliance on the orders of
someone who knows what he ought to paint?

- He has neither.

So the artist has neither knowleclge nor correct opinion about the goodness or
badness of the t}xings he represents.

- Apparently not.

So the poet too, as artist, will be pretty ignorant about the subjects of his poetry.
- Completely ignorant.

But he'll go on writing poetry, in spite of his ignorance of all he writes a]Jout, and
will represent anything that pleases the ignorant multitude.

- What else can he do?

. . . the artist knows little or notl':.ing about the sulnjects he represents and his art

is something that has no serious value . . >

Art is not a viable mode of inquiry for Socrates because it is an impoverished
approximation of reality. For Nietzsche, however, as art is an expression of the most
fundamental drives of man; its practice represents an attempt to become aware of and
comfortable with the most fundamental truths about man and his condition - truths which
a natural science or a resemblance theory of art could not accommodate. For Socrates
and Nietzsche, unclerstancling ultimate reality is the core of their projects; it is their

methods that are different. Nietzsche believes that his tools are superior because they

30 Plato, Repul;/ic, Book X, §2.
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illuminate the more unpleasant aspects of reality in a form that we can tolerate (as
beautiful). But all that Socratic inquiry can tell us about a tragic event, or about the fact
that tragic events happen to even virtuous people, is that tl'ltough rational inquiry we can

come to learn the best way out of the dilemma:

[I]Jt is best, so far as we can, to bear misfortune patiently and without bitterness;
for it may prove a blessing in disguise, and nothing is gained by impatience, nor
is anything in human life of great consequence; besides, griet prevents us getting
just the help we need.

-And what is that?

The help of our reason, which reflects on what has happene& and then chooses

the best move that the fall of the dice aHows.sl

Misfortune (evil, badness) is a result of misunderstanding, or failing to ‘know’, ultimate
reality; and hence rational Socratism does not recognise misfortune as such as part of the
fundamental order of things. Remember, it is not at the crux of Nietzsche's philosophy
that we should come to know everyttling about our world, but that we should most
successfully live with that which it offers us. Such a ptﬁlosophy need not rely ona
metaphysical, transcendent Will, or a belief in the scientific road to a compre}lensive

understanding of rea]ity, to be coherent or complete.

We tinally arrive at an answer to my original question: In The Birth o][ Tragedy, that which
makes the experience of art a pl’u’losoptﬁcally interesting pl’lenomenon is the necessary
presence, in human life, of pain. T}uough the unification of two artistic tendencies, form
and a]:)ancton, that exist both in nature and in man, the experience and creation of art
holds out for us the opportunity to contemplate the nature of our lives without the
corresponding need of resignation. It is not until Human, all too Human, however, that
Nietzsche comes to see the importance of actually assessing the validity of the more
universal claims of The Birth o]( Tragez]y. It is that upon which Nietzsche had previously
constructed his world view that he came to find ptﬁlosophically unstable: the extrapolation
from human drives to cosmo]ogical characteristics. In fact, it is the very act of such
extrapolation, rather than any speciﬁc metaphysical theory, that becomes the focus of

much of his later ptﬁlosoptﬁcal attention.

31 1bid.
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(I11) Art and Metaphysics aﬁer The Birth of Tragedy

After The Birth of Tragecfy all speculative propositions about the world and its essence are
abandoned. Nietzsche's reason for this is simpie: assertions about the world cannot be
made without ultimate reference to the one who asserts. It is not essential to my project at
this time to enter into a discussion about Nietzsche's deveioped ttieory of perspectivism;
what is of interest are the reasons for his revised view of metaphysics. I will not reiterate
the fine account of this philosophical development given by Young.?* I do, however, wish
to examine this shift in iigtit of Soll's three-tiered analysis of pessimism; and to argue that
Nietzsche, desirous of assigning to art a unique value, had ttiorougtily and convincingiy to
extricate himself from any pl’lilOSOpl'ly of art which, systematically, assigned to art and to
artistic experience a derivative or instrumental ptace in its overall system. Nietzsche's task
is to undermine the implicit assumption that there must be some adequate metaptiysicai
justification for the importance of art; and his method is to ask seriously whether such a

metapiiysics, any metapiiysics for that matter, could be justitiecl at all.
In a late note, Nietzsche reflects upon his earlier redirection:

Around 1876 . . . I grasped that my instinct went into the opposite direction
from Schopenhauer's: towards a justification of life, even at its most terrible,
ambiguous, and mendacious; for this I had the formula ‘Dionysian’. Against the
theory that an ‘in-itself of ttiings' must necessari]y be gooct, blessed, true, and
one, Schopenhauer's interpretation of the ‘in-itself’ as will was an essential step;
but he did not understand how to a’eify this will: he remained entangleti in the
moral-Christian ideal. Sctiopeniiauer was still so much sulaject to the dominion
of Christian values that, as soon as the tl'iing-in-itself was no longer ‘God’ for
l'iim, he had to see it as iyad, stupid, and a]:soiutely reprehensiiale. He failed to
grasg3ttxat there can be an infinite variety of ways of t)eing different, even of being

goti.

And again we get another indication of his method:

‘The sum of displeasure outweighs the sum of pleasure; consequently it would be
better if the world did not exist’ - ‘The world is something that rationally should

not exist because it causes the teeiing subject more ciispieasure than pleasure’ -

2 Young (1992) ch. 3.
3 The Will to Power, $1005.
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chatter of this sort calls itself pessimism today! Pleasure and clispleasure are
acciclentals, not causes; tl’xey are value juclgements of the second ranlz, derived
from a ruling value - ‘useful’, ‘harmful’, spealzing in the form of feelings, and
consequently al)solutely slzetcl'xy and clepenclent. For with every ‘useful’ ,
‘harmful’, one still has to ask in a hundred different ways: “for what?' I despise

this pessimism of sensibility: it is itself a sign of deeply impoverishecl life.*

When Schopenhauer assumed that all that has being is only a willing, he
enthroned a pri.meval mytllology. It seems that he never even attempted an
analysis of the will because, like every]:)ody else, he had fait’z in the simplicity and
immecliacy of all willing - while willing is actually a mechanism that is so well
practised that it all but escapes the observing eye. Against him I posit these
propositions: first, for will to come into being an idea of pleasure and clispleasu.re
is needed. Seconcl, when a strong stimulus is experienced as pleasure or
displeasure, this Jepencls on the interpretation of the intellect wl'ucl'), to be sure,
generauy does this work without rising to our consciousness: one and the same
stimulus can be interpretecl as pleasure or displeasure. Third, it is only in
intellectual Leings that pleasure, displeasure, and will are to be {ound; the vast
majority of organisms has nothing of the s,ort.35

Soll’s theory of the three aspects of pessimism must now be delineated and its basic

ry P P
premise - ‘that Nietzsche never rejected Schopenhauer's pessimistic conclusion, that life is
basically suffering°- lain to rest. Soll feels that it is of methodological importance that

we clis’cinguish:

. . . at least three aspects of the phenomena Nietzsche has in mind when he
comments upon what he calls ‘pessimism’. First, there is the negative view that
in human existence pain and suﬁering predominate over pleasu.re and
satisfaction. This is the a’escriptive aspect of pessimism in that it consists of a
negative description of the nature of life. . . . Secondly, there is in some cases a
negative assessment of the overall value of life based upon the negative
clescription. . . . This evaluative aspect of pessimism Llepends upon the descriptive
aspect, in that the negative evaluation of life draws its support from a negative
clescription of what life is like. Tl’u’rd, there are recommendations concerning the
proper attitudes and actions to ta]ze, based upon either the pessimistic description

or evaluation of life, or both. . . . This is the recommenJatory aspect . . .37

A pessimism of strength cannot be distinguisl';etl from a pessimism of weakness
by its description of life.?®

3 The Will to Power, §701.
* The Gay Science, $121.
3 301l (1988) p. 113.
3 1bid., pp. 113-114.
% Ibid., p. 116.
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That there is much more to be said about ‘clescriptive’ pessimism Soll seems to ignore.
What is it to say, or to possess the belief that, ‘in human existence pain and suﬂering
predominate over pleasure and satisfaction’? Soll works with this definition as if it is
something straightforwardly read off the world or experience; he fails to see that the critical
question is: what is descriptive pessimism a description of? The answers that
Schopenl’xauer and Nietzsche would give to this question are very different. For
Schopenhauer everything is au fond Will, and Will is suffering. Due to the Will's
manifestation in us, our life is also suffering. 1t is by virtue of Schopenhauer’s
voluntaristic metapiiysics that his descriptive pessimism emerges. But this is not so for
Nietzsche, even as early as The Birth of Tragedy. For as much as Nietzsche holds on to
‘only a few formulas infected with the cadaverous perfume of Schopenhauer’, the force and
importance of the book lay in its ‘understanding of the Dionysian phenomenon in the case
of the Greeks; it offers the first psyc}iology of this pl’ienomenon, it sees in it the sole root
of the whole of Hellenic art’.* The primary descriptions that Nietzsche examines in The
Birth of Tragea’y are the pain and suffering of human /1][2 and the ways in which these
tendencies are incorporated into life and art. The importance that Nietzsche assigns to art
in The Birth o][ Tragedy is not dependent on pain and suHering i)eing casmo/ogica/
characteristics, metapl'iysicai truths, as well as empirical facts. Ttis the psychology of the
tragic poet that is of prime importance to Nietzsche, even thoug}i he onto]ogises the poet’s
artistic motivations. Nietzsche does make metaphysical assertions in The Birth of Tragedy;
my tliesis, however, is that his argument for the value of art (tragic drama) does not stand
or fall with the valiclity of his metaphysical claims. Schopen}iauer's Liescriptions lie at the
level of metapl'xysics; his niescriptions of our life are philosophical offshoots or instances of
that metaphysics. Nietzsche's descriptions of the world are essentially that of man.
Sc}lopenhauer and Nietzsche both put forward ciescriptions; but the oi)jects of their

&escriptions are non-trivial]y different.

Soll’s premise is further hindered by the fact that Nietzsche’s own philosophy after The
Birth o][ Tragedy denies that there can even be a met}io&ological distinction between the
(iescriptive and evaluative aspects of pessimism or metaphysics. We see this t}ioug}it

Leginning to emerge at the very i)eginning of Human, all too Human:

% Ecce Homo, ‘The Birth of Tragedy', §1.
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It is probable that the oljjects of the religious, moral and aesthetic sensations
Lelong only to the surface of tl'xings, while man likes to believe that here at least
he is in touch with the world's heart; the reason he deludes himself is that these
things prociuce in him such protouncl happiness and unl'iappiness, and thus he
exhibits here the same pricle as in the case of astrology. For astrology believes the
starry firmament revolves around the fate of man; the moral man, however,
supposes that what he has essentially at heart must also constitute the essence and

the heart of tl'u'.ngs.‘io

As Democritus transferred the concepts Above and Below to infinite space, where
they make no sense, so philosophers in generai transfer the concept ‘inner and
outer’ to the essence and phenomena of the worlcl; tiiey believe that protound
feelings take one deep into the interior, close to the heart of nature. But such
tee].i.ngs are protoun(i oniy insofar as when tl'xey occur certain complex groups of
thoughts which we call protou.ncl are, scarce]y perceptiialy, reguiarly aroused in
them; a feeling is protoumi because we regarcl the tl'xougl'xts that accompany it as
protou.ncl. Butasa protoumi tl'xougi'lt can nonetheless be very distant from the
trutl'i, as, for examp]e, every metapl'lysical tl'xougl'it is; if one deducts from the
profouncl feeling the element of tlaought mixed in with it, what remains is the
strong teeling, and this has nothing to do with lznowledge as sucl'l, just as strong
belief demonstrates only its strengtl'x, not the truth of that which is }Jelieve(],.é'1

And in section 16, which deserves to be quote(i extensively, Nietzsche states his argument

against the clic}iotomy of ‘appearance and thing in itself’:

Philosophers are accustomed to station themselves before life and experience -
before that which tlley call the world of appearance - as before a painting that has
been unrolled once and for all and uncl'xangealnly clepicts the same scene: this
scene, they Lelieve, has to be correctly interpreted, g0 as to draw a conclusion as
to the nature of the }:)eing that prociucecl the picture: that is to gay, as to the
nature of the tl'xing in itself, which it is customary to regatcl as the sufficient
reason for the existence of the world of appearance. As against this, more
rigorous logicians, having clearly identified the concept of the metaphysical as
that of the unconditioned, consequently also unconditioning, have disputed any
connection between the unconditioned (the metaphysical world) and the world we
know: so that what appears in appearance is precisely not the tiii.ng in itself, and
no conclusion can be drawn from the former as to the nature of the latter. Both
parties, however, overlook the possii:iiity that this painting - that which we
humans call life and experience - has graciually l»ecame, is indeed still tu]ly in
course of becoming , and should thus not be regarcle(i as a fixed oi;ject on the basis
of which a conclusion as to the nature of its originator (the sufficient reason) may
either be drawn or pronounced undrawable. Because we have for millennia made
moral, aestl'letic, religious demands on the worlci, looked upon it with blind

(lesire, passion or tear, and abandoned ourselves to the bad habits of illogical
thiniaing, the world has graclually become so marveHously variegateci, trighttu],

0 Human, all too Human, $4.
4 Human, all too Human, §15.
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meaningful, soulful, it has acquirecl colour - but we have been the colourists: it is
the human intellect that has made appearance appear and transportecl its
erroneous basic conceptions into t}u'.ngs. Late, very late - it has reflected on all
this: and now the world of experience and the thing in itself seem to it so
extraordinarily different from one another and divided apart that it rejects the
idea that the nature of one can be inferred from the nature of the other - or
invites us in a chiuingly mysterious fashion to abandon our inteuect, our personal
will: so as to attain to the real by becoming real oneself. Others again have
assembled all the characteristic traits of our world of appearance - that is to say,
the idea of the world spun out of intellectual errors we have inherited - and,
instead of indicting the intellect as the gui/ty party, have cl'xarged the essence of
things with }Jeing the cause of the very uncanny character this world in fact

possesses and have preacl'xed reclemption from loeing.42

And lastly, Nietzsche tells us to ‘beware’ of interpreting nature according to our own value

feelings :

The total character of the world, however, is in all eternity chaos - in the sense
not of a lack of necessity but a lack of orcler, arrangement, form, Leauty, wisclom,
and whatever other names there are for our aesthetic anthropomorphisms. N
Let us beware of attributing to [the universe] heartlessness and unreason or their
opposites: it is neither perfect nor }Jeautifu], nor no}:]e, nor does it wish to
become any of these things; it does not by any means strive to imitate man.

None of our aesthetic or moral judgements apply to it. Nor does it have any

instinct for self-preservation or any other instinct . . .43

So, even at the level of descriptions, ‘man’s need for metaphysics’ is dictating.** And
Nietzsche's claim is precisely this: not only do we weave human characteristics into the
fabric of the world (as did Sc})openhauer), we weave our own characteristics into this
metaphysical description. And the way that we perceive our own characteristics, Nietzsche
}Jelieves, is ultimately a function of the value that we place upon them. We find our own
pain and su.ffering very important and in cloing so we place upon them the negative
evaluation of ‘bad’. There are essentially three attitudinal scenarios (descriptive-evaluative)
that emerge from Soll’s paper: (i) see life as bad -deny life (Schopenhauerian), (ii) see life
as goocl - affirm life (optimistic, Socratic), and (iii) see life as bad - affirm life
(Nietzschean ‘pessimism of strength’). But such a trichotomy does not capture the

richness of Nietzsche's later arguments against metapl'lysics.45 The philosoplly of the

42 Human, all too Human, $16.

8 The Gay Science, §109.

* See also Human, all too Human, §153 and The Gay Science, $151.

4 Although Soll titles his paper ‘Reconsiderations of Nietzsche's Birth of Tragedy’, his analysis draws upon,

incorporates and makes claims about later Nietzschean theories such as the Will to Power and the Eternal Recurrence
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pessimism of strengtl'x is much more than just an evaluation based on power.46 Nietzsche
came to see that there is indeed a question as to whether a person possessing the
attitudinal characteristics that Nietzsche so valued would ever see the world as
Schopenhauer saw it. It is possible that those who Nietzsche would consider as being in
possession of a pessimism of strengtl'l might not necessarily see the world as Schopenl'lauer
did because their clescriptive criteria are funclamentaﬂy different. Descriptions, not just
evaluations and recommendations, are influenced by the kind of people we are, l)y the kind
of character we possess, by our strength or weakness. The obvious extreme case (thouglq
one not entirely limited to the realm of theory) is the one where the individual is so
‘strong’ he does not, perl'laps cannot, describe anytlwing as being a problem, a }u'ndrance, a
painful occurrence, because he just does not see it that way. Our beliefs and values, for
examp]e, can come to infect our very perceptions. This extreme case, however, could only
be distinguisl'le& from the case of the insipid optimist because of the way in which Soll sets
the problem up: optimism }Jeing the ‘view embraced }Jy those too weak to accept the world
as it really is".*7 How we could tell the two cases apart, at the level of descriptions, Soll
could not, with his theory, explain.

If our descriptions of the world are inextricably roétecl in the kind of peop]e we are and the
types of evaluations people of this kind possess, then any metaphysical extrapolation
suffers from all of the problems of induction, and is hence unstable. Such an unstable
‘world’ could not be, for Nietzsche, the standard by which he could go on to measure and

to evaluate art.

and books publis}xed after The Birth of TrageJy. In this way, it is justiﬁed to demonstrate the inconsistencies of Soll's
conclusions by reference to The Birth of Trage:!y as well as the later pul)lished material.

% See Soll (1988) p. 123.

7 Sol1 (1988) p. 127.
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(IV) Conclusion

In describing the development of Nietzsche’s understanding of metaphysics, I hope to have
demonstrated that the subsequent development of his philosop}ly of art is pl‘u’losop}ﬁcally
grounded and hence justifie& and consistent as such. But more important, the above
analysis proves that Nietzsche’s philosophy of art does represent a philosophical
development; a &evelopment which reflects an understanding and a critique of the
established metaphysical principles and speculative methods that had previously been
employed to explain and justify art. Nietzsche's philosophy of art is a philosophy. It is

not, as has been suggestecl, simply ‘the product of a wounded consciousness’”.*®

“% Young (1995) p. 306.
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