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A Note on References to
Nietzsche’s Works

With the exception of Kritische Studienausgabe (KSA) and The Will to Power (WP), where
only one edition of each exists, the contributors to this volume have used different
editions and translations of Nietzsche's texts. Where no details of Nietzsche's texts are
given at the end of an essay this is because the contributor has relied exclusively on
their own translations. References to KSA are not given in chapter bibliographies to
avoid unnecessary repetition; references appear extensively throughout the volume.
When citing from the German editions of Nietzsche’s works contributors have sought
to provide reference to an English source where available. Unless stated otherwise,
references given throughout the text are to aphorism and section numbers, not page
numbers, for example GS 54, BGE 36. A reference to KSA gives first the volume number
followed by the note number (e.g. KSA 9, 11[141]). Where a text by Nietzsche is
divided into chapters or parts with separately numbered sections, these are cited by
an intermediate roman numeral — for example, GM I. 12, Z II — followed by title of the
particular discourse. Twilight of the Idols is cited by the abbreviation (TI) followed by
the title of the particular chapter and then section number, for example, TI, “Expedi-
tions of an Untimely Man,” 14. The third chapter of Ecce Homo contains parts with
separately numbered sections on Nietzsche's books, and these are referenced as, for
example, EH, “BT,” 3, EH, “Z,” 2, and so on.
The following system of abbreviations has been used throughout the text:

Books Published by Nietzsche or Prepared for Publication by Nietzsche

A The Anti-Christian
AOM  Assorted Opinions and Maxims (volume 2, part 1, of Human, All Too Human)
BGE Beyond Good and Evil

BT The Birth of Tragedy
cw The Case of Wagner
D Daybreak

EH Ecce Homo
GM On the Genealogy of Morality
GS The Gay Science
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REFERENCES TO NIETZSCHE'S WORKS

HH Human, All Too Human (this refers to volume 1 only)
NCW  Nietzsche contra Wagner
TI Twilight of the Idols

UM II  The Uses and Disadvantages of History for Life (second Untimely Meditation)
UM III  Schopenhauer as Educator (third Untimely Meditation)

WS The Wanderer and his Shadow (volume 2, part 2, of Human, All Too Human)
7z Thus Spoke Zarathustra

Unpublished Essays and Books

HC “Homer’s Contest”
PTAG  “Philosophy in the Tragic Age of the Greeks”
TL “On Truth and Lies in a Non-Moral Sense”

Posthumous Selections from Nietzsche’s Notebooks

LN Writings from the Late Notebooks
WP The Will to Power. Ed. and trans. R. J. Hollingdale and Walter Kaufmann.
New York: Vintage Books, 1967

German Editions of Nietzsche’s Works and Letters

In referring to Nietzsche's works in German the vast majority of contributors have
utilized the following edition:

KSA Sdamtliche Werke. Kritische Studienausgabe, 15 volumes. Ed. G. Colli and
M. Montinari. Berlin and New York: Walter de Gruyter, 1967-77; Munich:
Deutscher Taschenbuch Verlag, 1980.

KSA Nachlass Volumes

Over half of this edition of Nietzsche’s works is made up of posthumously published
notebooks or Nachlass.

Volume 1 includes both Nietzsche’s first-published text, Birth of Tragedy (1872), and
Nachlass writings of 1870-3, including pieces cited by contributors in this volume
such as: “On the Pathos of Truth” (pp. 755-61), “Homer’s Contest” (pp. 783-93),
Philosophy in the Tragic Age of the Greeks (pp. 799—-813), and “On Truth and Lies in
a Non-Moral Sense” (pp. 873-91).

Volumes 2-6 cover the texts and materials Nietzsche published or prepared for pub-
lication during his lifetime.

Volume 7 = Nachlass 1869-74

Volume 8 = Nachlass 1875-9
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Volume 9 = Nachlass 1880-2

Volume 10 = Nachlass 1882—4

Volume 11 = Nachlass 1884-5

Volume 12 = Nachlass 1885-7

Volume 13 = Nachlass 1887-9

Volume 14 = the editors’ commentary on volumes 1-13

Other References to Nietzsche's Works
The following are occasionally referenced:

BAW  Friedrich Nietzsche, Werke und Briefe. Historisch-Kritische-Gesamtausgabe. Ed.
J. Mette and K. Schlechta. Munich: Beck, 1933—.

GOA  Friedrich Nietzsche, Werke. Grossoktav-Ausgabe, 19 volumes. Ed. E. Forster-
Nietzsche, Peter Gast, et al. Leipzig: Naumann/Kroner, 1894 — .

KGW  Werke. Kritische Gesamtausgabe, ca. 40 volumes. Established G. Colli and
M. Montinari, continued by W. Miiller-Lauter and K. Pestalozzi. Berlin
and New York: Walter de Gruyter, 1967—.

KSB  Sdmtliche Briefe. Kritische Studienausgabe Briefe, 8 volumes. Ed. G. Colli and
M. Montinari. Berlin and New York: Walter de Gruyter; Munich: dtv, 1986.
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A Note on Translated Essays

The essays by Volker Gerhardt, Nuno Nabais, Andreas Urs Sommer, and Paul van
Tongeren have been translated by Colin King, Christopher Rollason, Carol Diethe, and
Thomas Hart respectively. Each essay was further refined and edited by the editor.
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A Note on Cross-References

A system of cross-referencing has been deployed throughout the volume to help readers
quickly identify relevant essays. Only essays outside the section in which a particular
essay appears are cross-referenced; readers should consider examining all the essays
in any given section where an essay they wish to consult appears. A number of
essays in the volume could have been placed in more than one section. The decision
where to place an essay was done on the basis of its overriding theme and where it
would gain its greatest pertinence. Several constructions of this volume were possible.
Although the final construction is a piece of artifice, it has not been put together in an
arbitrary fashion.
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Chronology of Nietzsche's Life and Work

1844
1846
1849
1850
1858-64
1862
1864
1865

1867-8
1868

1869

1870

XX

Friedrich Wilhelm Nietzsche born in Rocken (Saxony) on October 15, son
of Karl Ludwig and Franziska Nietzsche. His father and both grandfathers
are Protestant clergymen.

Birth of sister Elisabeth.

Birth of brother Joseph; death of father due to “softening of the brain”
following a fall.

Death of brother; family moves to Naumburg.

Attends renowned Pforta boarding school, where he excels in classics.
Writes his first philosophical essays on fate, history, and freedom of the
will under the influence of Ralph Waldo Emerson.

Enters Bonn University to study theology and classical philology.

Follows his classics professor to Leipzig University, where he drops theology
and continues with studies in classical philology. Discovers Schopenhauer’s
philosophy.

Military service in Naumburg, until invalided out after a riding accident.
Back in Leipzig, meets Richard Wagner for the first time and becomes a
devotee. Increasing disaffection with philology: plans to go to Paris to
study chemistry.

Appointed Extraordinary (Associate) Professor of Classical Philology at
Basel University and teacher of Greek at the associated grammar school.
Awarded doctorate without examination; renounces Prussian citizenship
and applies for Swiss citizenship without success (he lacks the necessary
residential qualification and is stateless for the rest of his life). Begins a
series of idyllic visits to the Wagners at Tribschen, on Lake Lucerne. Gives
inaugural lecture “On Homer's Personality.” Meets the historian Jacob
Burckhardt and the theologian Franz Overbeck.

Promoted to full professor and gives public lectures on “The Greek Music-
Drama” and “Socrates and Tragedy.” Composes sketches for a drama on
the philosopher Empedocles, which anticipates many of the themes of
The Birth of Tragedy. Participates in the Franco-Prussian War as volunteer
medical orderly, but contracts dysentery and diphtheria at the front
within a fortnight. Spends Christmas with Wagner and present at the first
performance of the Siegfried Idyll at Tribschen.



1871

1872

1873

1874

1875

1876

1877

1878

1879

1880

1881

1882

1883

1884

CHRONOLOGY OF NIETZSCHE’S LIFE AND WORK

Nietzsche works intensively on The Birth of Tragedy. Germany unified;
founding of the Reich. Nietzsche granted his first period of leave of
absence from his university “for the purpose of restoring his health.”
Publishes The Birth of Tragedy out of the Spirit of Music. Lectures “On the
Future of our Educational Institutions”; attends laying of foundation stone
for Bayreuth Festival Theatre. Gives Cosima Wagner Christmas present of
“five prefaces to unwritten books,” which include “On the Pathos of Truth”
and “Homer’s Contest.”

Publishes first Untimely Meditation: David Strauss the Confessor and the
Writer. Drafts the essay “On Truth and Lies in a Non-Moral Sense” but
refrains from publishing it.

Publishes second and third Untimely Meditations: On the Use and Dis-
advantage of History for Life and Schopenhauer as Educator. Relationship
with Wagner begins to sour, and makes his last private visit to him in
August. They do not see each other for nearly two years.

Meets musician Heinrich Koselitz (Peter Gast), who idolizes him and
becomes his disciple. Attends a spa in the Black Forest seeking a cure to
his violent headaches and vomiting.

Publishes fourth and last Untimely Meditation: Richard Wagner in Bayreuth.
Attends first Bayreuth Festival but leaves early and subsequently breaks
with Wagner. Further illness; granted full year’s sick leave from the uni-
versity. Spends time with Paul Rée in Sorrento where both write and where
he also meets Wagner for the last time.

Travels alone in Italy and Switzerland; arrives back in Basel and resumes
teaching duties.

Publishes Human, All Too Human: A Book for Free Spirits, which confirms
the break with Wagner and who declines to read the book.

Publishes supplement to Human, All Too Human, Assorted Opinions and
Maxims. Finally retires from teaching on a pension; first visits the Engadine,
summering in St Moritz.

Publishes The Wanderer and his Shadow. First stays in Venice and
Genoa.

Publishes Daybreak: Thoughts on the Prejudices of Morality. First stay in Sils-
Maria. Composition of notes and sketches on “the thought of thoughts,”
the eternal return of the same. Sees Bizet's Carmen for the first time and
adopts it as the model antithesis to Wagner.

Publishes The Gay Science. Spends time with Rée in Genoa, travels to Rome
where he eventually meets with Lou Andreas-Salomé and becomes
infatuated with her. Salomé spurns his marriage proposals. By the end
of the year Nietzsche realizes he has been abandoned by Rée and Salomé
and is physically and emotionally exhausted.

Publishes Thus Spoke Zarathustra: A Book for Everyone and No One, Parts I
and II (separately). Death of Wagner. Spends the summer in Sils and the
winter in Nice, his pattern for the next five years. Increasingly consumed
by writing.

Publishes Thus Spoke Zarathustra, Part III.

xXxi
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1885

1886

1887
1888

1889

1890
1894

1895

1897
1900

Thus Spoke Zarathustra, Part IV, printed but circulated to only a handful
of friends.

Publishes Beyond Good and Evil: Prelude to a Philosophy of the Future.
Sketches out plans for a magnum opus in several volumes entitled The Will
to Power: Attempt at a Revaluation of All Values, which he continues to
work on into 1888.

Publishes On the Genealogy of Morality: A Polemic.

Begins to receive public recognition: Karl Spitteler publishes first review
of his work as a whole in the Bern Bund and Georg Brandes lectures on
his work in Copenhagen. Discovers Turin, where he writes The Wagner
Case: A Musician’s Problem. Completes, in quick succession, Twilight of
the Idols, or How to Philosophize with a Hammer (first published 1889),
The Antichristian: Curse on Christianity (first published 1895), Ecce Homo,
or How to Become What You Are (first published 1908), Nietzsche contra
Wagner: Documents of a Psychologist (first published 1895), and Dionysus
Dithyrambs (first published 1892).

Suffers mental breakdown in Turin (3 January) and taken by Overbeck
to the university clinic at Basel where the diagnosis is “progressive
paralysis” or general paresis (the diagnosis cannot be taken as fact); later
transferred to the university clinic at Jena. Twilight of the Idols published
24 January, the first of his new books to appear after his collapse.
Discharged into the care of his mother in Naumburg.

Elisabeth founds Nietzsche Archive in Naumburg (moving it to Weimar
two years later).

Publication of The Anti-Christian and Nietzsche contra Wagner. Elisabeth
becomes the owner of Nietzsche’s copyright.

Mother dies; Elisabeth moves Nietzsche to Weimar.

Nietzsche dies in Weimar on 25 August.

I am grateful to Duncan Large for allowing me to use his now standard Chronology of
Nietzsche, which I have amended and enlarged.
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Friedrich Nietzsche: An Introduction to
his Thought, Life, and Work

KEITH ANSELL PEARSON

Friedrich Nietzsche (1844-1900) exerted an extraordinary influence on twentieth-
century thought and continues to be a major source of inspiration for work being done
today in all the branches of philosophical inquiry. Nietzsche was first and foremost
an intellectual revolutionary who sought to change the way we think about existence
and how we actually live. To this end he constructed new tasks and projects and put
forward new ways of interpreting and evaluating existence.

Nietzsche's philosophical legacy, however, is a complex one. Nietzsche aptly charac-
terized his manner of doing philosophy when, in a letter to a friend, he spoke of
his “whole philosophical heterodoxy.”' Most of his texts are aphoristic in style, his
meaning is deliberately enigmatic, and he plays all kinds of tricks on his readers. One
commentator, Eugen Fink, has argued that the metaphors and images that abound
in Nietzsche’s writings must be translated into thoughts if we are not to hear in them
only an opulent, overloaded, and loquacious voice.? In spite of his heterodoxy and the
difficulties presented by his philosophical style, Nietzsche’s influence on modern trajec-
tories of thought has been enormous and he continues to be utilized for important
philosophical ends. His ideas exerted an influence on almost every important intellec-
tual movement of the last century, including existentialism, structuralism, and post-
structuralism. Aspects of his thought have had an influence on major philosophical
figures in both North America and Great Britain, including Stanley Cavell, Richard
Rorty, and Bernard Williams. Today he is the subject of a wide array of philosophical
treatments, having been adopted by philosophers both of so-called “analytical” per-
suasions and so-called “continental” ones. Philosophical appreciation of Nietzsche
has perhaps never been in a healthier state. Today there are lively debates over every
aspect of his thinking, and sophisticated academic studies of his ideas are published
on a regular basis.

This volume showcases the full range of work currently being done in the area of
Nietzsche studies and appreciation. This includes close textual analysis and exegesis,
the treatment of Nachlass material, clarification of aspects of his core doctrines and
concepts, including some of the most difficult aspects, the consideration of Nietzsche’s
ideas in relation to fundamental philosophical problems that continue to occupy the
attention of philosophers, and critical engagement with these ideas. The volume pro-
files contemporary thinking on Nietzsche’s unpublished material and published texts
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and reflects trends in recent scholarship, such as the renewed focus on Nietzsche’s
naturalism and interest in his philosophy of time, of nature, and of life. There are
instructive treatments of Nietzsche in relation to both established philosophical projects,
such as phenomenology, and new ones, such as geophilosophy. The aim of the volume
is essentially twofold: to illuminate core aspects of Nietzsche’s thinking and to show
the continuing relevance for philosophy of many of his ideas and projects and tasks.
By way of an introduction to the essays that follow I wish to offer a synoptic guide to
Nietzsche's thought, life, and work.?

Early Life and Thought

Friedrich Wilhelm Nietzsche was born on October 15, 1844 in Roécken, a tiny village
near Liitzen in Saxony. His father was a Lutheran pastor and was to die only five years
after Nietzsche’s birth as a result of softening of the brain. The experience of death, of
its brute eruption into life and the violent separations it effects, took place early in
Nietzsche's life, and the deaths of both his father and his brother Joseph (who was to
die before his second birthday) continued to deeply affect Nietzsche throughout the
course of his adolescent life and into maturity.

On the death of his father Nietzsche's family, which included his mother, his
sister Elisabeth, and two unmarried aunts, relocated to Naumburg. Nietzsche began
learning to play the piano and composed his first philosophical essay, “On the Origin
of Evil.” In 1858 he entered Pforta school in the Saale valley and was a student at
this famous boarding school for six years. During this formative period of his youth
he developed a love of various writers and poets, including Friedrich Holderlin and
Lord Byron. It is also during this period that he composed his first essay in classical
philology and isolated pieces of philosophical reflection, such as “Fate and History.”

On his fifteenth birthday Nietzsche declared that he had been “seized” and taken
over by an “inordinate desire for knowledge and universal enlightenment.” In an
autobiographical fragment dated 1868/9 he reveals it was only in the final stages
of his education at Pforta that he abandoned his artistic plans to be a musician and
moved into the field of classical philology. He was motivated by a desire to have a
counterweight to his changeable and restless inclinations. The science of philology on
which he chose to focus his labors was one he could pursue with “cool impartiality,
with cold logic, with regular work, without its results touching me at all deeply”
(Nietzsche's mature approach to the matter of knowledge could not be more differ-
ent!).* When he got to university Nietzsche realized that although he had been “well
taught” at school he was also “badly educated”; he could think for himself but did
not have the skills to express himself and he had “learned nothing of the educative
influence of women."*

In October 1864 Nietzsche commenced his undergraduate studies in theology and
classical philology at Bonn University. He attended the lectures of the classicist Friedrich
Ritschl, who was later to play an influential role in securing Nietzsche's professorship
at Basel. In his first year of university life he underwent the rite of passage offered by a
duel and began his journey of alienation from his mother and sister by refusing to take
communion. In 1865 he moved university to study just classical philology, following
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his teacher Ritschl to Leipzig. He speaks of his move from Bonn to Leipzig in a letter
to his sister Elisabeth dated June 11, 1865, where he states that if a person wishes
to achieve peace of mind and happiness then they should acquire faith, but if they
want to be a disciple of truth, which can be “frightening and ugly,” then they need to
search. In his second year of university he discovered Schopenhauer, who suited his
melancholic disposition at the time, and in 1866 he found a veritable “treasure-chest”
of riches in Friedrich Albert Lange’'s magisterial study History of Materialism. In 1867
Leipzig University awarded him a prize for his study of Diogenes Laertius and he spent
the third year of his university studies in military service.

In early 1869 Nietzsche, who had recently begun to feel disaffected with his chosen
subject of study and research, was appointed to Basel University as Extraordinary
Professor of Classical Philology (he was to apply for the Chair in Philosophy a few
years later when it became vacant, but was not successful). Nietzsche assumed the
role and duties of a professor at the age of 24 without completing his dissertation or
postgraduate thesis.

Although Nietzsche often criticized the discipline of philology he had been trained
in for its scholasticism and pedantry, the importance it places on the arts of reading
and interpretation deeply informed his work. He repeatedly stresses the importance of
knowing how to read well. He presents himself in untimely or unfashionable terms as
a friend of slowness (lento) and as the teacher of slow reading. The contemporary age
is an age of quickness; it no longer values slowness but seeks to hurry everything.
Philology can be viewed as a venerable art that demands that its practitioners take
time so as to become still and slow. More than anything it is an art that teaches one
how to read well, which consists in reading slowly and deeply, and with the aid of
which one looks and sees in a certain and specific manner: cautiously, observantly,
“with doors left open” and “with delicate eyes and fingers” (D, preface, 5). Nietzsche
believes that reading should be an art, for which rumination is required. He stresses
that an aphorism has not been deciphered just because it has been read out; rather, an
art of interpretation or exegesis needs to come into play. On Nietzsche’s specific art of
the aphorism see the essay by Jill Marsden (chapter 2).

Nietzsche had made the personal acquaintance of Wagner in November 1868 in
Leipzig, and he made his first visit to the composer and his mistress (later wife) Cosima
von Biilow at their house “Tribschen” near Lucerne not long after his arrival in Basel
in April 1869. Between 1869 and 1872 Nietzsche would make over 20 visits to
Tribschen. Nietzsche became a devotee of Wagner and considered himself to be in the
presence of genius. This devotion did not last, and in his later writings he approaches
Wagner as a case study that offers instructive lessons in how to read the signs and
symptoms of pathological modernity (CW, preface).

In 1870 and 1871 Nietzsche lectured on topics, such as Socrates and tragedy and
the “Dionysian world-view,” that would form the basis of his first book, The Birth of
Tragedy. He had the intimation that he was about to give birth to a “centaur” with art,
philosophy, and scholarship all growing together inside him. In the Franco-Prussian
War Nietzsche served for a few weeks as a medical orderly, but was invalided out
when he contracted dysentery and diphtheria himself; on his return to Basel he began
to suffer from insomnia, and he was to suffer from serious bouts of ill health and
migraine attacks throughout the rest of his life. He wrote most of The Birth of Tragedy
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while on convalescent leave from his university, in 1871, and it was published at the
beginning of 1872. Upon its publication Nietzsche’s book met with vehement rejection
by the philological community, and after being rejected by his mentor, Ritschl, Nietzsche
had to admit that he had fallen from grace and was now ostracized from the guild
of philologists. In 1873 Nietzsche worked on various projects, such as “Philosophy in
the Tragic Age of the Greeks,” the essay “On Truth and Lies in a Non-Moral Sense,”
and his Untimely Meditations. Nietzsche planned several dozen of these but only four
actually materialized, and he regarded the whole exercise of writing them as a way of
extracting everything he saw as negative in himself.

The Birth of Tragedy begins by defining two competing but also complementary
impulses in Greek culture, the duality of the Apollonian and the Dionysian. The first
takes its name from Apollo, the god of light (der Scheinende, the shining one), dream,
and prophecy, while the second takes its name from Dionysus, the god of intoxication
and rapture (Rausch). While Apollo is associated with visible form, comprehensible
knowledge, and moderation, Dionysus is linked with formless flux, mystical intuition,
and excess. Furthermore, while the Apollonian world is one of distinct individuals, the
Dionysian world is one where these separate individual identities have been dissolved
and human beings find themselves reconciled with the elemental energies of nature.
Through Dionysian rapture we become part of a single, living being with whose joy
in eternal creation we are fused. In artistic terms, Apollo is the god of the plastic
or representational arts (painting and sculpture) and has a strong association with
architecture, while Dionysus is the god of the non-representational art of music. One
of the innovative aspects of Nietzsche’s argument in the book is the way it contests
the idealized image of the Greeks which had been handed down and which depicted
ancient Greek culture as a culture of serenity and calm grandeur. Nietzsche seeks to
show that the calm Apollonian surface of Greek art and culture is the product of a long
and complex wrestling with the tragic insights afforded by the Dionysian state. In
Nietzsche's argument the monumental achievement of the Attic tragedy of the fifth
century BC, contained in the work of tragedians like Aeschylus and Sophocles, amounts
to a fusion of the Apollonian and the Dionysian. Nietzsche’'s book is a search for an
adequate knowledge of the union between the two artistic powers (a union he calls a
“mystery”) and of the origin (Ursprung) of Greek tragedy.

Nietzsche's first book was a striking debut. Although it has several core ideas, the
most fundamental thesis of the book is that “only as an aesthetic phenomenon are the
world and existence eternally justified.” But just how is this “aestheticist” conception
of the world to be heard and understood? What kind of “justification” is intended?
The essay by Daniel Came seeks to clarify the status of the unorthodox insight at the
heart of the book. Came takes issue with the charge often leveled against Nietzsche's
position that it rests on a radical immoralism by arguing that, in fact, it has no moral
implications. Furthermore, the “justification” of existence that is sought is epistemically
neutral in the sense that it does not claim that existence is actually justified through
aesthetic affirmation. Nietzsche affirms art because it embraces the need for illusion
and semblance, as opposed to morality that seeks to deny the necessity of the
perspectival and of interpretation, as well as its own implication in appearance and
semblance (see BT, “Self-Criticism,” 5). An aesthetic affirmation of existence is only a
problem for the moral view of the world that shuns all forms of illusion. From the
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“dangerous” perspective of the moral view of the world an artistic metaphysics is to be
judged as something arbitrary, idle, and fantastic (“Self-Criticism,” 5).

Another important issue about Nietzsche's first book concerns the nature and
extent of Schopenhauer’s influence on it. In recent years Nietzsche studies in the
English-speaking world has begun to develop a more scholarly appreciation of this
issue, with the result that the questions are now posed and considered in a much more
incisive and nuanced manner. Schopenhauer’s metaphysics rest on dividing the world
into two fundamental dimensions: will and representation. He borrows the expression
principium individuationis (principle of individuation) from scholastic thinking and uses
it to denote the phenomenal world of time and space as that which gives us a plurality
of coexistent and successive things (this is the world of representation and of
individual things). By contrast, the will is the thing-in-itself and outside the order of
time and space (this is to name the world’s real or genuine character). Because it also
lies outside the province of the principle of sufficient reason (that which explains why
something is what it is at a specific time and place), the will is equally groundless and
can be said to be primordially “one” (not simply one as either an object or a concept).
In their coming to be and perishing away individuals exist only as phenomena of the
will (conceived as a “blind, irresistible urge”). Schopenhauer, in The World as Will and
Representation (vol. 1, section 28), views the expression of the will in phenomena in
Platonic terms: “the will is indivisible and wholly present in every phenomenon,
although the degrees of its objectification [ ...] are very different”. Schopenhauer
goes on to talk of the crystal, the plant, the animal, and man as examples of objectified
will. Each species of life and every original force of inorganic nature has an empirical
character, but this character is nothing more than the phenomenon (manifestation) of
an underlying intelligible character, namely, an indivisible will that is outside time.®

Although Nietzsche’s argument in Birth of Tragedy relies heavily on the terms of
Schopenhauer’s metaphysics it does not simply replicate them. Apollo is conceived as
the “transfiguring genius” of the principium individuationis through whom “redemp-
tion in appearance” (Schein) can be attained. Dionysus, by contrast, stands for the
bursting apart of the spell of this principium that provides the path to the innermost
being of things. Nietzsche finds something “sublime” in the way the pleasure to be had
from the “beauty of appearance” can be experienced through the Apollonian (BT 1).
A different kind of sublime is opened up, however, through the Dionysian and the
breakdown of cognitive forms it inaugurates (it is the sublime of “horror”). The play
between the two opposing forces gives rise in Nietzsche’s text to a series of tensions
between the one and the multiple, the sub-phenomenal and the phenomenal (the
intelligible and the empirical realms), the desire for eternal life and the heroic trials
of individuals. But Nietzsche gives equal weight to the two forces or powers, and he
does not follow Schopenhauer in simply arguing for a mystical suppression of the
will; rather, in the text we find Nietzsche attempting a justification of the plane of
appearance and semblance (Schein) itself.

The essay by Nuno Nabais (chapter 5) contains valuable insight into Nietzsche’s
early “Schopenhauerianism” and traces his attempt to break free of it. Nabais provides
a highly original interpretation of Nietzsche’s thinking on the individual and seeks
to account for the philosophical reasons informing his eventual positing of the will
to power. Elaine P. Miller has made a notable contribution within English-speaking
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commentary to the appreciation of the problematic of individuation in Nietzsche, and
in her essay (chapter 4) she utilizes her recent research in an effort to illuminate the
problem for the reader, including appreciation of the will to power. Miller is concerned
with the nature of Nietzsche's interest in a fundamental problem he encountered in
Schopenhauer’s metaphysics, that of individuation. This encompasses a number of
issues that the essays by Nabais and Miller explore, including the character and status
of the individual in Nietzsche’s thinking. Miller draws attention to the importance of
Nietzsche’s sketches and outlines for key philosophical work prior to Birth of Tragedy,
including his dissertation outline of 1868 on teleology and the problem of the organic
since Kant and, also from this time, the unpublished essay entitled “On Schopenhauer.”
In addition she seeks to show the importance of Kant and Goethe for a full apprecia-
tion of Nietzsche’s thinking on individuation.

In looking back on The Birth of Tragedy from the perspective of 1886, Nietzsche
locates a “strange voice” at work in the text (an indication that the voice is not straight-
forwardly a Schopenhauerian one), the voice of a disciple of a still “unknown god”’
concealed under the hood of the scholar, the dialectical ill humor of the German, and
the bad manners of the Wagnerian. At work in it is a “spirit of memory,” one that is
bursting forth with questions, experiences, concealed things, and question marks. It is
a work which “stammers” its attempt to comprehend the Greeks through the question
“What is Dionysian?” Tragedy, for Nietzsche, concerns affirmation and not resigna-
tion; it inspires an affirmation of the pains of growth rather than simply reproducing
the sufferings of individuation. As he puts it in his self-criticism of 1886, and as a
question designed to challenge psychiatry, are there such things as healthy neuroses?
Nietzsche continued to remain attached to the Dionysian as a fundamental philosophy
of life and he returns to it in the texts of his late period, such as Beyond Good and
Evil (especially 295) and Twilight of the Idols. The Dionysian mysteries symbolize for
Nietzsche the primacy of a life-drive, one that he will link with his own doctrines such
as the eternal recurrence. In “What I Owe the Ancients” in TI he presents the Dionysian
as a “faith” in which “the most profound instinct of life,” namely, the instinct for its
future and eternity, is felt in a religious manner. In the Dionysian mysteries and in
the psychological state of the Dionysian the Hellene secures for himself “the eternal
return of life” in which the future is consecrated in the past and there is a triumphant
“yea-saying” to life over and above death and change. The essays by Laurence Lampert
and Christoph Cox focus, albeit in different ways, on the role the figure of Dionysus
and the Dionysian play in Nietzsche’s philosophy (see chapters 8 and 27).

The Middle Period

1878 proved to be a decisive year in Nietzsche's life with the publication of the
first volume of Human, All Too Human, a work that is remarkably different in tone
and outlook from his previous published writings. With it Nietzsche announces his
intellectual independence and his break from both Schopenhauer and Wagner. Wagner
was repulsed by Nietzsche’s new philosophical outlook and offended by the book’s
dedication to Voltaire, a figure he reviled for his anti-Christian outlook and whom
his wife Cosima held to be a “demon of perversity.” In The Birth of Tragedy Nietzsche
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had attacked theoretical optimism and the Socratic faith in knowledge, as well as
all forms of realism and naturalism in art (where the emphasis is on environmental
and biological determinism and on the exclusion of any dimension beyond the factual
and the material). Now, he was inviting his readers to value “little, unpreten-
tious truths,” to celebrate the science of physics for its “modest” and “insignificant”
explanations, and to lose faith in all inspiration and in any knowledge acquired by
miraculous means.

In early 1879 deteriorating health forced Nietzsche to resign from his position
at Basel University, which granted him an annual pension. In the course of the next
ten years Nietzsche became a veritable European traveler and tourist with periods of
residence in Venice, Genoa, St. Moritz and Sils-Maria, Rome, Sorrento, and Nice (where
he was to witness an earthquake in 1887).

Nietzsche often likes to present himself as a “good European” unrestricted by estab-
lished territories, be they geographical or spiritual, and who looks “beyond all merely
locally, merely nationally conditioned perspectives” (EH, “Why I Am So Wise,” 3).
He writes as “the last anti-political German” and as a trans-national philosopher
who wishes to see a “great politics” come into existence that will triumph over the
prevailing small or petty politics of the time, which is a politics centered on race,
nation, and state. In her contribution, “Nietzsche and National Identity” (chapter 25),
Diane Morgan takes this aspect of Nietzsche's thought seriously, but also seeks to
redefine the terms in which questions of nationalism and the trans-national are posed,
both with regard to Nietzsche's own position on this issue and with regard to con-
temporary positionings. To date insufficient attention has been paid in the literature
to the fertile character of Nietzsche's invocation of a new earth and new peoples
to come (see Thus Spoke Zarathustra). Gary Shapiro (chapter 26) proposes we read
Nietzsche as a “geophilosopher” who maps the possibilities of human thought in terms
of territories and spaces, and argues that for Nietzsche the earth is a “text” that we
must learn to “read.”

Nietzsche's intellectual output in the ten-year period 1878—-88 was prolific and
his life was ruled by writing. In the summer of 1881 he made his first trip to Sils-
Maria in the Upper Engadine, which was to become his regular summer residence.
It is at this time that he has the experience and inspiration of eternal recurrence,
“6,000 feet beyond man and time,” as he was later to express it in Ecce Homo. In a
letter to Peter Gast from this time Nietzsche speaks of leading an extremely perilous
life (intellectually speaking) and of being “one of those machines that can explode.”
The intensity of his feelings, he confided, made him shudder and laugh, weeping not
sentimental tears but tears of joy. Nietzsche would now oscillate between states of
euphoria and depression.

It was in the summer of 1881 that Nietzsche also discovered a precursor in Spinoza,
to whom he was brought, he said, through the guidance of instinct. The affinity he
felt with Spinoza, as he perceived it, was one of a shared set of doctrines (he mentions
the denial of free will, of purposes, of a moral world order, and of evil), and the funda-
mental tendency to make knowledge the most powerful passion.

Daybreak was published in July 1881 and The Gay Science followed in 1882. It is
in these texts that Nietzsche practices his “cheerful” and transfigurative “philosophy
of the morning” and conceives of life experimentally as a means to knowledge. It is in
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a famous section of the latter work that he has a madman declare that “God is dead.
And we have killed him” (section 125). In one section of the book Nietzsche suggests
replacing churches with botanical gardens in our busy towns and cities as places of
reflection where the godless can go to give expression to the sublimity of their thoughts
and see themselves translated into stones and plants (GS 280). In 1882 he met Lou
Andreas-Salomé and proposed to her, unsuccessfully, twice. In the early part of 1883
he began work on Thus Spoke Zarathustra and was affected by the death of Wagner.
Nietzsche would hold alternating views on Zarathustra, having serious doubts about it
yet regarding it as an epochal work. During all this time Nietzsche’s relationship with
his sister had been extremely tense and in 1884 he spoke of her anti-Semitism as the
cause of a “radical break.”

The central teaching of Nietzsche's from his middle period is that of the eternal
recurrence (or return) of the same. It is a teaching that has perplexed generations of
commentators and readers. It has been extensively treated in the literature in terms
of its cosmological, existential, and quasi-ethical aspects. For new insights into the
cosmology of eternal recurrence see the essay by Robin Small (chapter 11). Com-
mentators do not agree over the precise significance of the thought or on what role
it is playing in his thinking. For some it has tremendous transformational effects; for
others, it is simply a means to reveal the type of being that one is and has no such
effects (our response to the thought, it is claimed on this reading, is predetermined). In
its first published formulation in GS 341 the thought is designed to provide nothing
other and nothing less than a shock to our thinking about existence. In this well-
known and widely studied aphorism the three principal aspects of the thought appear
to be in evidence: the disclosure by the demon of our cosmological eternal recurrence,
which we can greet with indifference; the quasi-ethical and practical import of the
doctrine, “Do you want to do this again and again?” which is an invitation to become
the creator, judge, and avenger of one’s own law, and which we cannot be indifferent
towards if our desire is to become the one that we are (see GS 335); and the existential
test of affirmation, which necessitates becoming well-disposed towards ourselves and
life so as to want nothing more fervently than the ultimate eternal confirmation and
seal afforded by eternal recurrence. The essay by Paul S. Loeb provides a set of new
insights into eternal recurrence and the well-known aphorism 341 of The Gay Science
(see chapter 10). In his later writings Nietzsche construes eternal return working
primarily in terms of a principle of selection. As a new means of cultural discipline and
breeding it serves to contest the law of gregariousness that he holds has dominated
evolution (natural selection) and history (the will to power of the weakest) to date.
The very first sketch Nietzsche wrote of what he called his “thought of thoughts” was
for a book in five parts on the return of the same. Ansell Pearson provides a partial
translation of this first sketch in his contribution (chapter 13). The teaching addresses
us moderns in our singularity: although our piece of human history will eternally
repeat itself it is necessary to ignore this insight so as to focus on what is our singular
task, namely, to “outweigh” the whole past of previous humanity. Nietzsche states
that for us to be equal to this task “indifference” needs to have worked its way deep
inside us, and even the misery of a future humanity cannot concern us. The question
for we moderns who are experimenting with truth and knowledge is whether “we still
want to live: and how!”
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In his contribution John Richardson (chapter 12) also offers fresh insights into
eternal recurrence based on a careful working through of Nietzsche’s thinking on time
and becoming, which is widely recognized to be one of the most important but also
one of the most perplexing aspects of his philosophy — perplexing simply because
Nietzsche appears to hold contradictory, or at the very least inconsistent, positions and
it is extremely difficult to develop a coherent sense of his thinking on this core topic.
Richardson attempts to do just this.

Although science is crucially important to Nietzsche's project it is not a question
for him of philosophical thinking and questioning being completely subsumed within
its ambit. In his early writings we find Nietzsche arguing that although science can
probe the processes of nature it can never “command” human beings: “science knows
nothing of taste, love, pleasure, displeasure, exaltation, or exhaustion. Man must in
some way interpret, and thereby evaluate, what he lives through and experiences.”®
The mature Nietzsche comes to the view that science must now inform what con-
stitutes the matter of interpretation and evaluation. However, the disciplines of
interpretation and evaluation also require an education in a superior empiricism that
knows how to discriminate between noble and base ways of thinking and is able to
determine the question of value. Nietzsche writes: “All sciences must, from now on,
prepare the way for the future work of the philosopher: this work being understood to
mean that the philosopher has to solve the problem of values and that he has to decide
on the hierarchy of values” (GM 1. 17 “Note”). A core issue in Nietzsche interpretation
concerns just how the placement or positioning of questions of value is to be under-
stood, and a concern with this issue informs many of the contributions to this volume.
This topic informs, in part, Richard Schacht’s contribution (chapter 7) and is at the
center of the probing inquiry to be found in the essay by Maudemarie Clark and
David Dudrick, which aims to secure some precise insight into the relation between
the “will to truth” and the “will to value” (chapter 9; see also Came, chapter 3, Janaway,
chapter 18 and Higgins, chapter 22).

Nietzsche has, in fact, his own specific and novel conception of science, what he
calls the “gay” science. As Babette E. Babich seeks to demonstrate in her contribution
(chapter 6), it is vitally important that we develop an adequate understanding of the
sense that science has for Nietzsche and how he seeks to put it to work. The German
word Nietzsche uses, Wissenschaft, has a quite specific set of meanings and is a much
richer term than the English word. The gay science is intended by Nietzsche to mark a
new stage in the history of our becoming-human, in which humankind has become
mature enough to ask of the world and of itself the most challenging and demanding
questions. It seeks to show us that the intellect does not have to be a “clumsy, gloomy,
creaking machine” (GS 327). The specific “gravity” of this new gay science stems from
that fact that there now takes place a return of the fundamental questions, but staged
and encountered in new-found conditions and circumstances: How do we now live?
And what do we love? In his notebooks of the 1880s the two projects of “the gay
science” and thinking “beyond good and evil” become entwined and subsumed within
the more general and wider project of preparing the ground for a “philosophy of the
future.” In a deep sense, Nietzsche is appealing to something that can be called
overhuman. Typically, we conceive of the overhuman in fantastical terms. However,
an adequate understanding of its “fantastical” character requires an appreciation of
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the various tasks that Nietzsche associates with the coming into being of a new and
superior mode of existence that will put the measure of the human to the test. This is
the concern of the essay by Ansell Pearson (chapter 13; see also Shapiro, chapter 26).

In his writings Nietzsche seeks to combat what he saw as the timid reduction of
philosophy to the “theory of knowledge” (BGE 204). He draws attention to what he
regards as the debasement of the concept of philosophy at the hands of certain
“Englidnder” — he names Hobbes, Hume, Locke, Carlyle, Darwin, John Stuart Mill,
Herbert Spencer (BGE 252-3). He speaks of philosophy as entailing “spiritual per-
ception” or vision of “real depth” (BGE 252), and argues that true and genuine
philosophers are “commanders and lawgivers” (BGE 211). Moreover, the philosopher
is “necessarily a man of tomorrow and the day after tomorrow” who exists in conflict
with his “today” and must, therefore, assume the guise of an untimely figure (BGE
212). Furthermore, science has its own prejudice, on which Nietzsche comments
in GS 373. Here he takes to task what he calls the “faith” of “materialistic natural
scientists,” which rests on the supposition that the world can find an equivalence and
measure in human thought and valuations, such as a “‘world of truth’.”

Nietzsche mainly has in mind here a mechanistic interpretation of the world, one
that “permits counting, calculating, weighing, seeing, and touching,” and he argues
that such an interpretation amounts to “a crudity and naiveté” and might be “one of
the most stupid of all possible interpretations of the world” as it would be “one of
the poorest in meaning”: “an essentially mechanical world would be an essentially
meaningless [sinnlose] world.” Nietzsche has to be read carefully when he makes this
criticism. There are places in his writings where he recognizes the achievement of
scientific mechanism; it wins an important victory over the teleological view of the
world that would see final or ultimate purposes everywhere. The new science becomes
stupid, however, when it seeks to take over and dominate all questions that can be
asked of existence. He is keen to protect what he calls the “rich ambiguity” of existence,
and calls attention to “ambiguity” as a “dictate of good taste [ . .. ] the taste of rever-
ence for everything that lies beyond your horizon.”

This aphorism (GS 373) occupies the attention of two explorations in this volume,
the essays by Clark and Dudrick and by Cox (see chapters 9 and 27). Cox places its
insights and claims in the service of a novel appreciation of the ontology of music,
whilst Clark and Dudrick examine the aphorism in the context of its surrounding
aphorisms in effort to develop a full appreciation of the complex nature of Nietzsche’s
empiricism. Sinn is an important word in Nietzsche’s vocabulary and its philosophical
richness has not been fully appreciated in the English-speaking reception of his work.
In addition to the essays by Cox and by Clark and Dudrick, those by Volker Gerhardt
and Shapiro aim to enrich our appreciation of its significance in Nietzsche's thinking
(see chapters 15 and 26).

When we consider the relation between art and science in Nietzsche we also need to
take stock of the account of his thinking found in the 1886 self-criticism he prepared
for the new edition of BT. There Nietzsche speaks of his attempt to grapple with a new
problem, a “problem with horns,” namely “the problem of science itself,” science grasped
as something “problematic” and “questionable” (BT, “Self-Criticism,” 2). Strikingly,
Nietzsche insists that “the problem of science cannot be recognized on its own ground”
and proposes, daringly, that the task is to view science “through the optic of the artist,
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and art through the optic of life” (“Self-Criticism,” 2; see Babich in chapter 6 below for
further insight as well as Cox, chapter 27).

It is customary to divide Nietzsche's corpus into three distinct periods: an early
first period of 1872—6 (Birth of Tragedy and the four Untimely Meditations), a second,
middle, period of 1878-82 (the free spirit trilogy comprising Human, All Too Human,
Daybreak, and Gay Science) and 1883 -5 (Zarathustra), and a late, final period of 1886—
8 (Beyond Good and Evil and onwards). Many of the ideas that appear in Human, All
Too Human had been germinating in Nietzsche’s mind since 1875/6. Where the first
edition of Birth of Tragedy was dedicated to Wagner and brought out by Wagner’s
publisher, taking up the Romantic cause against modern Enlightenment and opposing
indigenous German culture to superficial French civilization, the first edition of HH,
published in 1878, is dedicated to Voltaire and takes up the cause of the Enlighten-
ment against revolutionary romantics.

However, it is mistaken to suppose that the move from Birth of Tragedy to Human, All
Too Human amounts to a straightforward shift in his thinking, from a concern with art
and metaphysics to a new privileging of science over both. Of the three texts from the
so-called middle period, Gay Science represents Nietzsche’s most mature philosophical
position, in which art is praised for teaching us about the “good will to appearance”
(GS 107). Art always has a wider significance for Nietzsche than is commonly accorded
to it. In short, an understanding of art is necessary to a fuller appreciation of the
nature and activity of knowing, and GS contains many important lessons in how we
are to negotiate both the surfaces and the depths of things, the field of appearance and
apparentness and the depths sought by scientific knowledge (see the essays by Babich,
Acampora, and Cox, chapters 6, 17, and 27).

In the texts that make up this middle period we find Nietzsche seeking to emancipate
himself as a thinker and coming to terms with what he regards as the end of
metaphysics, an end which now calls into being a new practice of the love of know-
ledge. Nietzsche always had sympathies with ancient traditions of materialism and
naturalism (Democritus and Empedocles, for example). At the same time, however,
he recognized that the tradition of materialism concealed its own metaphysics
(Democritus and his atoms, for example)’ and that, in another sense, metaphysics
cannot readily be given up since it constitutes an essential part of the treasure of
human tradition and culture. In HH 251 he speaks of our health demanding that
the two experiences of science and non-science should lie next to each other, self-
contained and without confusion: “Illusions, biases, passions must give heat; with
the help of scientific knowledge, the pernicious and dangerous consequences of
overheating must be prevented” (see also HH 222, where he speaks of the scientific
man as a further development of the artistic man). A “great culture,” he argues, is
one in which individuals have the flexibility to pursue knowledge in a rigorous
manner while at the same time appreciating the power and beauty of art, religion, and
metaphysics (HH 278). A higher culture will give the human being a “double brain,
two brain chambers | . . . ], one to experience science, and one to experience nonscience”
(HH 251).

Nietzsche’s position gives rise to tremendous tensions in his thinking, since it is clear
that traditional metaphysics cannot survive the interrogation afforded by the new
methods of knowledge and inquiry. The way in which we think about knowledge
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(epistemology) and being (ontology), as well as our entire understanding of moral
concepts and sensations, must undergo a radical transformation.

There are other tensions in Nietzsche's thinking, which run throughout the texts of
his middle and late periods, and which center on the role he accords to reason and
consciousness in the economy of life, including human life. The essays to be found
in part IV, “Philosophy of Mind,” illuminate core aspects of Nietzsche's thinking on
questions of reason, phenomenal consciousness, and the nature of the subject. Volker
Gerhardt (chapter 15) focuses on a well-known and oft-cited formula to be found in a
discourse in Thus Spoke Zarathustra, where Nietzsche has Zarathustra speak of “the
great reason” of the body. Gerhardt aims to show that this reduction of reason to the
body is a highly complicated move on Nietzsche's part and cannot be read simply as
an instance of his alleged irrationalism. Peter Poellner, who has done seminal work on
Nietzsche'’s relation to phenomenology, seeks to illuminate Nietzsche's thinking on
phenomenal consciousness (chapter 16). He shows that, in spite of the widespread
depiction of Nietzsche as an irrationalist wedded to a form of psychologism, there are
core elements in his thinking on consciousness that anticipate the phenomenological
turn in philosophy. Poellner seeks to show just how we can get right the relation
between the phenomenological, the scientific, and the metaphysical in Nietzsche's
thinking, and our own too. Christa Davis Acampora situates Nietzsche's thinking in
relation to the concerns of psychology and the philosophy of mind and seeks to show
the complicated character of his naturalism, claiming that it cannot be equated with a
scientism (chapter 17; see also Janaway, chapter 18). Acampora'’s focus is on gaining
an adequate comprehension of the “subject” of Nietzsche’s moral psychology and in a
double sense: just what informs and constitutes Nietzsche’s moral psychology? What
is the nature of the moral subject presupposed by it?

With Human, All Too Human begins Nietzsche's commitment to an examination
of the origins of morality, which was now to become a feature of all his work and
constitutes one of its most essential tasks. In this text the focus is largely on the origin
of moral sensations and on demonstrating the illusory and mythical character of the
belief that individuals are free willing centers and originators of actions. Nietzsche
endorses as a tenet possessing both frightful and fruitful consequences the insight
of his friend Paul Rée that the moral human being is situated no nearer to the
metaphysical or intelligible world than the physical man. Nietzsche states that this is
an insight that needs to grow hard and sharp with the “hammerblow of historical
knowledge” (HH 37).

Several essays in this volume illuminate both core and novel aspects of Nietzsche's
thinking about ethics and morality, notably the essays by Paul van Tongeren, Kathleen
Marie Higgins, and Robert C. Solomon (chapters 21, 22, and 23). The essays by the
contributors in part V, “Philosophy and Genealogy” (Robert Guay and Robert B. Pippin,
chapters 19 and 20), as well as the essay on Nietzsche and freedom by Herman Siemens
which presents important new research (chapter 24), should also be consulted.
Christopher Janaway's essay (chapter 18) seeks to illuminate both the specific character
of Nietzsche’s naturalism and the fundamental differences in the approaches Rée and
Nietzsche adopt to questions concerning the origins of morality and moral feelings.

It is also in Human, All Too Human that Nietzsche calls for a mode of “historical
philosophizing” as a way of eliminating problems of metaphysics (including the
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thing-in-itself). In section 9 he allows for the fact that there could be a “metaphysical
world,” but because we cannot chop off our own head all we can ever say of it is that
it has a “differentness” that is inaccessible to us. He suggests that the question how
our image of the world might be different to the “disclosed essence of the world” is a
matter best left to physiology, and what he calls “the ontogeny [Entwickelungsgeschichte]
of organisms and concepts,” to solve (HH 10, 16). Nietzsche reflects on how an
“ontogeny of thought” will come to show us that what today we call the world is the
result of numerous errors and fantasies and part of the development of organic life.
This collection of errors and fantasies also constitutes the treasure of a tradition (the
“value” of humanity depends upon it), thus giving rise to a necessary conflict between,
on the one hand, our reliance on error and our need for fantasy, and on the other the
development of science and of scientific truth. Humankind has inherited so many
intellectual errors; the challenge facing it now is whether it can be equal to the task of
incorporating truth (on this experiment see Ansell Pearson, chapter 13).

The position Nietzsche adopts on philosophical questions and topics in the opening
of Human, All Too Human finds an echo in the first section of Beyond Good and Evil
entitled “On the Prejudices of Philosophers.” In the opening section of HH he focuses
on the question of how something can originate in its opposite, and sets up a contrast
between “metaphysical philosophy” and “historical philosophy.” The former answers
the question by appealing to a miraculous source to explain the origin of something
held to be of a higher value. The latter, by contrast, which Nietzsche insists can no
longer be separated from the natural sciences and which he names as the youngest of
all philosophical methods, seeks to show that there are no opposites but that all things
arise from and are implicated in a process of sublimation, hence his call for a “chemistry
of concepts and sensations.” This historical mode of philosophizing gives rise to a
number of provocative ideas that have proved seminal in modern thought: that
there are no “unalterable facts of mankind,” that everything that exists is subject to
“becoming,” that our faculty of cognition, far from being the transcendental source or
originator of our knowledge of the world (the reference is to Kant), has itself become,
and that a society’s order of rank concerning what it holds to be good and evil actions
is constantly changing (HH 2, 107). We do not require certainties with regard to the
“first and last things” in order to live a “full and excellent human life” (WS 16).

Nietzsche is proposing that a fundamental rupture be effected with regard to
customary habits of thinking. Concerning the first and last or ultimate things — What
is the purpose of man? What is his fate after death? How can man be reconciled with
God? — it should not be felt necessary to develop knowledge against faith; rather, we
should practice an indifference towards faith and supposed knowledge in the domains
of metaphysics, morality, and religion. One of the reasons why Nietzsche takes issue
with “philosophical dogmatists” of all persuasions — be they idealists or materialists or
realists, he says — is that they seek to force us into taking decisions “in domains where
neither faith nor knowledge is needed” (WS 16). The “greatest lovers of knowledge”
will thus practice knowledge in a different way and remain steadfastly and gaily
indifferent to the first and last things. In Beyond Good and Evil Nietzsche teaches the
responsibilities of the “dangerous Perhaps” and argues that it is necessary now to wait
“for a new category of philosophers” to arrive (BGE 2). These “coming” philosophers
will be ones who do not accept at face value the belief of the “metaphysicians” in the
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“opposition of values.” The taste and inclination of these philosophers will be very
different from that which has hitherto guided philosophical inquiry.

Most commentators writing on Nietzsche today, be they of an analytical or a con-
tinental persuasion, agree in positioning him as a philosophical naturalist. Nietzsche’s
naturalism is evident in the frequent recourse he has to physiology, to psychology,
and to the insights of evolutionary theory, as well as in the way he takes to task our
habits of thinking for being mythological, including our reliance on imaginary causes
and fictions (such as the “cloddish simplicity” of the idea of free will, BGE 21) and the
anthropomorphic manner in which we conceive existence in terms of intentions and
final purposes. However, while Nietzsche’s naturalistic proclivities and commitments
have been well established in the literature, the precise character of his naturalism is
not so well understood. In the case of a heterodox thinker like Nietzsche it is important
we don’'t make his ideas and projects neatly fit into pre-established philosophical
positions. If we respect, and pay attention to, the intricate and subtle character of his
thinking we will be more receptive to the challenges it aims to present to our evolved
and conventional modes of thought. On how Nietzsche’s naturalism can best be
configured see in particular the essays by Clark and Dudrick, Acampora, Janaway,
Higgins, and Solomon (chapters 9, 17, 18, 22, 23).

The Final Period and Late Writings

In 1888 Nietzsche spent what turned out to be his last summer in Sils-Maria. Earlier
in the year he had written to his friend Franz Overbeck that the world should expect
no more “beautiful things” from him, just as one should not expect a suffering and
starving animal to attack its prey with grace. He confessed to being devoid of a
“refreshing and healing human love” and spoke of his “absurd isolation,” which made
the residues of a connection with people only something that wounded him. He was
becoming fully aware that the philosopher who embarks on a relentless struggle against
everything that human beings have hitherto revered will be met with a hostile public
reception, one that will condemn him to an icy isolation with his books being judged
by the language of pathology and psychiatry.

Nietzsche stayed in the city of Turin in April and May of this year. He returned
in September and stayed there up to the point of his mental collapse in January 1889.
In it he found not a modern metropolis but, he wrote, a “princely residence of the
seventeenth century” and an “aristocratic calm” with no “petty suburbs” and a unity
of commanding taste. He especially liked the beautiful cafés, the lovely sidewalks, the
organization of trams and buses, and the fact that the streets were clean. The Case
of Wagner was published, and though it received some vitriolic reviews it was also
welcomed enthusiastically by August Strindberg. While in Turin in May Nietzsche
came across a French translation (carried out in India) of Manu's book of laws, which
he thought supplemented his views on religion in a “most remarkable way.” In a letter
to Carl Fuchs written in Sils in July, Nietzsche says that it is neither necessary nor
desirable to argue in his favor, and suggests instead that a more intelligent attitude
towards him would be to adopt the pose one would in the presence of a foreign and
alien plant, namely, one of curiosity and ironic resistance.
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Nietzsche began work on Ecce Homo: How One Becomes What One Is on his birthday,
October 15. The text was designed as a way of testing the risks that could be taken
with “German ideas of freedom of speech,” Nietzsche said in a letter to Gast, in which
he would talk about himself and his writings with “all possible psychological cunning
and gay detachment.” The last thing he wanted, he confided, was to be treated as some
kind of prophet, and he hoped the book would prevent readers from confusing him
with what he was not. In it Nietzsche expresses his preference for French over German
culture, including a number of contemporary French writers and novelists that he
regards as all “delicate psychologists” (they include Paul Bourget, Anatole France, and
Guy de Maupassant, to whom Nietzsche says he feels especially attached). Stendhal,
he confides, represents one of the “fairest accidents” of his life. Nietzsche says he prefers
this generation of writers over their teachers, such as Hippolyte Taine, whom he
regards as having been ruined by German philosophy (EH, “Why I Am So Clever,” 3).

In December Ecce Homo was sent to the publishers and Nietzsche was observed
chanting and dancing naked in his room by his landlady. On the morning of January
3, 1889, as Nietzsche was taking a stroll through Piazza Carlo Alberto in Turin, he
witnessed a carriage driver beating a horse. He threw his arms around the horse’s
neck and then collapsed to the ground, losing consciousness. In the course of the next
few days he composed a series of dramatic and disturbing letters. He wrote to Gast
announcing that the world had become transfigured. To Georg Brandes, his champion
in Copenhagen, he wrote that now he had discovered him the great difficulty was how
to lose him. To Cosima Wagner he wrote, famously, “Ariadne, I love you”; to Overbeck
that he was having all anti-Semites shot; and to Jacob Burckhardt that he was all the
names in history. Burckhardt showed the letter he had received to Overbeck, who
then traveled to Turin and brought Nietzsche back to Basel. The diagnosis was “pro-
gressive paralysis.” Nietzsche spent a year in a psychiatric clinic in Jena; in 1890 his
mother took him to Naumburg, and, upon her death in 1897, his sister Elisabeth
brought Nietzsche to the Villa Silberblick in Weimar and inaugurated the Nietzsche
cult. Nietzsche died on August 25, 1900.

One of the greatest ironies of Nietzsche's fate is that his mental collapse should have
been followed by the rapid establishment of the “Nietzsche legend” and the “Nietzsche
industry.” As far as Nietzsche himself was concerned, though, and to speak with
Hamlet's last words (one of his favorite quotations), “the rest is silence.” What followed
the end of his intellectual career was over a decade of mental and physical degenera-
tion before his eventual death at the dawn of a new century that would finally begin to
embark on the task of understanding itself with the aid of his work.

Two main features about Nietzsche’s late writings can be noted. The first is that
they are written as a philosophy of the future and seek to herald this philosophy as
an event. The second is that, in contrast to what he saw as the “yes-saying” part of
his task carried out in his previous writings from 1878 onwards, they form part of
what Nietzsche called the “no-saying” part, such as demanding a revaluation of values
and heralding a great day of decision. From this point on, he says, all his writings are
fish-hooks and are looking for fish; in other words, they are attempts to seduce (amor
comes from amus, the Latin word for hook).

What turned out to be the final period of Nietzsche’s intellectual output dates from
1886 with the publication of Beyond Good and Evil, which bears the subtitle “Prelude
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to a Philosophy of the Future.”'” It is around this time that he began writing a major
work that was to consist of four books and to which he gave the working title “Will to
Power: Attempt at a Revaluation of All Values.” Nietzsche was never to bring this
planned magnum opus to fruition, but something of its nature can be found in the texts
Twilight of the Idols (published in 1889) and The Anti-Christian (published in 1895 and
regarded by Nietzsche as the first book of the transvaluation of all values). It is also in
this year that he composed a set of new prefaces to his back catalog of published texts,
and many scholars regard these prefaces as among the finest pieces of philosophical
self-reflection Nietzsche ever wrote. In 1887 a new edition of The Gay Science was
published with an added fifth book which began with a discourse entitled “The Mean-
ing of Our Cheerfulness” and in which Nietzsche elaborated upon the significance of
the death of God as a “monstrous event” that heralded a new dawn in which all the
daring of the lover of knowledge could once again be permitted. He also read Dostoevsky,
composed extensive notes on “European nihilism,” and published On the Genealogy
of Morality with its three striking inquiries into the spirit of ressentiment, the origins
of the bad conscience, and the meaning of the ascetic ideal. In a letter written in
December of 1887 to the Danish critic Brandes, the first person ever to lecture on his
work, Nietzsche responded favorably to his description of his thinking as an “aristo-
cratic radicalism.” However, he regarded it as something of a comic fact that he was
beginning to have a subterranean influence among a diverse array of radical parties
and circles.

Beyond Good and Evil is said by Nietzsche to be “in all essentials” a critique of
modernity that includes within its range of attack modern science, modern art, and
modern politics. Where the vision of Zarathustra was that of distant things, the vision
of BGE is focused sharply on the modern age, on “what is around us.” However, Nietzsche
holds the two projects and tasks to be intimately related: “In every aspect of the book,”
he writes in Ecce Homo, “above all in its form, one will discover the same intentional
[willkiirliche] turning away from the instincts out of which a Zarathustra becomes
possible.” In a letter to his former Basel colleague Jacob Burckhardt dated Septem-
ber 22, 1886, Nietzsche stresses that Beyond Good and Evil says the same things as
Zarathustra “only in a way that is different — very different.” In this letter he draws
attention to the book’s chief preoccupations and mentions the “mysterious conditions
of any growth in culture,” the “extremely dubious relation between what is called the
‘improvement’ of man (or even ‘humanization’) and the enlargement of the human
type,” and, “above all the contradiction between every moral concept and every scien-
tific concept of Iife.”*! For two accounts of aspects of BGE see the essays by Lampert
and by Clark and Dudrick (chapters 8 and 9).

Nietzsche intended Genealogy of Morality as a “supplement” to and “clarification” of
his previous book, Beyond Good and Evil. Although in recent years it has come to be
prized as his most important and systematic work, Nietzsche himself conceived it as a
“small polemical pamphlet,” one that might help him sell more copies of his earlier
writings.'? It clearly merits, though, the level of attention it receives from commenta-
tors and can justifiably be regarded as one of the key texts of European intellectual
modernity. It is a disturbing book, and Nietzsche himself was well aware of the book’s
character. In Ecce Homo he discloses that an “art of surprise” guides each of the three

16



INTRODUCTION

essays that make up the book and admits that they merit being taken as among the
“uncanniest” things ever scripted. He then stresses that his god, Dionysus, is also “the
god of darkness” (EH, “GM”").

The preface to the book is crucial for understanding Nietzsche's unique conception
of the philosophical project. It begins with the enigmatic statement that we knowers,
as we moderns like to think of ourselves, are unknown to ourselves. The preface also
makes clear that Nietzsche conceived his project not simply as a contribution to late
nineteenth-century naturalism. Nothing less than a “new twist and possible outcome”
in the “Dionysian drama on the fate of the ‘soul’” (GM, preface, 7) is what is to be
meditated upon and chewed over in our exegetical reading of this book.

Nietzsche focuses his critique of morality on an issue he claims previous psycho-
logists have not properly touched upon in constructing their genealogies, namely,
morality’s value (he singles out for special consideration the question “value for what?”).
Rather, they have articulated merely “an erudite form of true belief in the prevailing
morality,” and, as a result, their inquiries remain “a part of the state of affairs within a
particular morality” (BGE 186), such as the estimation accorded to unegoistic instincts
and the utilitarian principle of the happiness of the greatest number. In opposition to
the assumption there is a single morality valid for all he maintains that “there is a
hierarchy between human and human, and therefore between morality and morality
as well” (BGE 228). Morality is to be held as the “danger of dangers” because it con-
tributes to a situation in which the present is lived at the expense of the future; if the
value of values is taken as given and as factual, “beyond all questioning,” this will
prevent the human species from attaining its “highest potential power and splendour . . .”
(GM, preface, 6). For Nietzsche the human animal is one that “has not yet been estab-
lished” (BGE 62), and he desires a new cultivation of it.

In the entry on Genealogy of Morality in Ecce Homo Nietzsche tells us that each of the
three essays that make up the book contains a beginning that is calculated to mislead,
which intentionally “keeps in suspense,” while at the conclusion of each essay “a new
truth” becomes “visible between thick clouds.” Each essay begins coolly and scientific-
ally but at the end of each a reckoning is called for, and this demand concerns the
future. Several essays in this volume illuminate core aspects of the book, for example,
those by Schacht, Acampora, Janaway, Guay, and Pippin (chapters 7, 17, 18, 19, 20).
The essay by Higgins (chapter 22) examines some personal aspects of the Nietzschean
revaluation of values. Nietzsche is well known for his diagnosis of nihilism to define
the modern European condition and for proclaiming himself as the first complete or
perfect nihilist. Andreas Urs Sommer (chapter 14) provides an extensive survey of
the references to, and definitions of, nihilism to be found in Nietzsche’s corpus, and
uncovers the influences and sources that informed Nietzsche's working through of the
nihilism problem.

Since the publication of his first book, The Birth of Tragedy, in 1872, Nietzsche had
published on average exactly one new book per year. 1888 saw a marked acceleration
in output and he completed no fewer than six books. These are all shorter works and
they vary greatly in philosophical scope, in form and in tone. Twilight of the Idols and
Ecce Homo are both works of considerable ambition, providing relatively disparate but
highly condensed overviews of Nietzsche's preoccupations throughout his career
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thus far; The Case of Wagner and The Anti-Christian, by contrast, are more narrowly
focused polemics on specific themes, “through-composed” single arguments of the kind
Nietzsche had not produced since the Untimely Meditations a decade and a half before.
Two works, Nietzsche contra Wagner and the Dionysus Dithyrambs, are re-edited com-
pilations of earlier material on which Nietzsche worked at the very end of this annus
mirabilis, in December 1888 and the first days of January 1889, immediately before
his definitive collapse into insanity.

With the benefit of hindsight it is easy to view Nietzsche's works of 1888 as a
glorious final flourishing before the descent into darkness, but it should be borne in
mind that Nietzsche himself was far from imagining them as any kind of swan-song.
On the contrary, he wrote the works of 1888 in high-spirited anticipation of the
momentous impact he was shortly to have on the world by publishing a great summa-
tion of his philosophical ideas. This magnum opus was the project on which he had
been working in the background since the time of Zarathustra in 1884, amassing a
great many preparatory notes towards what he generally referred to as The Will
to Power. The story of the works of 1888 is intimately bound up with the gradual
abandonment of that project — in the course of the year it was retitled and reconceived
as Revaluation of All Values before being definitively shelved shortly before Nietzsche's
mental collapse — but its prospect haunted him till the end. As he was writing
the works of 1888, then, Nietzsche considered them products of an interim period,
situated between the “philosophy of the future” pronounced by Zarathustra and its
fulfillment in the great work to come.?

In a letter of September 14, 1888 to his friend Paul Deussen, for example, Nietzsche
describes The Case of Wagner and Twilight of the Idols as “only recuperations in the
midst of an immeasurably difficult and decisive task which, when it is understood, will
split humanity into two halves.”'* Similarly, he begins the foreword to Ecce Homo
with a justification for writing his autobiography on the grounds that “I must shortly
approach mankind with the heaviest demand that has ever been made on it.” Janus-
faced, though, Nietzsche looked backwards as well: in preparation for the earth-
shatteringly affirmative philosophy to come, he was concerned to settle his accounts
and draw a line under as many as possible of his philosophical antagonisms, bringing
to a conclusion the period of negativity inaugurated by Beyond Good and Evil.
Not surprisingly, then, the majority of these 1888 works are (like On the Genealogy of
Morality) polemics, and parodic in intent, less concerned with introducing new themes
than with reaching definitive formulations of earlier positions in order to rebuff the
staunchest of his philosophical opponents — most notably Wagner, his compatriots the
Germans in general, and Christianity.

At an early stage in the composition of Twilight of the Idols Nietzsche decided to hold
back the majority of his material on Christianity to form the nucleus of a separate text
(The Anti-Christian), so that “Morality as Anti-Nature” in TI is left as the main attack
on Christian morality in this text. Following on from the Third Essay of On the Genealogy
of Morality, Christian morality is here condemned as decadent, anti-instinctual,
anti-natural, “inimical to life,” even if “we immoralists and anti-Christians” still deem
it necessary to uphold it as an enemy (and, to that extent, respect it). In the section of
TI entitled “The Four Great Errors” Nietzsche argues that we suffer from a “causal
drive” which impels us to explain actions in terms of erroneous “inner facts” such as
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“will,” “mind,” and “subject” which are but illusions populating our fabricated “inner
world.” Morality and religion thus belong entirely within “the psychology of error.”
Developing the argument of the Second Essay of On the Genealogy of Morality, Nietzsche
argues that the mythological idea of “free will” derives from Christian theology's
desire to make people responsible for their actions and thus foster guilt, which in turn
derives from the (“slavish”) desire to blame and punish. Instead, he proposes as his
own counter-explanation a kind of fatalism: “No one is the result of his own intention,
his own will, his own purpose.” On Nietzsche's fatalism see the essay by Robert C.
Solomon (chapter 23). Morality is a semiotics (in the original, medical sense of the
word), a surface phenomenon requiring meta-level interpretation in accordance with
a different, superior set of extra-moral values “beyond good and evil.”

It is in Beyond Good and Evil and Genealogy of Morality that we encounter the two
most important presentations of the doctrine of the will to power in Nietzsche's pub-
lished writings (BGE 36 and GM II. 12). The teaching first appears in his work in the
discourse on “Self-Overcoming” in Zarathustra, and hitherto in his work he had spoken
only of “the feeling of power” (in Daybreak and in GS 13, for example). It is without
doubt the doctrine which now generates the most dispute amongst commentators on
Nietzsche’s work. Is he propounding with it a new ontology and cosmology of forces
and, if so, is he entitled to do so? Some commentators argue that the will to power
operates strictly on the level of an empirical psychology, especially human psychology,
and are suspicious of treating the will to power as an ontology and cosmology of
forces. Others have insisted that the will to power cannot be restricted to the merely
empirical or psychological, arguing that it is indeed an ontology and defending
Nietzsche’s entitlement to one. Commentators suspicious of treating the doctrine of
will to power in terms of an ontology argue that there is little basis in Nietzsche for
doing so. How coherent is it, for example, for Nietzsche to draw our attention to the
anthropomorphic character of our designations of nature (see GS 109), and then go
on to claim that the world in its essence and in all its aspects is will to power? How can
we be sure that in this doctrine Nietzsche does not do what he criticizes the Stoics and
other modes of thinking for doing, namely, imposing a subterfuge morality or ideal on
nature (see BGE 9)? Is the will to power simply a projection of his own evaluative
commitments? These are questions that any conscientious reader of Nietzsche must
wrestle with, and they continue to exercise the attention of his commentators.

The majority of Nietzsche’s most extensive explorations of the world as will to power
are to be found in his Nachlass material, selections of which are available in English
translation in the volume The Will to Power. This is a highly unreliable text put
together after Nietzsche's death by his sister and her supporters.'®> Although Heidegger
is often attacked for placing undue emphasis in his interpretation of Nietzsche on the
notebooks, this ignores the fact that he was one of the first to cast suspicion on the
volume that bears the title The Will to Power. He noted that the WP edition gives us a
book falsely ascribed to Nietzsche and that it is little more than an arbitrary selection
of the notes which predetermines our conception of Nietzsche's philosophy during the
period 1883-8.1°

It might be proposed that the most prudent approach to adopt with respect to the
doctrine of will to power is to pay careful and close attention to what Nietzsche says in
his published texts about it, and then allow the notebooks from the 1880s to be used
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only on the basis of connections one can plausibly make between them and the pub-
lished texts. However, adopting such a transparently sensible approach as this is not
without problems, especially when the complex character of Nietzsche's presentation
of his philosophy is taken into account. In his 1971 study the eminent German scholar
Wolfgang Miiller-Lauter drew attention to those places where Nietzsche complicates
the issue of how we are to receive his writings, including a note from 1887 in which
he says that he does not write for readers but takes notes only for himself. It is on the
basis of such disclosures, which can also be found in the published material, that
Miiller-Lauter defends Heidegger's contentious view that the “real philosophy” of
Nietzsche is not to be found in the published texts, which are merely “foreground,” but
rather in what he leaves behind as his posthumous legacy.'”

The main questions the student of Nietzsche needs to focus on in engaging with the
teaching or doctrine (Lehre) of the will to power include: What is its precise status in
his thinking? What philosophical work is it doing in his critical thinking? Can it fulfill
all the operational and critical tasks Nietzsche assigns to it?

The essays in the final section of this volume will greatly aid the reader and student
in gaining a critical purchase on the most salient issues surrounding Nietzsche’s
“theory” and doctrine of the will to power (see also the contributions by Miller and
Nabais, chapters 4 and 5). Recent scholarship has drawn on the pioneering insights of
Miiller-Lauter, which succeeded in showing the extent to which Nietzsche’s doctrine
is also bound up with his readings in biology and evolutionary theory (in BGE 23
Nietzsche presents the will to power in terms of “morphology and evolutionary theory”).
Gregory Moore has done important research on this aspect of Nietzsche's work, and
his essay seeks to illuminate some core issues for the reader (chapter 28). In his essay
(chapter 29) Daniel W. Conway focuses on a core doctrine of Nietzsche’s but one that
is also inadequately understood and in fact very hard to get the full measure of. This is
Nietzsche’s well-known claim that self-overcoming is the very “law of life” (GM III.
27), which is also significant for our understanding of the doctrine of the will to power.
James Porter wrestles with the most important thorny philosophical issues surround-
ing Nietzsche’s conscientious commitment to the doctrine (chapter 30). Finally,
Henry Staten offers a critical engagement with Nietzsche’s conception of life as will to
power by drawing attention to the way in which his thinking, in his view, overlooks
questions concerning techne and the social construction of our drives (chapter 31).

Nietzsche bequeaths to us moderns — defined curiously and uncannily as knowers
not known to themselves (GM, preface, 1) — a unique set of philosophical tasks and
projects. Getting the measure of them, and understanding and engaging with the
work that they are seeking to do, is the most fundamental task facing the reader of
Nietzsche's texts. In the foreword to The Anti-Christian Nietzsche tells us what he wishes
in the way of his future readers. They include: “new ears for new music,” “new eyes
for the most distant things,” a “new conscience for truths that have hitherto remained
dumb,” the ability to keep one’s energy and enthusiasm in bounds, “reverence for
oneself,” and “unconditional freedom with respect to oneself.” Nietzsche wants his
readers to wrestle with his doctrines and thought-experiments and subject them to
various tests. He also wants his readers to think for themselves and come to know and
appreciate what it means to think.
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Nietzsche and the Art of the Aphorism
JILL MARSDEN

Throughout his philosophical corpus, Nietzsche acknowledges that our habits of
thought constitute what we recognize as thought. Much of what we call “cognition” is
for Nietzsche merely re-cognition, the expression of a new insight by means of familiar
signs. Shaped by the “habits of our senses” our prevailing judgments and beliefs rein-
force our unconscious expectations and it is “by these horizons [ . . . | that we measure
the world” (D 117). It is in the context of these constraints — which are simultaneously
cultural and physiological — that Nietzsche utilizes the aphorism as a weapon of
critique. Nietzsche's aphorisms are escape routes from convictions, byways into the
labyrinth of the unforeseen. Deriving from the Greek term aphorismos, meaning
“definition” (from aphorizein to define, from horos, boundary), the aphorism emerges
in Nietzsche's writings as a new “horizon” for philosophy, that which sets the limit
rather than that which is defined by a limit. Unlike the categories of knowledge which
function by subsuming thought in a limited number of ways, the aphorism is a singular
and sinuous form which frames thought like a skin, enclosing yet growing with what
it confines. In this respect it does not so much add to existing orthodoxy as indicate
new ways in which philosophical activity might yet be possible.

Both conclusive and question-begging, a masterpiece of condensed discontinuity,
the maxim aggresses against our ingrained philosophical instincts which favor doctrine
over declamation and expansiveness over brevity. It is telling that in pursuing
Nietzsche’s major ideas — such as the “overcoming of Platonism” or the “revaluation of
all values” — there is a tendency for commentators to focus on the “substance” of his
texts rather than the materiality of their “form.” It would be all too easy to regard his
collections of aphorisms as entertaining but incidental “interludes” (Zwischenspiele)
between the “main acts” of his philosophical compositions (see for example the fourth
chapter of Beyond Good and Evil, which is entitled “Maxims and Interludes”). However,
to do so would be both to dismiss large swaths of Nietzsche's output as philosophically
negligible and to ignore the extensive reflections on the “art of the aphorism” to be
found in his works. Moreover, one must ask whether it is enough to challenge the
dogmas of metaphysics at the level of ideas while continuing to remain uncritical of
stylistic values at the level of the text.

In what follows, the philosophical value of writing aphoristically will be submitted
to scrutiny. The first section aims to consider what Nietzsche understands by “the
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aphoristic form” and to situate it within his broader experimentation with the material
conditions of thought. This is developed in the second section, which considers the
specific ways in which aphoristic writing challenges our habits of reading. Building on
these reflections we turn in the third section to examine Nietzsche’s contentious claim
that the Third Essay of On the Genealogy of Morals is to be regarded as an “exegesis” of
an aphorism. The guiding concern throughout will be to ask what is philosophically
distinctive about this mode of philosophical communication and to consider why it
might be preferred above more conventional means of expression.

Nietzsche's Understanding of the Aphorism

The aphorism [der Aphorismos]|, the apophthegm [die Sentenz], in which I am the first
master among Germans, are the forms of “eternity”; my ambition is to say in ten sentences
what everyone else says in a book — what everyone else does not say in a book. (TI,
“Expeditions of an Untimely Man,” 51)

The first of Nietzsche's texts to make extensive use of the aphoristic form is Human, All
Too Human (1878), which interweaves a variety of acerbic, incisive and observational
maxims with short paragraph essays of varying length. In its orthodox usage, the term
“aphorism” is used to denote a short expression of a general truth or pointed assertion.
Strictly speaking, the German word Sentenz (translated as “maxim” or “apophthegm”)
conveys this sense most closely, although Nietzsche often uses the term Aphorismus
synonymously. His description of Human, All Too Human as a “collection of aphorisms”
in the preface to On the Genealogy of Morals suggests that there may be some justifica-
tion for taking the term “aphorism” to denote a style of writing rather than the classically
terse statement; nevertheless, caution is required here. While it seems reasonable to
regard some of the longer passages in Nietzsche's works as aphoristic in character
(owing to their semantic and stylistic concision and their sharpness of observation)
Nietzsche alludes to them simply as “sections” when making retrospective reference to
such texts (for example in the preface to On the Genealogy of Morals and in Ecce Homo).
For this reason, although it has become standard practice in Nietzsche scholarship to
use the term “aphorism” to describe the vast majority of such numbered pieces, it is
unwise to treat all examples of the latter as aphorisms, particularly in essay-length
texts such as On the Genealogy of Morals, The Wagner Case, and Ecce Homo, where it
would seem more accurate to describe them as chapters. Although it cannot settle the
matter decisively, reflection on what makes something “aphoristic” for Nietzsche is of
obvious benefit to our inquiry.

Some clues are to be found by tracing the emergence of the aphoristic style in
Nietzsche’s work. In Ecce Homo he identifies the period in which Human, All Too Human
is written as a turning point in his philosophical development. Partly as a result of a
serious decline in his health, partly as a result of reaching the nadir of impatience with
his philological labors, Nietzsche abandons what he calls “historical” study in favor of
a new focus on diagnostics: “A downright burning thirst seized hold of me: thencefor-
ward I pursued in fact nothing other than physiology, medicine and natural science”
(EH, “Human, All Too Human,” 3). The development of the aphoristic style appears
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to coincide with this period of “convalescence” from scholarship, marking a “sudden
end” to all his “infections” with idealism.! The series of books written at this time
— Assorted Opinions and Maxims (1879), The Wanderer and his Shadow (1880) and
Daybreak (1881) — represent a “supreme kind of recovery” (EH, “Human, All Too
Human,” 4). In their different ways, each is a study in symptomatology and stands
comparison with the collection of ancient treatises attributed to Hippocrates, the
Corpus Hippocraticum. Indeed, it is generally thought that the term “aphorism” is first
used in the writings attributed to Hippocrates.” The Corpus Hippocraticum consists
of rules and prescriptions for living well, for diagnosing symptoms, and for promoting
the art of good health. What is most significant about these “medical” aphorisms
is that they came into being as the result of experience and experimentation and in
this respect differed from logical axioms or scientific propositions. True, one might
find precepts when consulting such a work, but they are as much tools for diagnosis
as prescriptions for practice. Just as a novice in the medical arts might turn to the
Hippocratic texts seeking edification, the reader of Nietzsche’'s aphorisms might hope
to find maxims by which to live. In each case one is more likely to discover that the
said “principles” prompt self-analysis, leading to the identification of “symptoms” of a
hitherto unrealized malady.

It seems significant that the aphoristic style should be developed in Nietzsche’s
thought at a time when he is exploring the extent to which ideas can transform
and redirect the energies of the body. While it is not obvious whether his sickness
at the time of writing Human, All Too Human is triggered by depleted enthusiasm for
philology or whether the latter is the result of his burgeoning affliction, it is undeniable
that sickness gave him the “right” to a “complete reversal of habits” (EH, “Human, All
Too Human,” 4). From this new perspective it is possible to ask under what conditions
dominant beliefs, perceptions, and value judgments are fostered, a process that Nietzsche
describes as psychological critique. Not without its dangers, this method may induce
iatrogenic symptoms. As both patient and physician, Nietzsche succinctly identifies
the affective investment that one might have in sustaining rather than resolving a
potentially morbid state and hence in earnestly acting against one’s own agenda: “He
who lives for the sake of combating an enemy has an interest in seeing that his enemy
stays alive” (HH 531). Favoring such motivational analysis over metaphysical specu-
lation, Nietzsche starts to recommend ways in which the reader can use his or her
own life course as an “instrument and means of knowledge” (HH 292).

However you may be, serve yourself as your own source of experience! Throw off
discontent with your nature, forgive yourself your own ego, for in any event you possess
in yourself a ladder with a hundred rungs upon which you can climb to knowledge.
(HH 292)

In this context Nietzsche emphasizes how wrong turnings in life can be invaluable
lessons, how one can learn to see the “necessity inherent in the course of culture in
general” by recognizing how one’s experiments, errors, faults, delusions, passions,
love and hope can become part of a “necessary chain of rings of culture” (HH 292).
The lesson here is to extract from one’s affective encounters articles of wisdom that
cease to reflect the parochial conditions of their genesis. Their “truth” is not confirmed
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by personal experience because such insights are won by exchanging contingencies for
imperatives. In other words, to the extent that subjective testimony is registered in the
third person, Nietzsche appears to use the aphoristic form to convey a transpersonal
affectivity, uniting the singular and the universal in a unique aesthetic judgment. In
this way, the aphorism strikes a powerful chord but the melody is not of our making.
Through isolating the impersonal core of raw feeling at the heart of experience,
individual testimony becomes a means for the production of something more perfect
than itself.

It is in this respect that Nietzsche’'s aphoristic writing lacks the comforting tenor of
“home-spun wisdom.” While the maxim or adage is typically characterized as an aptly
worded truism or commonplace, in Nietzsche’s hands bold assertion is coupled with
the expression of uncommon or inverted reasoning to create a novel experiment in the
provocation to think. This is increasingly apparent in his later works such as Twilight
of the Idols in which his adoption of the aphoristic form functions as a malicious
dissection of popular psychology, only “curative” by virtue of striking at the heart
of established therapeutics. For example, with implicit reference to the old saw that
“Idleness is the beginning of all vices” Nietzsche writes: “Idleness is the beginning of
all psychology. What? Could psychology be — a vice?” (TI, “Maxims and Arrows”). By
using the rhetoric of popular morality against itself psychology is presented as a mode
of inquiry that prospers through indolence. Accordingly, the self-evidence of “virtue”
is called into question. To be idle rather than industrious is to indulge the curiosity of
the genealogist who probes the value judgments underlying the habits of our senses.
This aphorism, which is the first of the series to follow after the preface to Twilight of
the Idols, echoes a remark made there about the book being an idle dalliance of a
psychologist. Indeed, idleness is the prerogative of the convalescent (and Nietzsche tells
us in this preface — as in several others — that this text is itself part of a project of
recovery). We are also told in the preface, in the form of a maxim, that “the spirit
grows, strength is restored by wounding.” The reader is left in little doubt that the
regimen which will promote well-being will also exploit the capacity for suffering.
Nietzsche's choice of the title “Maxims and Arrows” for the opening series of aphorisms
in Twilight of the Idols suggests a shower of dangerous and targeted insights which will
achieve their effects by bypassing the defences of an idling consciousness, viscerally
inscribing their mark.

In considering the meaning that the aphorism has for Nietzsche one might
look beyond the possible debt to Hippocrates’ medical arts and note other prominent
aphorists that undoubtedly influenced his style. The notion that an aphorism is “barbed”
calls to mind Heraclitus, whose epigrammatic sentences make liberal use of counter-
logic and metaphor. The Heraclitean aphorism: “The bow [biés] is called life [bios], but
its work is death” (fragment B 48) serves as a painful reminder that no art of living
well is immune from sickness, indeed, life is the arrow which targets itself. It is clear
that Heraclitus was a decisive influence on Nietzsche's development of the aphoristic
device although in Twilight of the Idols he also declares a serious ambition towards
“Roman style” (TI, “What I Owe the Ancients,” 1). There he writes that his sense of the
epigram as style was awoken on coming into contact with Sallust: “Compact, severe,
with as much substance as possible, a cold malice towards ‘fine words,” also towards
‘fine feelings’ — in that I knew myself” (TI, “What I Owe the Ancients,” 1). In a similar
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manner, he praises the Horatian ode, which achieves a maximum energy from a
minimum use of signs. More immediately, during the period in which Human, All Too
Human was composed, Nietzsche was immersed in the works of the French moralistes,
especially Pascal, Voltaire, and Montaigne. Additionally, from La Rochefoucauld he
appears to have inherited a love of exaggeration and paradox, and from Chamfort a
skill in the art of the short dialog form. It is fair to say that the explicitly psychological
observations of the latter thinkers may have fueled Nietzsche's interest in diagnostics
and the “arts of living” as much as works of the “ancients.” One should also not forget
the wry Teutonic incisiveness of Lichtenberg and Schopenhauer, both of whom
Nietzsche regarded as exemplars of German prose.

This notwithstanding, there is a limit to how much the intellectual context of
Nietzsche's development of the aphorism can tell us about his understanding of its
function. It is interesting to note that, in contrast to his predecessors, he does not
display a distinctive aphoristic style. Unlike the “bon mot” or fitting remark, the
Nietzschean aphorism is not easily culled and quoted ubiquitously. There is no
singularity of tone or “signature.” Indeed, in a philosophical tradition dominated by
argumentation (dialectic, deduction, refutation and counter-refutation) the Nietzschean
aphorism proves a difficult item to place. While it frequently takes the form of an
assertion and hence dispenses with the need to persuade, its substance may be a
partial impression or prejudice. Such aphorisms are compact and severe, displaying a
preference for economy of thought and expression, for example: “If one trains one’s
conscience it will kiss us as it bites” (BGE 98). By contrast, other aphorisms are “trem-
bling with passion” and exhibit the acoustic precision more characteristic of poetry
than prose (EH, “Thus Spoke Zarathustra,” 6). Nietzsche says of Thus Spoke Zarathustra
that here eloquence becomes music: “here all things come caressingly to your dis-
course and flatter you: for they want to ride upon your back. Upon every image you
here ride to every truth” (EH, “Thus Spoke Zarathustra,” 6). Still other aphorisms map
a dialog or set a scene. Examples would include the discourse between the “wanderer”
and his “shadow” or the short exchanges d la Chamfort between the interlocutors “A”
and “B” which figure in a number of Nietzsche’s texts.

However, despite the absence of a quintessential Nietzschean form of the aphorism,
his writings contain a number of striking reflections on its status and function. In Thus
Spoke Zarathustra Nietzsche’s Zarathustra declares — in a series of aphorisms — that of
all writings he loves only that which is “written with blood” for “blood is spirit” and
not an easy thing for the “reading idler” to understand:

He who writes in blood and aphorisms does not want to be read, he wants to be learned
by heart.

In the mountains the shortest route is from peak to peak, but for that you must have
long legs. Aphorisms should be peaks, and those to whom they are spoken should be big
and tall of stature. (Z I, “Of Reading and Writing”)

The peak may be the summit of a thought, the apex or high point of meditation.
However, it is also the point at which the air is at its thinnest and purest, a dangerous
altitude. For Zarathustra, the aphorism is an exalted and ominous thought, far
removed from the shallow slogans and chatter of the mass. If to “read” is to participate

26



THE ART OF THE APHORISM

in the public interpretation of written signs, to “learn by heart” is to reinvigorate those
signs by incorporating them into the body. The passage recalls Plato’s Phaedrus and
the arguments made there against writing. When something is learnt by heart it is
committed to memory and quite literally becomes part of the sensitive matter of the
subject. This may be one of the reasons why Nietzsche favors the aphoristic form over
other kinds of writing which make far less of a demand upon the reader. With the
aphoristic form memory is cultivated through the impress of stark and pointed asser-
tions. In this respect the notion of writing in blood suggests a brutal mnemonics of
pain, but the lodging of maxims and arrows need not be equated with suffering. The
incorporation or “ensouling” of aphorisms can occur involuntarily owing to the pre-
conscious tempo of the syntax. Quite simply, one is caught up in the speed of the
aphorism — its rhythmic necessity — prior to comprehension. As a result, unlike other
kinds of philosophical text, the aphorism can take hold of its host and impose itself on
consciousness in its entirety. The question then is simply whether one will return to
the aphorism, reflecting on its meaning, or whether it is “remembered” as a formula
but not considered in any way.

Although the issue of what constitutes an aphorism for Nietzsche cannot be
definitively decided, its role in relation to diagnostics, therapeutics, and the embodi-
ment of thought prompts reflection on the way in which ideas impact upon the senses
and the way in which the senses respond to and “evaluate” ideas. For Nietzsche, the
“sense” (Sinn) that we make of our world is partly determined by our senses (Sinne).
Our sense perceptions are permeated by value judgments which reflect our needs and
desires (WP 505). In this respect it is idle to insist that our physiological disposition
is unrelated to evaluation. Nietzsche’s project of interpreting the physiological value
judgments that shape philosophical habits of thought may in part be prompted by his
experimentation with different forms of aphoristic writing. What this suggests is that,
although our frames of reference may be habitual, it is possible for our senses to
become attuned to different conceptual rhythms, to develop senses for new kinds of
philosophical thought. With this in mind, we turn now to consider how the aphorism
works to disrupt the value judgments that have been “incorporated” in the reading of
philosophy, creating new “matter” for thought in the process.

How Aphorisms Reconfigure the “Habits of the Senses”

In books of aphorisms like mine nothing but lengthy, forbidden things and chains of
thought stand between and behind short aphorisms; and many among them that would
be questionable enough for Oedipus and his Sphinx. I do not write treatises: they are for
asses and journal readers. (KSA 11, 37[5])

Aphorisms are essentially modular assertions which function independently of
narrativity. Although some sequences in Nietzsche’s works are both syntactically and
stylistically linked — such as the “catechism” section of The Gay Science (268-75) and
the “questions of conscience” in Twilight of the Idols (“Maxims and Arrows,” 37—-41) —
for the most part, the context of the aphorism is no broader than its terms. In fact,
taken as a whole, the seams of short aphorisms have a paratactic effect. The constantly
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broken pace, the apparently inexhaustible fund of topics that follow one after another,
and the use of the full range of personal pronouns contribute to the sense of a
polyphony of voices or at the very least, “an all-desiring self that would like, as it were,
to see with the eyes and seize with the hands of many individuals” (GS 249). This
multiplication of senses and affects contributes to the feeling that aphoristic writing
speaks of and to the body but it is not a corporeality which neatly dovetails with an
authorial ego — the self which is marked by the grammatical signifier “I.” The dis-
orientating effect that these aphorisms have on the reader is experienced as a break
with the “spell of definite grammatical functions” which Nietzsche suggests is ultimately
“the spell of physiological value judgements” (BGE 20).

For Nietzsche, grammar is “the people’s metaphysics” (GS 354), the somatically
encoded “innate systematism and relationship of concepts” that enables knowledge to
function according to the rules of resemblance and recognition (BGE 20). Unanchored
from this logic of classification, Nietzsche's aphorisms disrupt its “unconscious
domination” (BGE 20). In particular, the short, one-sentence utterance violates the
“habits of the senses” by expropriating the reader from the learned passivity that comes
from familiarity with the tone, syntax, and subject matter of an author or genre.
Crystalline in its definition, uncompromising in its certitude, the aphorism is a species
of philosophical punctuation that compels the reader to pause and re-begin. We may
feel that we “know” a thing when we can identify its species or locate it in its context,
but the aphorism has a stalling effect on the even rhythm of contemplation, forcing
thought to take a new line of flight. This has two related physiological effects. First,
reading ceases to be a “natural” process and is experienced as a cognitive and sensory
dissonance which prompts reflection on its own conditions of production. Secondly,
attention is drawn to language’s own reality and to the thoughts that only these
precise terms incant. In each case, acoustically embedded patterns are frustrated,
forestalling conceptual expectations and potentially making space for the production
of new sensibilities.

This imposition of the materiality of the sign is the ingress of the body into philo-
sophy, the irruption of intensity into thought. There has been a tendency in the
Western philosophical tradition to regard the body as ancillary to the mind, just as
there has been a tendency to regard the rhythm, cadence, color, and image of lan-
guage as superfluous to the message that words convey. However, it would seem that
Nietzsche’s goal in crafting the aphorism is to find the tone, phrase, word, or texture
that triggers a certain mood or vibration, still more the silence that resounds. Words
thus deployed are not linguistic items that disappear beneath the meanings that they
carry. On the contrary, in the aphorism words resist the comprehending conscious-
ness which would efface them. For Nietzsche, every style is good which “actually
communicates an inner state” and which makes no mistake as to the tempo of signs
and gestures (EH, “Thus Spoke Zarathustra,” 4). To communicate “what everyone
else does not say in a book” is testament to his power to use signs to transmit affects
without trimming affects down to signs. To this end, he is fulsome in his praise for the
Horatian ode, which he characterizes as a “mosaic of words in which every word, as
sound, as locus, as concept, pours forth its power to left and right and over the whole,”
achieving a maximum in the “energy of the signs” through a minimum in their range
and number (TI, “What I Owe the Ancients,” 1). He further proposes that the art of
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writing demands skill in attaining in written form the repertoire of expression only
strictly available in speech (WS 110).

Such claims indicate that the “art of the aphorism” involves the stimulation of
thoughts which have never hitherto acquired the shape of “stock” sensations. The
distinctive effect of the aphorism is crafted by the very precision of its terms and syntax
but, as in poetic utterance, its sense cannot be bartered into common currency by
paraphrase. In the second part of volume 2 of Human, All Too Human Nietzsche declares
that all great art likes to “arrest the feelings on their course” and not allow them to
run quite to their conclusion (WS 136). Great artists are said to be skilled in “avoidance,”
veering instinctively away from the common phrase or expression that would have
naturally imposed itself upon a mediocre writer (WS 97). The effect of this writing
is such that one catches the flight vector of a thought without it coalescing into a
familiar conceptual form or cliché.

To this end, Nietzsche decries the “scientific” habit of imposing a false arrangement
of deduction and dialectic upon thoughts arrived at by other, less methodical means.

One should not conceal and despoil the facts of how our thoughts have come to us. The
most profound and inexhaustible books always have something of the aphoristic and
sudden character of Pascal’'s Pensées. The driving forces and evaluations have for a long
time lain under the surface; what comes out is effect. (KSA 11, 35[31])

To the extent that it emerges without an obvious context of elaboration, the
aphorism embodies the spirit of inspiration or sudden illumination. One has the sense
of a thought arriving fully fledged in a moment of brilliant insight, marking a striking
contrast to the more even tempo of discourse in which revelations have been checked,
standardized, and censored. Most significantly, Nietzsche speaks of this eruption of
intensity in terms of the effect of latent evaluations — value judgments that testify to an
established but hitherto hidden style of being. What the aphorism represents for its
author — as much as for its reader — devolves on a diagnosis of the habits of the senses
to which it owes its origin.

This takes us to the heart of the question of the philosophical value of aphoristic
expression. What is momentarily glimpsed or made tangible in the aphorism is a mute
affective vitality. Experiences which have been “incorporated” (physiologically assim-
ilated or “consumed”) give rise to “symptoms” experienced as affects (e.g. feelings of
inclination or repugnance) which form the basis of value judgments. Arguably, the
effect of these evaluations is transmitted to the reader in advance of the reader—writer
circuit of comprehension as it might be understood according to the logic of reflection.
This “effect” passes from writer to reader in much the same way as the rhythm of a
poem commands a certain expectation and assent. It is in this respect that response to
the aphorism is partly determined by our senses. However, if value judgments about
what it is to read and process signs are also the product of prior evaluations, our
receptivity to new ideas will also in part reflect the needs and desires of our senses.

Here it is imperative to distinguish between different types of reader. Much of
what Nietzsche has to say about the “consumption” of aphorisms concerns the value
judgments that different protocols of reading express. If responding to an aphorism
entails the kind of physiological self-analysis that we discussed in the first section
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above, it is not surprising that many of Nietzsche’'s commentators prefer to bypass the
short aphorisms or at least to treat them as no different in kind to any other philo-
sophical form. Following Zarathustra’s condemnation of the “mob spirit” cultivated by
reading we might say that the “reading idler” will be inclined to seek the “shortest
route from peak to peak” without suffering the discomforts of negotiating a bleak and
jagged landscape. In this connection, Nietzsche comments that the numerous com-
plaints made about the obscurity of Heraclitus are voiced by “readers who skim and
race” (PTAG 7). However, citing Jean Paul he goes on to note that it is generally
preferable if matters of great profundity are expressed briefly because the light-minded
reader is tempted to dismiss them as nonsense rather than translate them into a non-
sense that they can comprehend: “For mean, vulgar minds have an ugly facility for
seeing in the profoundest and most pregnant utterance only their everyday opinion”
(PTAG 7). The irony here is that the reader who wants to philosophize at speed is
actually too slow to register the aesthetic momentum of the aphorism and seeks a
translation where self-transformation is what is actually required. By contrast, the
more discerning reader is left to reflect on the shock of the sudden impact of these
striking ideas. Nietzsche declares in the preface to Daybreak that he writes in a tempo
which reduces to despair every reader who is in a hurry. He recommends an art of
reading that abjures imprudent haste: “it teaches to read well, that is to say, to read
slowly, deeply, looking cautiously before and aft, with reservations, with doors left
open, with delicate eyes and fingers” (D, preface, 5).

Arguably, what this indicates is the extent to which our receptivity to ideas has
been disciplined by our prior philosophical habits. In this respect, Nietzsche uses the
aphorism to manipulate and unsettle embodied assumptions about what it means to
“read” and to “digest” philosophy. To simply assume that ideas articulated aphoristic-
ally are synoptic utterances to be unfolded and “fleshed out” is to fail to be affected by
the unique materiality of their form. If aphorisms are “peaks,” the suggestion is that
they are the high points of a meditation rather than seed crystals for future doctrines.

Against the censurers of brevity. — Something said briefly can be the fruit of much long
thought: but the reader who is a novice in this field, and has as yet reflected on it not
at all, sees in everything said briefly something embryonic, not without censuring the
author for having served him up such immature and unripened fare. (AOM 127)

Thus defined, the aphorism is a refusal to elaborate, to build. Although it may be
the product of “long thought,” this particular kind of succinctness is to be regarded
as absolute rather than rudimentary. In this regard, Nietzsche cautions against the
prejudice that something presented in small pieces is necessarily splintered: “Against
the shortsighted. — Do you think that this work must be fragmentary because I give it to
you (and have to give it to you) in fragments?” (AOM 28). As a fragment the aphorism
is a noun that has the force of a verb: it is only fragmentary to the extent that it
fragments expectations. By failing to supply the “connective tissue” that would impose
a semblance of unity on the text, Nietzsche compels his readers to be active in their
reception of his ideas.

By virtue of its brevity and lapidary precision Nietzsche’s aphoristic style constitutes
a particular provocation to the reader. While complete in itself, the aphorism seems to
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command a response. This is most evident when a question is posed, but arguably
a good deal of Nietzsche’'s aphorisms have an interrogatory tone irrespective of the
question form. In a note from winter 1876-7 Nietzsche suggests that the maxim
awaits a catalyzing power that only the reader can supply:

A maxim is a link in a chain of thoughts; it requires the reader to restore this chain out of
his own resources: in this respect, a great deal is required. A maxim is a presumptuous
thing. — Or it is an occasion for caution, as Heraclitus knew. In order to be savoured, a
maxim must first be stirred up and mixed with other matter (an example, experiences,
stories). Most do not understand that and therefore one can express disturbing things
quite innocuously in maxims. (KSA 8, 20[3])

The absorption of maxims, like the metabolization of any unfamiliar substance, is
something that has to be learnt if it is to release its greatest potential. Experimentation
of this order locks out the passive reader, who is capable of assimilating only dull
and obvious thoughts. It is notable that the reader is enjoined to call upon “his own
resources” in order to link the maxim in a chain of thoughts. A significant contrast
is drawn here with the “worst readers of maxims” who attempt to reconstruct a
definitive trajectory for the observation in question.

Readers of Maxims. — The worst readers of maxims are the friends of their author when
they are exercised to trace the general observation back to the particular event to which
the maxim owes its origin: for through this prying they render all the author’s efforts
null and void, so that, instead of philosophical instruction, all they receive (and all they
deserve to receive) is the satisfaction of a vulgar curiosity. (AOM 129)

This forensic reconstruction of the path of thought testifies to the popular con-
ception that truth is to be found at the “origin” of a phenomenon. It also betrays a
faith in the notion of a “past” that will always exist unchanged despite the probings of
the investigator. By contrast, for Nietzsche, the past is that which is actively “produced”
in the present according to our current quests and investments. As he notes in Twilight
of the Idols, the presentiments of danger and disquiet that are stimulated by an encounter
with the unknown are rapidly alleviated when something known is posited as their
cause (TI, “The Four Great Errors,” 5). “Explanations” of this comforting kind abolish
the sense of enigma that the aphorist has cultivated by aspiring to write without
leaving a trace at the scene. Once a case history has been fabricated ideas are ensnared
in a structure, their cross-fertilization impeded and their permutations reduced. This is
what it means to perpetuate the value judgments that immobilize thought, to remain
locked in one’s perceptual horizons as if in prison.

By contrast, for the active reader the aphorism, like the arrow, is thought in flight.
If we are moved by the aphorism we return to it again and again as something that
has the power to move. In thinking aphoristically, philosophical ideas become distilled
without becoming static. They become links in chains which are unanchored. Many
“lengthy, forbidden things and chains of thought” may stand between and behind
short aphorisms, but it is clear that an aphorism does not state in a short form a more
lengthy idea that awaits dilution into prose. In being made aware of what our senses
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are attuned to — and not attuned to — our philosophical horizons begin to adjust.
To appreciate this more fully we turn finally to consider Nietzsche’s “lesson” on the art
of reading an aphorism.

The Art of Exegesis
The preface is the author’s right; the reader’s is — the postface. (KSA 8, 23[196])

Nietzsche’s remarks in the preface to On the Genealogy of Morals are of particular
interest for our study of the aphorism. It is here that Nietzsche indicates what is
involved in the treatment of this specific form. In this context, Nietzsche is insistent
on the point that his readers take the trouble to acquaint themselves with his other
writings, listing relevant sections to earlier works and noting their considerable
complexity (GM, preface, 4). With respect to Thus Spoke Zarathustra, he declares that
only those who have been profoundly “wounded” and “delighted” by every word of
the text could possibly share in the “halcyon element” out of which it was born (GM,
preface, 8). Directly after this he remarks:

In other cases, people find difficulty with the aphoristic form: this arises from the fact that
today this form is not taken seriously enough. An aphorism, properly stamped and moulded,
has not been “deciphered” when it has simply been read; rather, one has then to begin its
exegesis, — for which is required an art of exegesis [Auslegung]. (GM, preface, 8)

The reference to “other cases” at the opening of the quotation implies a contrast
between Thus Spoke Zarathustra and other, more obviously aphoristic, works. How-
ever, a clear reference is made to Thus Spoke Zarathustra in Nietzsche’s next statement
— “I have offered in the third essay of the present book an example of what I regard
as ‘exegesis’ in such a case — an aphorism is prefixed to this essay, the essay itself is
a commentary upon it” (GM, preface, 8). The said aphorism is extracted from the
section of Thus Spoke Zarathustra entitled “Of Reading and Writing,” in which Nietzsche
makes the celebrated remarks about aphorisms being “peaks” in high mountains.
Interestingly, however, the aphorism selected for the epigram concerns a set of
apparently unrelated themes: “Unconcerned, mocking, violent — thus wisdom wants
us: she is a woman and always loves only a warrior” (Z, “On Reading and Writing”).
More interesting still, the Third Essay of On the Genealogy of Morals does not explicitly
mention the aphorism it supposedly explicates, prompting a series of questions as to
how the aphorism and its “exegesis” are to be read.

Building on our discussion of the challenges posed to our reading habits by the
aphorism, one strategy would be to focus on what Nietzsche might mean by “exegesis.”
Normally one would expect an “exegesis” or “interpretation” to involve clarification or
explication — as implied by the term Auslegung — literally a “laying out.” However, the
notion of “active reading” that we have been exploring in relation to the aphorism
works against the assumption that interpretation is simply the task of unfolding a
latent “meaning.” Indeed, in his assorted remarks on interpretation in On the Genealogy
of Morals Nietzsche emphasizes the link between interpretation and will to power:
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[W]hatever exists, having somehow come into being, is again and again reinterpreted
[ausgelegt] to new ends, taken over, transformed, and redirected by some power superior
to it; all events in the organic world are a subduing, a becoming master, and all subduing
and becoming master involves a fresh interpretation [Neu-Interpretieren], an adaptation
through which any previous “meaning” and “purpose” are necessarily obscured or even
obliterated. (GM II. 12)

To be engaged in the task of interpretation is to find oneself implicated in the process
of transformation and renewal. Recalling our earlier discussion of the relationship
between ideas and the body, it could be argued that “interpreting” as a continuous
and ongoing process involves the recalibration of sensory and conceptual horizons to
accommodate new and surprising thoughts. As active readers our intellectual and
affective responses to an aphorism cannot be divorced from the aphorism — just as
Nietzsche’s claim that the Third Essay of On the Genealogy of Morals is an exegesis of an
aphorism cannot be divorced from its expressed theme: “What Is the Meaning of Ascetic
Ideals?” Through diagnosing the ways in which various physiological symptoms have
been interpreted, the essay identifies the ascetic ideal as a fundamental demand that
life (and suffering) have a meaning. As readers of the essay — and its aphorism — we are
compelled to ask what it means to ask about the meaning of the ascetic ideal. Just as
Nietzsche constantly implicates himself in the diagnosis of asceticism, the reader in
pursuit of “meaning” is thereby implicated in the ascetic ideal. Once again, the path to
knowledge seems to be fatefully rerouted through the labyrinths of sickness.

However, just as there are different value judgments at work in active and passive
reading, there are different regimes of health and sickness that pertain to exegesis and
interpretation.

[M]oral evaluation is an exegesis [ Auslegung], a way of interpreting. The exegesis itself is a
symptom of certain physiological conditions, likewise of a particular spiritual level of
prevalent judgements: Who interprets? Our affects. (WP 254)

We remarked earlier that aphoristic writing achieved a kind of anonymity by making
tangible the vital continuum or “inner state” from which the anecdotal has been
subtracted. The “sense” of the aphorism — as both affect and significance — cannot be
assimilated by the active reader without registering a palpable, material difference.
The greatest challenge for such readers is to diagnose the physiological conditions —
the affective states or style of being — of which Nietzsche’s exegesis is symptomatic,
something which can only be achieved by analysing our responses. Owing to the
obvious discomforts of this regimen, the “reading idler” is disinclined to cultivate the
art of “reading well,” indeed, Nietzsche warns us in the preface to On the Genealogy of
Morals that the art of exegesis lies beyond the reach of “modern man.” Directly after
his claim that the Third Essay is a commentary on an aphorism he writes:

To be sure, one thing is necessary above all if one is to practise reading as an art in this
way, something that has been unlearned most thoroughly nowadays — and therefore
it will be some time before my writings are “readable” — something for which one
has almost to be a cow and in any case not a “modern man”: rumination | Wiederkduen].
(GM, preface, 8)
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To ruminate means to “chew again” or to “go over again and again.” This is a
process distinctively different to commentary or elucidation. Nietzsche suggests that
the aphorism is to be assimilated slowly in renewed encounters, “again and again
reinterpreted [ausgelegt] to new ends, taken over, transformed.” At first reading, an
affect may be triggered and perhaps an idea begins to develop. However, the process
of mulling over and incorporating the aphorism entails that whatever is initially
“digested” is “metabolized” or thrown over by new forces. Engaged in this process, the
reader is not referring back to a static form that recurs again and again to a reflective
consciousness. For the active reader, the sense of the aphorism changes each time it
is revisited.

Indeed, time and again in On the Genealogy of Morals we are instructed to refer back
to Nietzsche's other texts and it is assumed that we will actually do this. If we go back
to the section in Thus Spoke Zarathustra entitled “On Reading and Writing” from which
the epigram is taken we notice a number of ways in which this text and the themes
from the Third Essay are linked.

Who among you can at the same time laugh and be exalted?

He who climbs upon the highest mountains laughs at all tragedies, real or imaginary.
[Courageous]| unconcerned, mocking, violent — thus wisdom wants us: she is a woman
and always loves only a warrior. (Z, “Of Reading and Writing”)*

This key section from Thus Spoke Zarathustra is invoked in section 3 of the Third Essay
of On the Genealogy of Morals, in which Nietzsche contemplates the possibility that
Wagner's Parsifal is a wanton parody of the tragic itself:

This, to repeat, would have been worthy of a great tragedian, who, like every artist,
arrives at the ultimate pinnacle of his greatness only when he comes to see himself and
his art beneath him — when he knows how to laugh at himself. (GM III. 3)

Nietzsche tells us here that it is laughter that kills the spirit of gravity and ultimately
we learn in the Third Essay that it is the comedians of the ascetic ideal who are its only
effective enemy (GM III. 27).

There may be more to this theme of laughter and mockery than is at first apparent.
If we return to this text — ruminate on it perhaps — we will notice that Nietzsche has
seemingly misquoted his aphorism, missing off the word “courageous” at the start of
the sentence and italicizing “us.” Such a detail seems significant given that Nietzsche
tells us in the same section of “Of Reading and Writing” that the writer of aphorisms
does not want to be read but wants to be learnt by heart. Is Nietzsche illustrating
Zarathustra's warning that in the long run reading will ruin not only writing but
thinking too (Z, “Of Reading and Writing”)? Should the reader meditate on what
Zarathustra has to say in the passage about courage “wanting to laugh”? Or in our
earnestness to “decipher” the tantalizing aphorism do we become the object of mock-
ery? After all, since Zarathustra is an orator — one who condemns reading and only
endorses that which is written in blood — the active reader is obliged to ruminate upon
Nietzsche’s reasons for offering a reading lesson in the exegesis of an aphorism which
is taken from such an overdetermined text.
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Ruminating further, the reader notices that the aphorism which forms the “horizon”
of the Third Essay is attributed to Zarathustra and not strictly speaking to Nietzsche.
In fact, in the final passage of the Second Essay (added at the proof stage) Nietzsche
unexpectedly defers his authorial authority to Zarathustra, declaring that he must
remain silent or else he will usurp that to which only Zarathustra has a right (GM 1II.
25). This seems significant given Nietzsche's assertion in Ecce Homo that the ascetic
ideal has flourished hitherto because it has had no competitors: “What was lacking
above all was a counter-ideal — until the advent of Zarathustra. — I have been understood”
(EH, “Genealogy of Morals”). The reference to having been understood refers the reader
to the end of section 1 of the Third Essay where, to the question of being understood,
Nietzsche anticipates the response “not at all,” which prompts the task of starting
again “from the beginning” (GM III. 1). Negotiating these resonances, the reader is
obliged to go over the lessons of On the Genealogy of Morals, looking “forwards and
backwards” to consider the teachings of Thus Spoke Zarathustra and the retrospective
analysis in Ecce Homo. What Nietzsche's instruction in interpreting an aphorism shows
us is that we must supply a chain of thoughts fashioned out of our own resources,
making the effort to seek out unfamiliar paths “with delicate eyes and fingers.”

The fact that the Third Essay of On the Genealogy of Morals does not directly expand
on the aphorism appended to it now looks less puzzling, especially when one starts to
ruminate on the prevalence of the themes of femininity, violence, and the fortunes of
wisdom that thread through the text.* While the skeptical reader might still insist that
the essay is not an exegesis of the aphorism at all,’ it is worth remembering Nietzsche's
warning that it is “ascetic” to believe in an “in-itself” of meaning (GM III. 7). Indeed,
since the ascetic ideal functions as a comprehensive “system of interpretation” that
“permits no other interpretation” beyond its own (GM III. 23), the ascetic ideal might
be said to embody the value judgments of just such a reader.

Perhaps to be “unconcerned, mocking and violent” is to be liberated from the need
to give meaning to suffering — or perhaps at least a different meaning is now possible.
Interestingly, Nietzsche implies that historically there is much to learn from the ascetic
ideal insofar as it reversed “accustomed perspectives” (GM III. 12). As we remarked
earlier, as both patient and physician, Nietzsche is able to diagnose the libidinal invest-
ment that the spirit might have in “raging against itself for so long”: there is a skill to
be learnt here, namely knowing how to “employ a variety of perspectives and affective
interpretations in the service of knowledge” (GM III. 12). Without presuming that it is
“noble” or “masterly” to multiply perspectives, perhaps the “warrior” is one who learns
how to use philosophy as a weapon to think against oneself. If the “art of reading”
involves self-diagnosis of the stakes set by one’s own reading (such as the desire to be
“correct,” to have authority, to trust the stated aims of the author), the active reader
may be well advised to “violate” scholarly conventions and learn to laugh at the
gravity of the exegete. After all, Zarathustra’'s aphorism may be an arrow targeted at
the reader and the challenge to learn to write with one’s blood.

If aphorisms are peaks, their analysis rewards a reading that makes leaps, not one
which follows patiently according to a map. As Nietzsche'’s “exegesis” demonstrates,
aphoristic writing prompts a thinking that is alert to subtle cues and responsive to
enigma. We are enjoined to chart a non-teleological path of thought, navigating
according to the star of inspiration rather than the compass of deduction. For the
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interpreter of aphorisms, philosophical thinking is a voyage of exploration and its
strange continents grow ever stranger as our perspectives grow and shift. Like the
ascetic priest we may be unable to avoid ascribing meaning to a text, but our task
is one of opening the text to a reading which will trigger a new connection. As in
the infectious power of laughter, in the aphorism something is felt which is as yet
unexpressed. It is this charge which ignites other thoughts, prompting other associa-
tions, which ultimately may stray far beyond the “sense” of the initial aphorism.
No longer privileging familiar habits of recognition, we come to trust our peripheral
vision, the judgments of our remote receptors, our new sensory horizons.

If philosophy has a tendency to negate problems by representing them as proposi-
tions to be conceptually prodded, the aphorism is a bastard species of philosophical
assertion, allergic to intellectual resolution. The challenge of aphoristic writing is
that the reader will incorporate new values into thought. Nietzsche argues that his
writings are permeated by the idea that “every elevation of man brings with it the
overcoming of narrower interpretations; that every strengthening and increase of
power opens up new perspectives and means believing in new horizons” (WP 616).
With the aphorism, Nietzsche voyages into the “horizon of the infinite” (GS 124). Like
a depth charge cast into the body of the reader, the aphorism is a detonator for new
philosophical thoughts. Beyond the reader—writer circuit of exchange it is possible
to encounter the aphorism as a tool in the creation of new weapons, new bodies,
new organs.

See also 3 “The Aesthetic Justification Of Existence”; 6 “Nietzsche’s ‘Gay’ Science”; 15 “The
Body, the Self, and the Ego”; 22 “Rebaptizing Our Evil”; 26 “Nietzsche on Geophilosophy and
Geoaesthetics”

Notes

I would like to thank Keith Ansell Pearson for his extensive editorial suggestions and advice.

1 Nietzsche is reputed to have told Arthur Egidi that the illness that befell him at this time
compelled him to use the briefest mode of expression, hence the choice of the aphorism.
See S. L. Gilman and D. J. Parent, Conversations with Nietzsche: A Life in the Words of his
Contemporaries (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1987), p. 129.

2 I am indebted to Keith Ansell Pearson for bringing this to my attention. Arthur Danto
develops this theme in his essay “Some Remarks on the Genealogy of Morals,” in R. C. Solomon
and K. M. Higgins, Reading Nietzsche (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1988).

3 For consistency with Kaufmann's translation of this section of Thus Spoke Zarathustra I have
substituted the former for Hollingdale's translation of the passage, which reads “Untroubled,
scornful, outrageous — that is how wisdom wants us to be: she is a woman and never loves
anyone but a warrior.” Interestingly — given the theme of learning by heart — Hollingdale
omits to translate muthig (courageous) at the beginning of the aphorism: “Muthig,
unbektiimmert, spottisch, gewaltthétig — so will uns die Weisheit: sie ist ein Weib und liebt
immer nur einen Kriegsmann.”

4 Unfortunately it would be beyond the scope of the present essay to explore these associations
here. I refer the interested reader to the extensive discussion offered by Kelly Oliver, Woman-
izing Nietzsche: Philosophy’s Relation to the “Feminine” (London: Routledge, 1995).
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5 Such a position has been argued by John T. Wilcox, “What Aphorism Does Nietzsche
Explicate in Genealogy of Morals, Essay I11?,” Journal of the History of Philosophy, 35, 4 (1997),
pp. 593-610, who contends that the epigraph from Thus Spoke Zarathustra is simply a “motto”
and that the first section of the Third Essay is the “aphorism” Nietzsche actually submits to
exegetical analysis. He points out that the structure of the essay as a whole “mirrors almost
perfectly the structure of that opening from its beginning to its end,” that it “repeats almost
verbatim” and “clearly explains” the set of themes section 1 sets out: in short, “it is exactly
what a Nietzschean exegesis of a Nietzschean aphorism should be” (p. 606). Our caveats
about treating all numbered segments as aphorisms notwithstanding, why should we
assume, given everything Nietzsche says about the difficulty of the form, that an exegesis of
a maxim should resemble the maxim? Aren’t we in danger of confusing an essay synopsis
with aphoristic succinctness and exegesis with recognition? Without “ruminating” on the
links that Nietzsche draws with Thus Spoke Zarathustra it is easy to see why one might read
the first section of the Third Essay as a “key” to the whole but the explanation for this
is simple enough: Nietzsche added it to the printed manuscript after the text had been
completed (see KSA 14, p. 380). If Wilcox's reading is to be preferred, it would mean that
Nietzsche's essay was an exegesis of an “aphorism” he had yet to write.
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The Aesthetic Justification of Existence

DANIEL CAME

1 Introduction

Nietzsche spent most of his productive life trying to identify the foundational con-
ditions that invite love of life and protect against world-denying pessimism. During his
short philosophical career, the basic attitudes that he evinced on this matter deviated
little from juvenilia to mature thought. He always maintained, for example, that the
dreadful aspects of the human and natural worlds call for something like a theodicy, a
mode of justification that would allow the troubled soul to accept its place in them,
and that a justification of existence was all but impossible if one approached life in the
perspective of morality, “because life is | . . . | essentially amoral” (BT, preface, 5); and
with the possible exception of his so-called “positivist” period associated with Human,
All Too Human (1878), Nietzsche always approached the problem of justification in
some measure in terms of art and the concept of the aesthetic.

It was primarily with the project of justification in mind that he conducted his famous
re-evaluation of values, that is, his assessment of the value of our “moral” values. In
Twilight of the Idols, he retrospectively describes his first published work, The Birth of
Tragedy (BT), as his “first re-evaluation of values” (TI, “What I Owe to the Ancients,”
5; cf. BT, preface, 5). What values are being re-evaluated in this text? And how does
the re-evaluation in BT contribute to Nietzsche's overarching project of justification?

The discussion of this project in BT converges on the re-evaluation of the tradition-
ally negative moral valuation of suffering. This essay offers a critical examination of
this leading motif in BT. I interpret and assess Nietzsche's most important statement
on this theme, which occurs twice in BT and is repeated approvingly in the “Attempt
at a Self-Criticism,” the brilliant preface that Nietzsche wrote for the third edition of the
book in 1886: namely, the famous claim that “it is only as an aesthetic phenomenon
that existence and the world are eternally justified” (BT 5; cf. BT 25; BT, preface, 5).
The claim refers principally to the imposition of aesthetic form on suffering that,
left unmediated, would lead only to despair. Beyond this, however, the claim does
not lend itself to a self-evident interpretation. How could existence be an “aesthetic
phenomenon”? And who said it needed to be “justified”?

Where these questions are concerned, the interpretive process is rendered even more
problematical by the rhapsodic style of BT, and its immersion in the concepts and
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categories of Schopenhauer’s metaphysics. But in what follows I attempt to cut through
the suggestive imagery and questionable metaphysics to what I take to be the core
propositions of the text’s notion of an aesthetic justification. After initially expound-
ing what I take to be Nietzsche's main target in BT — morality and its pessimistic
consequences — I seek to elucidate the precise sense of the term “justification” in that
work. It is my general contention that when Nietzsche speaks of the aesthetic justify-
ing life, he does not mean that it shows us that life is actually justified, but rather that
it educes an affectively positive attitude towards life that is epistemically neutral.

I then consider what I take to be the pivotal hinge of the notion of an aesthetic
justification of existence, specifically, the claim that suffering is a possible object of
positive aesthetic evaluation. The claim immediately raises at least two questions:
first, is it psychologically possible to view suffering, especially horrendous suffering,
as beautiful? And second, if it is possible, could such a vantage point feature in any
recognizably human perspective on the world? I answer both questions in the affirmat-
ive but argue that an aesthetic standpoint on pain is possible only through a radical
falsification and abstraction of the reality of suffering. Nevertheless, I suggest that, on
the terms of his conception of justification, this does not render Nietzsche’s project of
affirmation a failure. That a justification of existence involves falsification matters only
to those whose moral view of the world shuns all forms of illusion.

2 The Schopenhauerian Challenge

Why should existence seem to be in need of a justification? Summarily speaking,
the need for a justification of existence is engendered by the pessimistic verdict on
the value of existence that Nietzsche encountered in Schopenhauer’s philosophy.
In his major work, The World as Will and Representation (WWR), Schopenhauer
argues by a priori and empirical methods that a careful reflection on the world and
human experience shows, as he puts it, that “it would be better for us not to exist”
(Schopenhauer 1969: vol. 2, p. 605). This nihilistic judgment follows, Schopenhauer
argues, primarily from his account of self-conscious beings as characterized by an
incessant and inherently painful willing. According to Schopenhauer, willing is a
sufficient condition of suffering, because all willing arises necessarily from a want or
deficiency, and to experience a want is to suffer: to live is to will; to will is to suffer;
therefore to live is to suffer.

At times, Nietzsche seems to espouse a pessimism as dire as Schopenhauer’s, if
not the same. Although he does not explicitly refer to pessimism in BT, it is the basic
premise of the book, enshrined in the “wisdom of Silenus”: “What is best of all is
utterly beyond your reach: not to be born, not to be, to be nothing. But the second
best for you is — to die soon” (BT 3). But Silenus’ wisdom is not to be the last word.
Nietzsche accepts that human existence is chiefly characterized by an ineluctable and
all-pervasive suffering, and that life offers no real opportunity for lasting satisfaction
or happiness; but he rejects, or at any rate seeks to resist, Schopenhauer’s negative
evaluation of life — the judgment that existence itself is undesirable and lacks positive
value — which is based on or evidentially supported by the fact of the predominance of
suffering in life.
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Now, by accepting Schopenhauer’s descriptive account of human existence but
rejecting his evaluative conclusion, Nietzsche seems to have recognized that the
quantity of suffering in the world logically entails nothing about the value of existence.
One could hold, that is, that life is a vale of tears without being obliged by any logical
consideration to add that it lacks positive value. It is, rather, only in the perspective of
certain particular values that the suffering of life points to the devaluation of the world.
That is, for the pessimist to experience life as valueless because it is dominated by
suffering, his beliefs about how life ought to be must already have been armed by
specific values. Nietzsche’s view is that the values in question are those of traditional
morality (BT, preface, 5; cf. BT 3, 22)." Thus he claims in a posthumously published
note of the mid-1880s that “the pessimistic condemnation of life in Schopenhauer’s
work is a moral transfer of the herd’s yardsticks to the metaphysical realm” (WP 379,
translation mine).

Of the yardsticks in question, most salient in the present context is morality’s
axiological hedonism: its judgment, broadly speaking, that happiness is good and
suffering is bad, which is evinced, for example, by its positive evaluation of qualities
and dispositions that reduce or limit suffering. Hedonism is plainly a tacit assumption
of Schopenhauer’s pessimism: it is because the sum of displeasure outweighs the sum
of pleasure that it would be better if the world did not exist. But far from being a self-
evidently valid axiom, this assumption actually constitutes a substantive philosophical
presupposition that is, at the very least, genuinely problematical.

Of course, it is normally thought to matter a great deal whether people are happy or
unhappy, and whether they experience pleasure or pain. For Nietzsche, however, this
way of thinking is blinkered. “Happiness,” he contends in a later work, is “no argument
in favour of something”; and “making unhappy” is “no counter-argument” (BGE 39)
with respect to either truth or value. It is no argument because, first, pleasure and pain
are “mere epiphenomena” (WP 702) of our physical and unconscious natures and
hence “have no [...] metaphysical significance” (WP 789); and second, because
“life” is (or should be) the sole locus of value, and its preservation, flourishing, and
enhancement are ultimately decisive in the determination of value (BGE 4).

It is not entirely clear why the epiphenomenal nature of hedonic experience is
supposed to rob it of any significance in the evaluation of life. The claim seems to be
that the causal dependence of hedonic states on our physical and unconscious natures
renders them, at best, of marginal significance to questions of value. But this is clearly
a non sequitur: that A causes B does not entail that A is extraneous to the value of C.
If Nietzsche were claiming that consciousness were eliminable from a scientific or
neurological point of view, then his claim would prima facie be more plausible. For,
presumably, the unreality of conscious states would preclude such states featuring
legitimately in the assessment of the value of reality: the value of A is a function of A's
actual properties and effects. But Nietzsche does not think that consciousness is
eliminable. Conscious states, he thinks, are epiphenomena of the physical. Therefore,
when Nietzsche describes something as epiphenomenal he does not mean to deny that
it is real, but only to place it in a certain causal nexus in which it is an effect of some
cause but has no causal role itself.

Nietzsche’s second argument against hedonism is altogether more powerful. It is a
basic axiom of Nietzsche’s entire philosophy that what we might call the “life-value” of
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a proposition or set of propositions alone is of ultimate significance to its appraisal.
This has two distinct applications in his critique of hedonism. First, something might
have “value for life” despite not engendering happiness, or perhaps even despite
occasioning considerable unhappiness and suffering. Second, the claim that “life” is
the sole locus of value entails a general subordination of all other values, including
epistemic values, to that of “life.” It follows that the truth-value of hedonism is strictly
irrelevant to its assessment. Therefore, even if hedonism were known to be true — that
is, even if there were some sound theoretical justification for evaluating life and our
experience according to hedonistic standards — we should not endorse hedonism if
doing so would be detrimental to life.?

Nevertheless, one might still claim that, given our ostensive natural aversion to
pain, it is reasonable to suppose that a significant predominance of suffering would
indeed render life intolerable. This inference may be hostile to “life,” as well as deduct-
ively invalid, but it is surely based on a natural way of viewing suffering. Moreover, it
is this natural way of seeing suffering to which Schopenhauer appeals in his main
arguments for pessimism, which he constructs on the basis of a certain naturalistic
thesis about the meanings of the terms “good” and “bad.” “Good” (Gut) connotes “the
fitness or suitableness of an object to any definite effort of the will,” and “bad” (Schlecht)
“everything that is not agreeable to the striving of the will” (Schopenhauer 1969:
vol. 1, sect. 65, p. 360). Suffering, Schopenhauer plausibly argues, is not agreeable to
the striving of the will, and therefore by definition is bad. And since the sum of pain
overbalances that of pleasure, it follows that human existence itself is bad — and what
is bad “ought not to be” (1969: vol. 2, p. 576).

For Nietzsche, it seems, this argument may be valid but it is not sound, for he rejects
outright Schopenhauer’s definition of “good” and “bad.” Far from being constitutive of
badness, that which is disagreeable to an agent’s willing is necessary for her to attain
what her willing is in fact teleologically directed towards — namely, an increase in the
experience of power. This, of course, is Nietzsche's psychological doctrine of the will to
power, according to which an agent experiences a growth in power in relation to
phenomena over which she previously lacked power, phenomena which previously
obstructed her willing. The experience of power therefore depends on the overcoming
of obstacles. It follows that what is disagreeable to our willing is not only compatible
with the human good, but actually constitutive of it.

But this seems a rather tenuous way of averting Schopenhauer’s pessimistic con-
clusion. For one thing, it appears obvious that it works only for very specific situations
and forms of suffering. One can see suffering as an obstacle to be overcome if there is
a real chance of overcoming it. But in cases of extreme suffering this surely cannot
apply. It would be foolish to say to somebody who is terminally ill with cancer that
they should welcome their suffering because it provides an opportunity for striving
and exertion and thereby the experience of power. Could the 5-year-old girl of whom
Ivan Karamazov speaks in Dostoyevsky’s novel, hideously beaten by her parents, forced
to consume excrement, weeping in dark solitude, begging “gentle Jesus” for rescue,
find a trace of solace in this putative side-effect of her suffering? In such cases, Nietzsche’s
re-evaluation of suffering seems transparently to fail.

On the other hand, the notion that a sense of power is derivable from suffering
relates quite readily to someone, like Nietzsche, who is subject to less severe suffering,

44



THE AESTHETIC JUSTIFICATION OF EXISTENCE

such as migraine attacks. Indeed, it might be prudent for such a person to construct a
theory of value that enables him to live with his condition; to declare, as Nietzsche
famously does, that “what does not kill me makes me stronger” (TI, “Maxims and
Arrows,” 8). On such a view, suffering gives one extra strength, since it shows that, in
spite of one’s affliction, one can in some sense prevail. And it is easy to imagine that,
for a person who lives by this dictum, suffering could have a psychologically invigorat-
ing effect. Perhaps, then, the right doses of suffering can indeed be administered to
good effect. But, again, it would surely be frivolous to suggest that one could embrace
overwhelming suffering in the way Nietzsche prescribes. In relation to such cases,
Nietzsche’s pronouncements on power echo Paul's seemingly hollow words, addressed
to the Romans, that “we boast of our afflictions, knowing that affliction produces
endurance” (Romans 5: 3).

Can anything be said for Nietzsche’s view in the light of extreme suffering? Naturally,
its plausibility depends on what we understand “power” to be. If “power” in this case
means the power to escape (say) a terminal illness, then clearly there is no power
available in that sense. But if “power” means something like the courage to fight the
illness, to overcome one’s fear and weakness, despite the impossibility of ever winning,
then that might bestow some value on one’s suffering, even though one’s life ends.

It is possible that Nietzsche has it in mind that his doctrine of the will to power is
itself a justification of existence.? It is very likely that he saw the positive evaluative
stance towards suffering made possible by the will to power as having some kind
of redemptive capacity. But the value in such a case could only be consolatory, not
justificatory. For in his view human beings are constitutionally unable to perceive
the world in all its terrible, unfalsified reality. As he asserts throughout his writings,
some degree of falsification of life is necessary for us to be functional agents capable
of affirmation and self-affirmation. But if there is suffering from which redemptive
power cannot be derived, then the will to power cannot be sufficient for a justification
of suffering.

3 “Justification”

Before proceeding any further, we must attempt to pin down Nietzsche’s intended
sense of “justification.” His use of this term has a self-conscious echo of the Western
theological attempt to justify the ways of God to man; and it is clear that he conceives
of his task of justification as a secularized version of this project of theodicy —i.e., as an
attempt to vindicate the desirability of life in the face of suffering.* In certain forms of
Christian theology, such a justification would identify a morally sufficient reason for
God’s inaction with respect to evil, so that the moral economy of the world would be
vindicated. Nietzsche is very clear that it would be about as sensible to attempt to give
a moral justification of existence — such as that the world exhibits a perfect balance
of retributive justice or a favorable balance of moral good over moral evil — as to try to
square a circle (BT, preface, 5). But he also seems to reject the whole attempt, exempli-
fied by the theological approach, to discharge the need for a justification by rational or
conceptual methods. The old Athenians justified their world aesthetically, by finding
beauty even in its most terrible depredations; but we moderns, the heirs of Socrates,
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can accept only reasoned justifications, typified by the empirical generalizations of
science and the universal norms of morality. But it seems that we are wrong, and they
were right: rationalism in art and in ethics is doomed to fail even on its own terms.

The cult of intelligibility embodied in morals, in science, in contemporary philo-
sophy, and in realistic art, fails to offer a justification. Hence it is central to Nietzsche's
purpose in BT to undercut rationalism. This means that he cannot be using “justifica-
tion” in that work in the scientific/philosophic sense that denotes some kind of con-
ceptual structure, since to do so would clearly subvert his own anti-rationalist agenda.
Nonetheless it is not entirely clear why conceptual methods will not work as a mode
of justification. One possibility is that Nietzsche thinks that a rational or discursive
justification cannot succeed because he thinks that if one reasons correctly about the
world, one will inevitably come to Schopenhauer’s conclusion that life is worthless
(Geuss 1999: 107). But since, as we have seen, Nietzsche implicitly regards this
conclusion as inferentially invalid, this cannot be right.

Perhaps, then, Nietzsche rejects the notion of a reason-based justification because
he denies that “rational thought [ . .. ] can penetrate to the depths of being” (BT 15):
if reason is not adequate to the nature of reality, then it cannot reliably assess reality’s
value, assuming that the value of reality is a function of reality as a whole. It follows
that any attempt to justify existence rationally must fail, because that would be to
attempt to do something that cannot be done with the means one is committed
to using. This seems a more likely explanation. But if that is right, how are we to
account for Nietzsche's pursuit of a justification on any level? Surely the attempt
to justify existence is a hopeless undertaking if the value of existence outstrips our
cognitive capacities.

This would be so only if we understood the aim of justification as that of showing
that existence is actually justified. But if we were to allow for the possibility of a justi-
fication that involved no commitments to the ultimate truth about the justificatory
status of existence, then our ignorance about whether life is actually justified would be
beside the point.

For a justification in the traditional sense to be possible it must be true that:

(a) the world is actually justified, and that
(b) we can know that (a) is the case.

Nietzsche’s position in BT with respect to (a) is unclear, but in a roughly contempor-
aneous notebook entry, he is explicitly skeptical about our prospects for confirming
or disconfirming (a): “Neither the metaphysical, nor the ethical, nor the aesthetic sig-
nificance of existence can be proven” (Philosophy and Truth, p. 32);> he therefore must
regard (b) as false. But our inability to verify (a) renders the project of justification
futile only if we conceive of that project as operating under certain epistemological
constraints. That we cannot know whether the world is justified matters only if we
think that we are in some sense required to align our evaluative stance vis-a-vis the
world with the actual value of existence. It is this supposition of the traditional
approach to justification that Nietzsche rejects; not because he thinks that awareness
of our true situation is incompatible with a justification of the traditional kind, but
because, first, such awareness is not available to us; and second, because the whole
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demand for a justification to be true is part of a wider system of life-denying, Socratic
valuations that Nietzsche explicitly rejects in BT.

For these reasons, Nietzsche must be operating with an epistemically neutral
conception of justification — that is, a conception of justification that involves no
commitment with respect to its own truth-value. It seems that for Nietzsche this is the
closest approximation to a traditional, full-blooded justification that is possible. But
it is important to emphasize that the fact that a successful justification must deal
in illusion is not, at least for Nietzsche, to be lamented. An epistemically neutral
justification is not to be thought of as a second-rate version of a justification in the
traditional sense. For, again, the presence of illusion in a justification matters only to
those with a morality that shuns all forms of illusion.

But we may still want to ask how such a justification could ever be successful.
How could a justification that does not purport actually to justify existence persuade
us that life is an appropriate object of affirmation? That is, how could a justification
that does not in fact justify existence still be a justification? Let us first note that a
justification for Nietzsche is optative — it is not supposed to issue in anything like a
propositional truth. Rather, it is designed to generate in us something like an affectively
positive attitude towards life, or life-affirmation (BT 1). But to have an affectively
positive attitude towards X need not entail having any beliefs about the objective value
of X, or even the belief that X has an objective value. I can be positively disposed
towards all kinds of things (the taste of muffins, the smell of coffee, etc.) without
supposing that my attitude reflects anything about the actual value of the object of
my esteem. In such cases, my approbative attitude can be unpacked in terms of a
relationship between X and me, and not in terms of intrinsic properties of X or in terms
of X's relationship to anybody else.

It is a feature of this kind of attitude that it stays in place when we confront the fact
that it is not tied to any objective value property. We do not stop retching when we
realize that there is nothing objectively disgusting about a smell of rotten vegetables.
No doubt many of our evaluative attitudes are essentially connected to beliefs about
the objective value of the thing contemplated. But even the most emotionally intense
evaluative attitudes can be felt in a way that does not presuppose the existence of
objective value properties. So, given that Nietzsche's justification aims to generate
life-affirmation in us, and that such an attitude does not necessarily involve entertain-
ing any explicit beliefs about the value of existence, that Nietzsche's justification does
not demonstrate the positive value of existence does not militate against it.

In this connection, we should also pay heed to the fact that it is specifically an
aesthetic justification that Nietzsche is attempting to furnish in BT. Both in BT and his
later writing on aesthetics, it is clear that the value of art for Nietzsche is extrinsic.
Art is not valuable per se, but rather because it “makes life possible and worth living”
(BT 1), by turning the “eternal suffering” and “terror and horror of existence” (BT 3;
cf. TI, “Expeditions of an Untimely Man,” 24) “into notions with which one can live”
(BT 7). 1t is also clear that Nietzsche is an anti-realist about beauty. In BT, for instance,
beauty is identified with the act of projecting pleasing Apollonian “semblance” or
“illusion” onto the object of aesthetic representation (BT 3). Nevertheless, the capacity
of aesthetic experience to render its subject-matter affirmable is evidently not weak-
ened for Nietzsche by the mind-dependence of beauty.
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This, arguably, is because aesthetic qualities do not admit of an appearance/reality
distinction. It is constitutive of aesthetic pleasure that the subject is not interested in
the objective existence of the object of her attention, but is concerned only with the
phenomenology of the experience; and the phenomenology is sufficient for the aesthetic
pleasure. Aesthetic pleasure in an object consists in the positive hedonic experience
which we connect with the representation of the object. Hence aesthetic pleasure does
not take into consideration the objective properties of the object, but only the mere
presentation of the object. Our aesthetic interest in an object is purely phenomeno-
logical, and whether the phenomenology belongs to external or objective properties of
the object is extraneous to the aesthetic attitude. Another way of putting this is to say
that a subject’s aesthetic pleasure towards an object is a first-order attitude, while her
beliefs about the ontological status of the object’s aesthetic qualities are constitutive of
a logically independent, second-order attitude.

Now although Nietzsche does not explicitly state this view of aesthetic experience,
something along these Kantian lines does seem to be implied by his claim that aesthetic
representation in general is inherently falsifying: if beauty is illusory, then aesthetic
experience qua aesthetic experience must be purely phenomenological. And from this
it follows that the capacity of art to foster life-affirmation and thereby to justify existence
is not destabilized by its inseparability from illusion.

4 The Extension of “Aesthetic Phenomenon”

The next thing to get clear about is the reference of the phrase “aesthetic phenom-
enon” in Nietzsche's claim that the world is justified “only as an aesthetic phenomenon”
(BT 5). The claim is ambiguous. It could mean:

(a) it is when the world is depicted in certain works of art that it appears justified, or
(b) it is when we view the world itself as an aesthetic phenomenon — that is, as if it
were itself a work of art or bearer of aesthetic value — that it appears justified.

These propositions are not inconsistent; hence there is a third reading yielded from
their conjunction:

(c) it is only when the world is depicted in certain works of art or when it is itself
viewed as a work of art or bearer of aesthetic value that it appears justified.

At first sight, Nietzsche certainly seems to endorse (a), but for reasons that straddle
two distinct conceptions of the nature of tragic pleasure. Firstly, Attic tragedy is said
to depict the necessity of cruelty, suffering, catastrophe, and death — its “Dionysian”
content — over which it casts a veil of “Apollonian” beauty, primarily in the form of
beautiful speeches and the artistry of the production. The Apollonian elements of the
drama offset and dilute the impact of the painful subject-matter, making it tolerable
to humans. In tragedy, suffering and beauty coexist, and suffering is “redeemed” by
the beauty of its representation, thereby “seducing” the spectator to affirm life. The
justificatory effect of tragedy, then, consists, first, in its revealing to us the inherent
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pain of life and, second, in its capacity to compensate for this pain by casting over it a
layer of transfiguring Apollonian beauty.

But this seems to be simply a restatement of the Humean solution to the paradox of
tragedy, albeit couched in poetic language and intended to serve an existential rather
than theoretical end, and with the happy exclusion of Hume’s improbable thesis that
in the concurrent experience of two emotions of opposing and unequal hedonic values,
the stronger emotion will capture and reverse the strength of the weaker emotion
(Hume 1985). Hume maintains that the spectator who responds with painful emo-
tions to the suffering of the tragic protagonist undergoes a painful experience, but that
the overall experience includes counterbalancing pleasures, derived from the artistic
spectacle, that are concurrent with the painful emotions. Similarly, Nietzsche claims
that the experience of tragedy has a dual phenomenology, an affective state involving
a positive and a negative hedonic reaction.

However, Nietzsche also claims, more interestingly, that the negative hedonic state
is deflected by a second-order positive hedonic state that is not essentially related to the
Apollonian. Whereas the pleasure associated with the Apollonian is merely concurrent
with the negative emotions of the Dionysian, this second pleasure is essentially related
to them — indeed it is a pleasure in experiencing them. The Apollonian delight is a first-
order pleasure in the medium of presentation of the calamity. The second pleasure, by
contrast, is essentially related to the painful emotions, it is pleasure in the pain — it is
an instance of “the phenomenon that pain begets joy” (BT 2). Tragedy, Nietzsche
writes at the very end of BT, “play[s] with the sting of displeasure [ . . . ] and by means
of this play [ ... ] justiffies] the existence of even the ‘worst world’” (BT 25).

This is one of Nietzsche’s more interesting ideas and it is a shame that he does
not give it more explanatory work to do in BT. But the idea is proleptic of Nietzsche’s
more thorough discussion of “the painful voluptuousness of tragedy.” Nietzsche came
to conceive of what is agreeable in the tragic experience as “the spiritualization of
cruelty,” that is, the enjoyment in making oneself suffer at the sight of the suffering
of others (BGE 229; cf. WP 852).° To the extent that this view is present in BT, it
strikingly prefigures the later will to power doctrine. The “over-abundant enjoyment,”
the “sweetness,” the “voluptuousness” of the experience of tragedy are supervenient
upon the cruelty that informs the drama and which cause us to suffer. And the pleasure
attendant upon this suffering is the feeling of power that accompanies the recognition
that we can expose ourselves to these harsh truths and live with them.

But just as the will to power fails to justify or redeem all instances of suffering, so the
prototypical use to which it is put in BT does not seem able to do the work required.
For as Nietzsche says, the masochistic pleasure derived from the elements of cruelty
that inform the drama is itself in some sense dependent upon the Apollonian elements
of the drama — even if it is not a pleasure that is taken in those elements. This is implied
by his remark that, “not one whit more may enter the consciousness of the human
individual than can be overcome again by [the] Apollonian power of transfiguration”
(BT 25). 1t follows that there is a maximum value on the suffering that can be rendered
Apollonian. Hence, on Nietzsche’s own account, tragedy seems constitutively unable
to justify suffering in general.

All in all, then, tragedy does not seem to provide a very effective justification of
existence. For one thing, it is not real suffering that we affirm when watching tragedy
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but a disembodied and aesthetically enhanced, and hence falsified, representation of
suffering. Second, tragedy appears to justify existence only temporarily, while we are
watching the tragedy — and this exhibits a clear tension with Nietzsche's claim that
existence is “eternally” justified as an aesthetic phenomenon.

But Nietzsche evidently thinks that tragedy in some sense provides a justification.
Perhaps, though, what he has in mind is not that tragedy itself justifies existence,
but rather that the tragic perspective on suffering — the evaluative attitude to suffering
elicited in us by tragedy — can serve as a template for our attitude towards real
suffering. In other words, it is by seeing the world itself — and hence suffering — through
the lens of tragedy that existence and the world seem justified. If this is right, Nietzsche’s
understanding of the extension of “aesthetic phenomenon” strictly aligns him with
(b) above.

But here too Nietzsche runs into serious problems. For what renders the suffering
represented in tragedy affirmable is the veil of Apollonian beauty that is spread over it.
It is only in the presence of Apollonian artistry that we are able to affirm suffering. One
possibility is that Nietzsche thinks that the value derived from the tragic experience
outweighs the disvalue of the suffering of ordinary life. Prima facie this seems implaus-
ible, but in a culture (such as that of the tragic Greeks) whose dominant values were
aesthetic, the fact that tragedy, as a mimetic art form, depends for its subject-matter
on real suffering would mean that real suffering were justified indirectly because
it makes tragedy possible. If all values are subordinate to art, then that which makes
the greatest art possible would have instrumental value at the very least.

Furthermore, it may not be true that the justificatory effects of tragedy are
transitory, since that presupposes too sharp a distinction between our experience of
art and ordinary life. We do not value works of art only for the experiences they induce
in us while we are in direct contact with them. Rather, we value art in some measure
because we are able to take something of the aesthetic mindset embodied in the
work into our lives. In this way, art is capable of placing our existence in a new and
different light. Aristotle, for instance, accepts the possibility that part of the value of
tragedy is educative, in the sense that it enables us to feel pity and fear in the right
way and towards the right objects, thereby leaving us better disposed towards virtue.
Perhaps Nietzsche has in mind something analogous to the Aristotelian view. That is,
tragedy might inculcate an aesthetic attitude to suffering that, as it were, one takes
from the theatre and into everyday life and applies to real suffering, supplying one’s
own Apollonian illusion and/or deriving the masochistic pleasure that is derivable
from suffering.

It is far from clear, however, what applying our own Apollonian illusion to real
suffering would amount to. In tragedy, the justificatory capacity of the Apollonian
consists in the beautiful speeches and the artistry of the production that are rarely
features of our experience of real suffering. Perhaps, however, a solution is provided by
Nietzsche’s claim that we enjoy making ourselves suffer at the sight of the suffering of
others. But, as we have seen, he holds that not all of life’s horrors are tolerable for
humans (BT 25). Accordingly, the masochistic pleasure derived from real suffering is
not sufficient for the affirmation of all suffering. Moreover, if Nietzsche’s justification
rested solely on the “voluptuousness” of cruelty, it would be unclear why he chooses
to characterize it as an aesthetic justification.
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Can Nietzsche be rescued from these problems? One line of defence against the
objection that Apollonian illusions do not attend instances of real suffering depends
upon again treating Nietzsche's stance in BT as proleptic — that is, as needing to be
unpacked using later ideas which are in some sense prefigured by remarks in BT.
Nietzsche holds, both in BT and later on, that artistic creativity occurs in states of
intoxication or Rausch: “For art to exist [ . .. | a certain physiological precondition is
indispensable: intoxication. | . .. ] The essence of intoxication is the feeling of plenitude
and increased energy. From out of this feeling one gives to things [ . . . | one calls this
procedure idealizing” (TI, “Expeditions of an Untimely Man,” 8). Nietzsche also seems
to hold that conducive to this condition is the infliction of cruelty upon oneself. The
condition of intoxication is characterized by an increase in the feeling of power. And
the pleasure of cruelty against ourselves is derived from “the feeling of power over
ourselves” (WP 802). Hence cruelty against ourselves is a stimulus to intoxication
(T1, “Expeditions of an Untimely Man,” 8). And the condition of intoxication “release[s]
artistic powers in us” (WP 798), which enable us to “infuse a transfiguration and
fullness into things” (WP 801).

This notion of transfiguration recurs repeatedly throughout BT and features
centrally in its conception of the Apollonian. Nietzsche speaks of Apollo as “the trans-
figuring genius” (BT 16), of “the Apollonian power of transfiguration,” and describes
Apollonian aesthetic qualities as “transfiguring semblance” (BT 25). In addition, he
understands the Apollonian in general to apply not just to works of art conceived as
objects of aesthetic experience, but also to the subject’s own psychological identity.
Indeed, there is for Nietzsche a significant sense in which all experience is to be con-
sidered illusory and hence the product of the Apollonian, since our experience in gen-
eral may not be supposed to correspond even approximately to the actual nature of
reality. Thus understood, it may well be the case that Nietzsche’s conception of the
Apollonian is sufficiently broad to provide him with the resources to claim that real
suffering too is amenable to Apollonian aestheticization.

There still remains, however, the difficulty that not all instances of suffering are
amenable to Apollonian aestheticization. But perhaps on the terms of what I have
called Nietzsche's epistemically neutral conception of justification, it is not necessary
that all suffering is amenable to Apollonian aestheticization. Perhaps, that is, life-
affirmation, an attitude that does not necessarily involve the explicit entertaining of
beliefs about the objective justificatory status of the world, can be induced in a subject
merely by the aestheticization of some instances of suffering. It is plausible to think
that we might indeed derive “comfort” (BT 7) from knowing that at least a large
quantity of our suffering has positive aesthetic value. And this comfort might itself
be sufficient for life-affirmation and hence a justification. Not all suffering can be
transformed and its harshness eradicated by the Apollonian, but to the extent
that aestheticized suffering admits of correlation with suffering that is beyond the
scope of the Apollonian, our attitude towards the latter profits from this correlation,
as our enjoyment in this imagery transfers into our general stance toward anything
similar to it.

One may have qualms about the psychological validity of these assertions, but let
us now move on and address the contentious issue of whether we actually can see
real suffering as beautiful. It is one thing to claim that there can be beautiful artistic
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representations of suffering; it is quite another thing to claim that real suffering can
be beautiful.

5 The Aestheticization of Suffering

The justification of existence that Nietzsche presents in BT converges on the identifica-
tion of tragedy as an agent which re-evaluates pain and suffering in human existence.
As such, it is appropriate to position BT alongside Nietzsche's later works in which he
more explicitly embarks upon re-evaluating that which traditional morality has taught
us unthinkingly to assign a negative role in life.

The success of BT’s re-evaluative project turns on the credibility (and admissibility)
of the ascription of positive aesthetic value to suffering, which seems to be entailed by
Nietzsche'’s claim that the world is to be seen as an “aesthetic phenomenon.” The
potential for the aestheticization of suffering is decisive in the assessment of Nietzsche’s
justification. But it is also highly problematic. I want to raise two main questions
about this claim: first, is it psychologically possible to see suffering, especially intense
suffering, as beautiful? And if it is, could such a vantage point feature in any recogniz-
ably human perspective on the world? The two questions are whether we can, and
whether we ever should, see suffering as beautiful. I address the first of these in this
section and the second in section 6.

In order to determine the plausibility of Nietzsche’s claim that real suffering can be
beautiful, we need first of all to determine the extension of “suffering” in the context
of Nietzsche's justification. What constitutes suffering? Let us first note a distinction
between the first- and third-person perspectives on suffering. The distinction relates to
the difference between the inner and outer experience of suffering, the interiority of
painful experience and the perception of another person’s pain. According to this
distinction, there is a significant difference between, on the one hand, suffering itself
qua suffering being beautiful and, on the other, the suffering person being beautiful. In
the latter case, the suffering is merely a means to a beautiful end. Clearly this is not
sufficient for Nietzsche's idea of suffering itself being beautiful. Surely if we are to grant
Nietzsche this claim, we would have to say that it was the intrinsic phenomenology of
suffering that is beautiful. If it is suffering viewed from the third-person perspective
that is to be beautified, then this would not seem to amount to finding suffering itself
beautiful. Such a conception of suffering tends towards the abstract and thus becomes
necessarily disembodied. Human suffering, on the other hand, is always the suffering
of a particular person at a particular moment in time. So the aestheticization of third-
person suffering alone would leave out something quite crucial; what is objectionable
about suffering is what it is like from the first-person perspective.

But, having said that, suffering might be a state that presupposes a subject; in other
words, it might not make sense to talk about suffering without talking about a subject
who suffers. If suffering is essentially tied to a subject who suffers, then, although it
may not be logically impossible to specify properties of suffering independently of the
subject, it might be phenomenologically difficult. To take a Christian example: the
suffering of Christ on the Cross qua suffering is not beautiful, but many Christians seem
to think that Christ suffering on the Cross qua suffering Christ is beautiful. Suffering is
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necessarily subjective or presupposes a subject; and such a conception of suffering
leaves room to blur the distinction between the beauty of the sufferer and the beauty of
the suffering, since the suffering qua suffering is intrinsically related to a sufferer. The
claim is not that a token event of suffering would not be that token event unless it
were that token event undergone by that subject; rather the claim is the stronger one
that the suffering is made qualitatively what it is, or partly constituted as the suffering
that it is, by being the suffering of Christ as opposed to (say) the suffering of Oedipus or
the suffering of St. Sebastian. It is partly because these are the sufferings of distinct
sufferers that they are qualitatively distinct suffering. If this is right, to find suffering
from the third-person perspective beautiful might be sufficient for Nietzsche's claim
that we can find suffering itself beautiful.

In any event, the general tenor of his descriptions of suffering in BT suggests that it
is the pain of others, rather than one’s own pain, that is most problematic. It is not the
question of how to cope with pain as viewed from the first-person perspective but the
question of how to cope with the pain of others that BT primarily seeks to answer (BT
21; cf. GS 338). It is the fact of the predominance of suffering in human life in general
that stands in need of justification; and this predominance obviously relates most closely
to the suffering of others rather than to the suffering of a single human individual.

The ascription of positive aesthetic value to suffering viewed from the third-person
perspective is subject to three interpretations:

(a) Suffering itself is beautiful.

(b) Suffering itself is not beautiful, but it is a necessary constituent of the overall
aesthetic unity of the world.

(c) Suffering itself is construable as beautiful.

Intuition suggests that (a) is always false: suffering itself is never beautiful. Where
beauty and real suffering coexist, we might say, is in the heroic stance in the face of
suffering. There is something magnificent in seeing people suffer in a heroic way; even
if the sufferer succumbs in the end, as long as he retains his dignity in the face of his
suffering it somehow stimulates aesthetic pleasure in us. That (a) is intuitively false
does not mean that it is false. But to find something beautiful is to take pleasure in that
thing. It would be very odd for a person to claim to find a painting beautiful and yet
deny that they derive pleasure from it. Suffering is intrinsically painful. Therefore, a
person who found suffering itself beautiful would be taking pleasure in pain. Hence
there seems to be something slightly paradoxical about the idea of finding suffering
itself beautiful.

But perhaps this objection holds on to an old-fashioned notion of beauty. A central
part of Nietzsche's enterprise in BT seems to be to enrich our notion of the aesthetic, to
extend it in such a way that it embraces both pleasure and pain. In any case, even
if (a) is really false, this does not mean that Nietzsche does not subscribe to it in BT.
But since Nietzsche is an anti-realist about beauty, he could not (on pain of incon-
sistency) subscribe to (a). If beauty is not an objective property, then suffering cannot
be objectively beautiful.

One way to make sense of (b) is to say that the world constitutes an aesthetic unity;
each feature of the world is a necessary constituent of this aesthetic unity; therefore,
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each element (even suffering) is justified. The world as a whole exhibits aesthetic
order and is all for the best. This fact about the world is not obvious from the viewpoint
of an individual human, but this is because we cannot easily overcome our limited
human perspective. To see suffering as having positive aesthetic significance consists
in seeing the greater whole and transcending the point of view of my own suffering,
and appreciating the part that this plays in the “large-scale economy” (WP 852; cf. BGE
23). To adopt the point of view of the universe is to remove myself from my own
concerns and take an impartial and abstracted view of things. From this standpoint,
I am a part of a greater, cosmic whole; hence I should think of myself as only a part of
a larger whole. I should distance and detach myself from my own point of view, and
see my situation as merely part of a whole in which my point of view is unimportant.

Even if we could make sense of how we are supposed to attain perception of the
whole, we would still find the unhappy situation that we have a peculiarly unsuitable
foundation for a justification of existence. The form of Nietzsche’s conception of justifica-
tion is structured around life-affirmation, and the need for a justification is discharged
by producing life-affirmation in us. But the appeal to the point of view of the universe
cannot achieve this. For suppose I did come to have a definite conception of the world
as an aesthetic phenomenon from the point of view of the universe; this would still not
be relevant to the problem of how to cope with suffering, until it were endorsed through
perception from the relevant point of view. But that point of view is my point of view.
The point of view of the universe is useless for me unless it is endorsed as part of my
outlook on the universe. The criterion of justification is life-affirmation and hence is
not objective but relative to individuals.

On the other hand, it might be argued that if the point of view of the universe
displays to us an aesthetic structure or pattern, when I come to appreciate it, I will
be moved to conform my own perspective to it. Unfortunately, this too fails to give
satisfaction. Suppose for the sake of argument that horrendous suffering is partially
constitutive of some aesthetically valuable world order. But would knowledge of such
a fact in any way undermine the prima-facie reason for supposing that it would have
been better if the infant who is cannibalized by her own parents had never been born?

Another way of construing (b) would be to regard suffering as a kind of aesthetic
imperfection that enhances the beauty of the whole. It might be thought that, just
as an imperfect nose might add to the beauty of a face, so suffering enhances the
beauty of the world. However, for an aesthetic imperfection to contribute to the
aesthetic value of the whole, the imperfection’s negative aesthetic value must be
significantly outweighed by the positively valuable aesthetic features of the whole.
The imperfection of a nose can only increase the beauty of the face if the rest of the face
is beautiful. But suffering seems not only to cancel out but to engulf what ostensibly
has positive aesthetic value in the world. Suffering is not like the ugliness of a small
patch of color in a painting that is defeated or canceled out by the positive aesthetic
value of the whole.

But does Nietzsche himself subscribe to (b)? A strong reason for thinking that
he does not is that in an important passage he explicitly states that seeing suffering
as beautiful consists in construing instances of suffering as analogous to “musical
dissonance” (BT 24). It is “music in general,” he says, that can illustrate “what is
meant by the justification of the world as an aesthetic phenomenon.” For the “pleasure
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engendered by the tragic myth comes from the same native soil as our pleasurable
sensation of dissonance in music” (BT 24). Now since suffering is analogous to musical
dissonance, it follows that, as in music, these dissonances can be pleasurable, and
hence justified. What is crucial here is the fact the Nietzsche elucidates the conception
of pleasure he has in mind as a mixture of pain and pleasure, or what he sometimes
refers to as “Dionysian joy.” This is clearly redolent of the kind of masochistic pleasure
he claims elsewhere is attendant upon the perception of suffering itself. If this is right,
it follows that Nietzsche thinks that suffering is construable as beautiful. Suffering
is construable as beautiful, rather than itself beautiful, as in (a), because, as we have
seen, Nietzsche’s anti-realism about beauty precludes him from subscribing to (a). The
pleasure is taken in the dissonance itself, it is not taken in something to which the
dissonance is in some way related, as would be the case if Nietzsche subscribed to (b).

That the means of aestheticizing suffering results not in its objective aestheticization
but rather a falsification of suffering through the very process of its aestheticization
cannot be an objection to Nietzsche's justification if we are to assess it on its own
terms. For, as we have seen, Nietzsche holds that the presence of falsity is not an
objection once one has as it were gone beyond the moral valuation of truth which
requires us to align our conception of and value judgments about the world with its
objective constitution.

6 Concluding Remarks: The Ethics of Aesthetic Justification

To close, I want to consider briefly the objection, leveled against Nietzsche by (among
others) Michael Tanner, that not to try to alleviate suffering, but rather to “attempt to
see it as beautiful” seems a “monstrous solution” (Tanner 1993: xxiii) to the problem
of how to make life bearable. We might augment this with the point that if we find
suffering beautiful, should we not only not seek to alleviate it, but rather welcome and
perhaps even inflict it?

This latter question is in fact an empirical one, since there is no conceptual con-
nection between finding suffering beautiful and hence affirming it, and the desire to
increase the amount of suffering that the world contains. One could find suffering
aesthetically valuable, that is, without being obliged by any logical consideration to go
out and inflict it. Moreover, in BT, Nietzsche does not make any explicit claims about
what one should or should not do in the presence of suffering. To view with aesthetic
pleasure some instance of suffering does not preclude a more engaged and active
response to its ethical import.

But what are the ethical implications of seeing suffering as beautiful? Let us assume
that a necessary condition for finding something immoral is that a person feels a
certain emotional repugnance towards it. If you think that a child should not be tor-
tured, part of your view being an ethical view is that you find it emotionally repugnant.
This is not to say with Ayer and Stephenson that the feeling of emotion is sufficient for
the moral judgment. But it does seem that they pinpointed a necessary condition for a
judgment being moral.

This certainly seems to be in conflict with the pleasure taken in suffering that is
entailed by the experience being aesthetic. If the suffering is found to be beautiful, then
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there is an aesthetic pleasure taken in it. What one would then have to decide in order
to determine the ethical significance of finding suffering beautiful is whether those two
emotions are mutually exclusive on the psychological level. For them not to be mutu-
ally exclusive, it would have to be possible on one level to find the suffering distasteful
and yet to take aesthetic pleasure in it. This doesn’t seem much more paradoxical than
finding the suffering aesthetically pleasurable in the first place. And it is a feature of
our response to tragedy that on the one hand we are repelled by the horrors depicted
and on the other pleasurably exhilarated. The ambivalence of emotional response, the
antithetical pairing of positive and negative emotions, is found in our response to
tragedy, and hence presumably could also figure in the response to real suffering.

We might also inquire as to the moral implications of tragedy itself in order to
determine the ethics of Nietzsche's position. In tragedy, suffering is not presented as
something valuable, as a goal to be pursued, or as a project to be realized. The thought
is more that one can cope better with the suffering with which the world is riddled if
one adopts a certain sort of stance in relation to it. But that stance does not call on one
to go around inflicting suffering on people. Tragedy teaches us that suffering will be
central to life whether we inflict it or not. And that is part of Nietzsche’s point. The
world makes humans suffer necessarily and inevitably as a function of its nature and
our nature as finite creatures.

For Nietzsche, the question of whether it is immoral to aestheticize suffering is
subordinate to the question of its life-value. Nietzsche's view is a fiercely pragmatic
one. Everyone needs to cope with the issue of not being submerged in misery at the
amount of suffering in the world. But unless one believes that God is alive and well and
expects “eternal beatitude” in the life to come as compensation for earthly suffering, it
is unclear how a sensitive spirit could cope with the horrors of life — at least if “cope”
here means something like the ability to endure those horrors rather than simply to
evade them by (for example) getting drunk or taking various drugs. If, as Nietzsche
claims, unmediated experience of suffering is psychologically incompatible with
life-affirmation, then perhaps that would obviate the ethical objections to adopting an
aesthetic attitude towards suffering. Perhaps to attempt to see suffering as beautiful is
the best that can be hoped for in the circumstances. One would therefore reject
Nietzsche's proposal at the price of despair.

See also 9 “The Naturalisms of Beyond Good and Evil”; 13 “The Incorporation of Truth: Towards
the Overhuman”; 16 “Phenomenology and Science in Nietzsche”; 17 “Naturalism and Nietzsche's
Moral Psychology”; 21 “Nietzsche and Ethics”; 27 “Nietzsche, Dionysus, and the Ontology
Of Music”

Notes
This essay has benefited greatly from input from Tommy Karshan, Stephen Mulhall, Stephen
Priest, Vicky Roupa, and Severin Schroeder.

1 For a full discussion of Nietzsche's anti-moral stance in BT see Came 2004.
2 Of course, Nietzsche must persuade us that something’s life-value is always more import-
ant than its truth-value. Nietzsche must independently demonstrate the authority of his
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evaluative criterion before he can make claims that we ought to reject something because it
fails to meet this criterion. The demonstration is part of the project of the Third Treatise of
On the Genealogy of Morality, in which Nietzsche argues that to subordinate considerations
pertaining to life to epistemological concerns is constitutive of a Christian, ascetic will to
truth and hence motivated by a mistaken world-view.

3 TIvan Soll seems to take this view: see Soll 1998: 100-2.

I discuss the role of theodicy in BT in detail in Came 2004.

5 Cf. Nietzsche's later claim that “the value of life cannot be estimated” (TI, “The Problem of
Socrates,” 2). Note the skeptical import of this remark: it is not that life does not have a
value, but rather that its value cannot be “estimated.” Geuss is therefore wrong to cite this
passage as evidence that Nietzsche came to regard the ascription of value to the world as a
kind of category error (Geuss 1999: 109).

6 This explanation of why we find pleasure in tragic art effectively resolves the seeming
paradox of tragedy. For as Amy Price notes, as “an expression of the attitude of the sufferer
to his pain,” rather than to the tragedy itself, tragic pleasure “does not exhibit the properties
of a philosophical paradox” (Price 1998: 386).
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Nietzsche on Individuation and
Purposiveness in Nature

ELAINE P. MILLER

Introduction

In The Birth of Tragedy Nietzsche attributes the force of the Apollonian aesthetic to
Apollo’s dual role as the god of all plastic energies (the individuating god) and as the
soothsaying god (BT 1). The latter characterization of Apollo is much more familiar
than the first to students of Greek mythology. Apollo is well known as the oracular
god and the master of harmony. Nietzsche's description of Apollo as the god of plastic
creativity reflects the popular nineteenth-century dissemination of the eighteenth-
century historian of ancient art Johann Joachim Winckelmann’s archaeological work,
which depicts Apollo more metaphysically as the symbol of spirit dominating matter
(Bonnefoy 1991: vol. 1, p. 437). And the specific portrayal of Apollo as embody-
ing the principle of individuation seems to indicate Nietzsche's preoccupation with
Schopenhauer’s dualistic, neo-Kantian metaphysics, that, as is well known, divides
being into individuated appearance and formless will. Dionysus, the other natural
aesthetic force of The Birth of Tragedy, represents, of course, the counterpart to Apollo’s
formative impulse. Nietzsche's study of The World as Will and Representation, according
to most scholarly and biographical accounts, dominated his thought around the time
he published his first book. Nietzsche certainly uses direct references to Schopenhauer
and Schopenhauerian vocabulary when discussing Apollo and Dionysus in The Birth
of Tragedy." Yet is it correct to simply ascribe the linkage of Apollo with individuation
to a somewhat uncritical appropriation of Schopenhauerian vocabulary and meta-
physics? Are there other sources of Nietzsche’s analysis and use of individuation in
The Birth of Tragedy? Since individuation as a theme survives Nietzsche'’s disillusion-
ment with Schopenhauer, can we not trace a broader, less derivative genealogy of
its centrality to Nietzsche’s thought? I will attempt to answer all of these questions and
to trace the origins of Nietzsche's interest in individuation to a scholarly endeavor
that predates The Birth of Tragedy and arguably influences its development to a degree
rarely acknowledged, that is, his proposed but never written dissertation and con-
temporaneous notes on Immanuel Kant and J. W. von Goethe.

If this argument is correct, Nietzsche's discussion of Apollonian individuation
and Dionysian collapse of form in The Birth of Tragedy can be shown to be linked to
his critique of the purely atomistic or mechanical conception of the cosmos as an
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explanation that may be true but that remains inadequate, and his argument that
mechanical explanations need to be combined with organic “fictions” about nature.
Such a combination would not imply a mere supplementation of one form of explan-
ation with another, but would reflect a new kind of individuation that would not reflect
a simple antithesis of form and “matter.” This is a Kantian and Goethean argument, as
I hope to show, but it is transformed by Nietzsche into the demand that organic fictions
be multiple rather than uniform and unified, in the sense that Goethe had showed
actual organisms in fact were. I propose as well as to show how individuation in this
new sense, no longer explicitly linked to Schopenhauer’s principium individuationis,
remains an important theme in Nietzsche’'s works until the very end of his intellectual
life, illuminating the very structure of the will to power.

The Dissertation Proposal

In 1868 Nietzsche wrote a letter to Paul Deussen, which his biographer, Curt Paul
Jantz, cites as follows:

The realm of metaphysics, as well as the province of “absolute truth,” have been
irremediably lowered to the ranks of poetry and of religion. From now on, whoever wants
to know something will have to accommodate himself to the relativity of all knowledge:
thus, for example, all the great naturalists. Metaphysics may be, for some, one of the
needs of the soul, it is essentially edification; on the other hand, it depends on art, notably
the art of the composition of ideas. It turns out that metaphysics has no more to do with
what one calls “the true, or the thing in itself” than religion or art.

Besides, when you receive my doctoral dissertation at the end of the year, you will find
in it numerous passages where this question of the limits of knowledge will be explicated.
I have chosen as my subject “The Idea of the Organism in Kant,” half philosophical, half
natural science. I have almost finished my preparatory work. (Janz 1978: vol. 1, p. 329)

The Kantian and idealist (even Hegelian, in a sense) tone of this description of the
relationship between knowledge of nature, metaphysics, religion, and art, however
tempered by Nietzschean cynicism about the true nature and necessity of an overarch-
ing system, is unmistakable. The passage rings of the “The Oldest Program Towards
a System in German Idealism,” albeit in the mocking tone of an exposé of the preten-
sions of certain metaphysics, in line with Hegel's critique of irony in his Lectures on
Fine Art. In the Critique of Judgment Kant argued that metaphysics or synthesis of
the many particular laws of nature into an organic whole or system is, after a fashion,
one of the needs of the soul. His contention that this whole could only be the product
of a “technic of nature” was expanded, by Schelling, into the idea that metaphysics
depends on art. And Hegel, Schelling, and Holderlin together asserted that poetry
would bring together what philosophy had sundered and transform the false hier-
archies established through religion into a true equality (Krell 1985: 8—13).

Thus Nietzsche's reference to the “thing-in-itself ” and its relation to the true reflects
not a simple repudiation of Kant but an awareness of the transformations of Kantian
philosophy through Fichte, Schelling, and Hegel, rather than through Schopenhauer,
who held on to the equation of the True and the thing-in-itself or Will. Nietzsche’s
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choice of dissertation topic is “The Organism in Kant,” a crucial part of the third
critique taken up by both Schelling and Hegel in order to show that the infinite or
absolute is not something over and against the particular but rather that the individual,
as Hegel puts it, “in its particular individuality [ ... ] has being absolutely in itself”
(Hegel 1977: 138).

Although Nietzsche eventually gave up the dissertation topic on the idea of the
organism in Kant as unsuitable for a philological project, one cannot deny the impact
Kant must have had on Nietzsche from early on. The choice of Kant as the subject of a
dissertation at a time when Nietzsche had already discovered and read Schopenhauer
— and precisely on the notion of the organism in Kant, a topic Schopenhauer hardly
mentions in The World as Will and Representation — shows us that the well-known
representation of the early Nietzsche as entranced by Schopenhauer, and familiar with
Kant only through Schopenhauer, is not entirely accurate. Indeed, a set of notes and
drafted paragraphs entitled “Zu Schopenhauer,” written just previously to the dis-
sertation notes, attests to Nietzsche's early critical stance toward Schopenhauer. In
these notes Nietzsche criticizes Schopenhauer for attempting to explain the world
according to only one very particular assumption, such that “the thing-in-itself takes
on one of its possible forms” (my emphasis), an attempt which Nietzsche immediately
and decisively evaluates as “unsuccessful” (BAW 1:3, p. 352).

Shift to the Critique of Teleology

What was this “one possible form”? To understand, we must first situate Kant and
Goethe’s critique of teleological judgment and their provisional privilege of the organism
with reference to the tradition they were addressing. It was a common practice of late
eighteenth-century science to posit final causes in nature. For example, the eighteenth-
century Swedish botanist Carl von Linné (Linnaeus) suggested that herbivores
were placed on earth in order to control the plant population, predators to limit the
herbivores, and human beings to hunt and thus regulate the carnivorous predators.
Both Kant and Goethe took umbrage at this kind of reductive theory of purposiveness.
What both Kant and Goethe strove to accomplish in intertwining the realms of art
and nature, as Kant does in the Critique of Judgment, and Goethe in his scientific work,
was twofold: first, to discredit unreflectively ontological scientific assumptions of final
causes in nature, and second, to reintroduce purposiveness in nature as an aesthetic
requirement for the creation of satisfactory, i.e. systematic, scientific explanations. We
can see Nietzsche's positing of dual aesthetic forces of nature in The Birth of Tragedy as a
transformed successor to this tradition.

In early notebooks from Nietzsche's Nachlass we find a draft of Nietzsche's dis-
sertation proposal, composed during his student years in Leipzig, sometime in 1868.
Nietzsche entitles the draft “Teleology since Kant”? rather than “The Idea of the
Organism in Kant,” but the two themes are clearly related, as we will see in discussing
Kant’s Critique of Judgment. Appended to this set of notes, which encompasses a 20-
page series of drafts of paragraphs, Nietzsche includes a full bibliographical reference
as well as numerous direct quotations from Kant's Critique of Judgment, in particular
from the Critique of Teleological Judgment. Nietzsche begins the draft with a reading
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list, presumably one he had read prior to what he wrote, since another reading list,
with the heading “to be read,” follows the unfinished essay. The initial reading list
includes Hume's Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion and Kant's Critique of Pure
Reason and Critique of Judgment, as well as Kuno Fischer’'s commentary on Kant (BAW
1:3, p. 371).

The first section of the draft, “On Teleology,” begins with the observation that
optimism and teleology go hand in hand. This theme resurfaces in The Birth of Tragedy,
where modern science is linked to post-Socratic “Greek cheerfulness,” and Kant and
Schopenhauer’s philosophy is characterized as overcoming the optimism of logic. In
the published work, Nietzsche speculates that the Greeks became more and more
optimistic and superficial with the dissolution of their culture; he pairs logic and science
in general to the equation of knowledge with progress. This gives us a clear indication
of the connection Nietzsche would draw between the decline of the Greeks in their
move toward theoretical knowledge over tragic wisdom, and the tendency in the science
of his day to explain natural phenomena uncritically in terms of anthropocentric
purposes (see BT 18 and 19).

From the dissertation notes and drafts one learns that Nietzsche's critique of the
centrality of purposiveness in natural scientific explanations of his day, and the result-
ing anthropocentrism of supposedly scientific depictions of nature, draws explicitly on
the organic-centered philosophy of Kant and Goethe. Nietzsche criticizes both purely
mechanistic and uncritically purposive depictions of natural forces in the manner of
both Kant and Goethe. Nietzsche's later use of the language of will to power builds
upon the Kantian conception of natural formative (as opposed to motive or mechanical)
forces to counter atomistic or mechanical cosmologies that reduce being to an aggregate
of discrete parts of matter in motion, and to explain how it is that in a world composed
of fluctuating energies, we perceive things as interrelating objects. He thus leaves
room for a mitigated account of purposiveness in his discussion of individuation as the
manifestation of a primordial unity through provisional and fleeting form.

Nietzsche betrays his Kantianism in arguing that it is the constitution of the human
cognitive powers that gives the impression of discrete objects that perdure in space and
time, although he draws more skeptical conclusions from this limitation of human
cognition than Kant would allow. He writes explicitly in 1881:

We must always remain skeptical with regard to all of our experiences, and say, for
example: we can assert the eternal value of no “law of nature,” assert the eternal persistence
of no chemical quality; we are not finely tuned enough to see the supposed absolute
flow of becoming: the perdurant is there only thanks to our unrefined organs which
summarize and display that which really does not exist at all. The tree is something new
at every moment: we assert form because we are incapable of perceiving the most precise
absolute movement. (KSA 9, 11[293])

Although Nietzsche’s critique in his earliest notes on teleology in nature takes Kant’s
Critique of Teleological Judgment as its point of departure, he also uses Goethe’s scien-
tific writings as a way of adapting Kant’s view to his own perspective. Specifically, the
debate that Nietzsche sets up centers around the question of whether one understands
nature traditionally in terms of a hierarchical progression that categorizes and ranks
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natural forms (a view that coincides with reductive accounts of purposiveness in the
natural science of Linnaeus), or, alternatively, whether one describes natural becoming
as the coincidence of force and restraint (formation) such that neither implies a priority
over the other. For Nietzsche, like Kant, any “thing-in-itself” can only be thought
negatively, in relation to the shapes of appearance or expression of force, and the
constitution of the human mind cannot be determined to be either prior or subsequent
to the forms that it perceives. For Nietzsche, “form” and “individuation” are other
names for “energy” or “force” expressed in particular ways, names that developed
dynamically and historically.

Though Nietzsche will use the language of organicism, the organism itself is a
name for the most fortuitous coincidence of excess and individuation, or a particu-
lar configuration of what is called Dionysian and Apollonian in the early work on
tragedy, namely, the organization of forces most conducive to survival. “Organism,”
for Nietzsche, does not coincide with “individual,” for, as he notes early on, citing
Goethe, no living thing is really an individual (BAW 1:3, p. 376). This caveat works
both spatially, in the sense of there being no real physical individual, and temporally,
in the sense of a tree, for example, being something new at every moment. Nietzsche
writes in 1872, sounding very Hegelian, “there is no form in nature, because there is
no distinction between inner and outer” (KSA 7, 19[144]; Unpublished Writings, p. 47;
see also Hegel 1977: 160).

Kant’s Organicism and Critique of Teleological Judgment

Kant’s philosophy of the organism and its link to the possibility of attributing a
purposiveness to nature is the ostensible focus of Nietzsche’s dissertation project. Kant's
technic of nature is informed by the notion of “organism” or “organized being” as
the privileged individual that underlies his discussion of teleology as an organizing
or systematic force. It is important here to note the connection between teleology and
individuation that rests in the figure of the organism. These beings, Kant writes,

first give objective reality to the concept of a purpose that is a purpose of nature rather than
a practical one, and which hence give natural science the basis for a teleology, i.e., for
judging its objects in terms of a special principle that otherwise we simply would not be
justified in introducing into natural science (since we have no a priori insight whatever
into the possibility of such a causality). (Kant 1987: 376)

The perception of organized beings as self-organizing allows them to be referred to as
natural purposes, according to Kant. A machine, Kant writes, has within itself only
a motive force; it requires an external impetus to set it in motion, and if parts are
removed from it, it cannot regenerate them nor compensate for their lack by having
the other parts help out, much less repair itself (1987: 374). Organisms, by contrast,
have within themselves what Kant calls a formative force that organizes and propagates
itself in a way that cannot be explained through mere mechanism (1987: 374).
Natural purposes, in turn, form the basis for judging nature as a whole teleologically,
as a system of purposes (or itself an “organism”). This principle applies only subjectively
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as the maxim that “everything in the world is good for something or other; nothing in
it is gratuitous” (1987: 379), and is a regulative rather than constitutive principle.
The principle relies on the peculiarity (Eigentiimlichkeit) of human understanding,
namely, that it cannot rest satisfied with purely mechanical explanations, but must
follow the demand of reason that “subordinates such [natural] products | . . . ] to the
causality in terms of purposes” (1987: 415).

Beyond their internal form, Kant also privileges the form of the natural structures,
and of the organism in particular, as the figure that not only justifies the attribution of
purposiveness to nature as a regulative ideal, but that also best manifests the nature
of the relationship of human cognition to nature. Kant privileges organized beings
in nature, stating that they have an “absolute purposiveness” (1987: 217, “First
Introduction”). The absolute nature of the purposiveness of the organism, however,
has, for Kant, its origin in the human apprehension of it, and not (at least not demon-
strably) in itself, a conception that changed in the philosophies of Hegel and Schelling.
Insofar as humans cognize nature on the basis of cause and effect or dissection of its
parts, Kant implies, natural explanations can be mechanical ones. As soon as one
attempts to make any claims about the whole, however, Kant maintains the absolute
necessity of human cognition proceeding technically (from techne, or “art”), making the
systematicity of nature a subjective aesthetic mandate in which organisms viewed
purposively play a central part and indeed provide the figure under which we conceive
of nature as a whole.

This requirement relates to the central claim put forward in second edition of
Nietzsche's The Birth of Tragedy (1886): “To look at science in the perspective of art,
but art in that of life” (BT, “Attempt at a Self-Criticism,” 2). It is clear from Nietzsche’s
study of teleology in natural science and from various comments interspersed through-
out The Birth of Tragedy, that when he speaks of “science” (Wissenschaft) here, it is not
merely in reference to a general term for a certain kind of drive to knowledge that
started with Socrates, but also to the practice of natural science of the nineteenth
century. In this sense he is reiterating Kant’s claim.

Nietzsche begins “Teleology since Kant” by quoting Kant's assertion that the
purposiveness of the organic as well as the lawfulness of the inorganic are brought
to these phenomena by human understanding rather than inhering in nature.
After an introductory set of paragraphs, however, Nietzsche abruptly switches to a
polemical mode: “There is no question that is necessarily solved through the assump-
tion of an intelligible world” (BAW 1:3, p. 373). What Nietzsche most objects to is
the hierarchizing of purposes, ultimately assigning the supersensible world the highest
value. Even if we can assign purposiveness to a thing, he writes, the most we
can conclude from this is the existence of reason; we have no right to go on to
judge this reason as either higher or lower, or to appeal to any purposiveness that
is beyond sensibility.

While delegitimizing claims of purposiveness in nature, Kant nevertheless con-
tinued to privilege the unknowable. This Nietzsche sees implied when Kant makes a
move toward ranking purposes, illegitimate even on his own terms, in claiming, briefly,
in the third Critique, that the human being is the final cause of nature by virtue of its
noumenal nature (Kant 1987: 435). The noumenal status of the human being as end
and never as means — not its erect posture, developed brain, or living habits — led Kant
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to posit the human being as the creature of highest purposiveness. Thus, Nietzsche
claims, Kant ultimately falls prey to the same anthropocentrism in natural science
that he wished to critique.

Goethe’s Aesthetic Philosophy of Nature

The second part of Nietzsche's dissertation project draft is an engagement with Goethe’s
natural philosophy. In a passage entitled “Goethe’s Attempt,” Nietzsche links the
structure of metamorphosis to the detachment of the concepts of growth, development,
and transformation from the idea of an originary source. Nietzsche writes that the
theory of metamorphosis derives the organism from a cause that is undiscoverable,
and adds, “this precisely proves that it is the correct human path” (BAW 1:3, p. 380).
Nietzsche thus uses Goethe to approach and modify Kant’s position on teleology and
the organism, specifically Kant’s attempt to trace, in Nietzsche's view illegitimately,
the source of unity ultimately to the human supersensible self, including ultimately the
postulate of an overarching coherence in the mind of a god in whom he had previously
argued that it was unjustifiable to believe through rational means (see GS 335).

Nietzsche notes with appreciation that “Goethe understood the position of the
human being in nature, and that of surrounding nature itself, to be more myster-
ious, enigmatic, and demonic than his contemporaries did” (KSA 7, 29[116], p. 684;
Unpublished Writings, p. 247). Nietzsche was aware of the prevailing practice in
eighteenth- and even nineteenth-century studies of nature to assign individual
purposes to natural things; in addition, he knew of both Kant and Goethe’s critique
of teleological science’s tendency to trace all purposes back to utility for the human
being’s needs. Nietzsche admired Goethe for both his acquiescence in the myster-
ious and impenetrable in nature, for the fact that he was not only a scientist but
at the same time an artist, and for Goethe’s self-reflective complication of Kant's
anthropocentrism. The artist is the one who eschews the desire to ascertain origins in
favor of expressing multiple masks of becoming. As in The Birth of Tragedy, the Dionysian
only comes to appearance through the forms of the Apollonian aesthetic force, yet its
meaning is not exhausted in the sum total of those forms, nor can their provenance
ever be completely fathomed.

Dionysus is also the god of metamorphosis. After reading Goethe’s scientific
writings, Nietzsche adopted the terminology of metamorphosis. The overwhelming
presence of the god Dionysus in all the notebooks written around the time of The Birth
of Tragedy and beyond attests to the importance of the idea of metamorphosis for
Nietzsche. Dionysus is the god of metamorphosis, whose symbols, the mask, the ivy,
and the vine, all exhibit the plant-like characteristics of indefinite sequentiality and
unpredictable transformation. Walter F. Otto describes the Dionysian plants in the
following way:

The vine and the ivy [ ... ] undergo an amazing metamorphosis. In the cool season of
the year the vine lies as though dead and in its dryness resembles a useless stump until
the moment when it feels the renewed heat of the sun and blossoms forth in a riot
of green [ ... ]
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[The ivy]|'s cycle of growth gives evidence of a duality which is quite capable of suggest-
ing the two-fold nature of Dionysos. First it puts out the so-called shade-seeking shoots,
the ascendant tendrils with the well-known lobed leaves. Later, however, a second kind of
shoot appears which grows upright and turns toward the light. The leaves are formed
completely differently, and now the plant produces flowers and berries. Like Dionysos, it
could well be called the “twice-born.” (Otto 1965: 153—-4)

In 1871 Nietzsche’'s notebooks are still full of references to Goethe, particularly
when Nietzsche is remarking on the power of particular representations of nature,
but also when he is explicitly tying together depictions of the structure of nature and
of human achievement. For example, Nietzsche writes, among a series of seemingly
unconnected notes: “The meaning of history: a metamorphosis of plants. Example”
(KSA 7,19[212], p. 485; Unpublished Writings, p. 66). For Nietzsche, Goethe embodied
the capacity to see nature simultaneously with the eye of the philosopher and with the
eye of the artist. Nietzsche grants the greatest power to the capacity to see nature
aesthetically, a power that Goethe above all possessed: “The cult of nature. That is our
most truest experience of art. The more powerfully and magically nature is presented,
the more we believe in it. Goethe on nature” (KSA 7, 9[85], p. 305). This conviction is
presented in a most developed way, of course, in The Birth of Tragedy, in the guises of
both the Dionysian and the Apollonian aesthetic forces of nature.

Multiple Purposivenesses

Kant inaugurated what Nietzsche refers to as “tragic philosophy” or “Dionysian
wisdom comprised in concepts” (BT 19) in forever cutting the knower off from the
thing-in-itself, substituting wisdom for science. Like Kant, Nietzsche recognized the
power of the drive to ascertain origins and the need that science and philosophy have
to account for the emergence of beings; Nietzsche follows Kant in the conviction
that such an explanation reflects the structure of human inquiry rather than any
essence of being. Using Kant’s language from the third Critique, Nietzsche writes in a
notebook: “The philosopher’s description of nature: he arrives at knowledge by poeticizing
[dichten], and poeticizes by arriving at knowledge” (KSA 7, 19[62], p. 439; Unpublished
Weritings, p. 23).°

Among the themes that emerge from Nietzsche's discussion of the organism of Kant
we may recognize seeds of themes that would dominate his later thought: the principle
of metamorphosis interpreted as the perennial self-transformation of becoming informs
the concepts of self-overcoming, the eternal recurrence of the same, and the will
to power, while the idea of the provisionality of any theory of individuation finds
expression in Nietzsche's critique of consciousness, the fiction of the ego, and language
formation. Nietzsche assumes that all individual existences are transformative masks
for the manifestation of an eternally repeating temporal becoming. A passage from
an early notebook states that “every hero is a symbol of Dionysos” (KSA 7, 7[81],
p. 156). However, Goethean metamorphosis, as Nietzsche understands it, improves on
the Kantian technic of nature in that it circumvents the issue of source by positing a
constant transformation of everything into everything else. This leads into Nietzsche's
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solution to the antithesis between mechanistic and organismic views of nature: the
idea of multiple purposivenesses, a transformation of Kant’s technic of nature, viewed
through the lens of metamorphosis.

The sole weapon one could wield against the reductive doctrine of final causes,
Nietzsche writes in 1868, would be the discovery of a proof of something that is not
purposive. This discovery would prove that even the highest reason (Vernunft) has
been only sporadically effective, and that there is thus room for multiple lesser “rea-
sons,” that there is no unity in the teleological world” (BAW 1:3, p. 372). Nietzsche
proposes an “Empedoclean point of view” in which the purposive is just one case
among many, the purposive being the exception rather than the rule. This possibility
of simultaneous multiple explanations of nature is a corrective to the limitation
that Nietzsche saw in both Kant and Schopenhauer, namely that the thing-in-itself
was conceived as only having one possible form. Among other things, “Empedoclean”
science would presuppose that, although any underlying “truth” about nature will
remain hidden from human understanding, the intuitable components of nature
are erratic and arbitrary impulses that can only sometimes be interpreted as rational
purposes. The truth of nature thus reveals itself as fully irrational, even if it can
occasionally be represented as rational (BAW 1:3, p. 372).

The purposive, Nietzsche argues, arose as a particular case of the possible. In other
words, life, the root of purposive explanations, evolved as one configuration out of
infinite mechanically composed constellations or possibilities of constellations, among
which countless others could have been capable of life (BAW 1:3, p. 379). Kant denies
that life could have originated out of mechanical forces, but, Nietzsche writes,
what we can know is only the mechanical, even if our understanding organizes
itself according to purposiveness. What lies beyond our concepts (Nietzsche, following
Kant, considers concepts to be “mechanical”) is fully unknowable by Kant's own
claim. In terms of our own organization the only knowledge that we are conditioned
to understand would indicate a mechanical origin of all things. Thus the purposive
explanation involves a creative leap, as well as the elimination of countless accidental
details in order to reach the simplicity of the unified and self-enclosed individual.
Kant makes this leap, according to Nietzsche, in proceeding from the definition of
the organized body as that thing whose parts are purposively connected with each
other to the notion of the organism as a purposive being per se (BAW 1:3, p. 378), and
from there to the comprehensive purposive unity of the natural world as a system.
Nietzsche argues that mechanism linked with causality could provide the same
explanation for the organism, and that this in itself is enough to set Kant’s definition
aside (although not enough to embrace a mechanical picture of becoming or any
other definitive explanation of the meaning of the organism and of life). Though Kant
appears to carefully derive the necessity of systematicity from the perceived parallel
structure of our intellect and the self-regulating causality of the organism, his argument
ultimately rests, Nietzsche argues, on a conviction, rather than a demonstration, that
nothing is comparable to the purposiveness and the unity of the organism.
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Individuation

What we call “individuals” are actually pluralities, or rather, Nietzsche writes, “indi-
viduals” and “organisms” are nothing but abstractions. Nietzsche quotes Goethe to
the effect that, although each living thing appears to us to be an individual, there are
no unities in nature; each is in fact a gathering or collection (Versammlung) of living
being (Wesen) (BAW 1:3, p. 376; see also Goethe 1949: vol. 17, p. 14 and 1988: 64).
On this account, and since metamorphosis posits the organism as deriving from a
cause that is undiscoverable (BAW 1:3, p. 380), one should not try to seek the final
cause of inorganic nature because here one can see no individuals, only forces. This
means that since, on Nietzsche’s view, everything can be traced to “blind forces,” one
can no longer believe in determinate purposes. By “blind forces” Nietzsche refers not
to anything determinately inorganic, but to what cannot be individuated except
“mechanically,” i.e. through concepts. What is capable of life is formed only through
“an endless chain of failures and half-successful attempts” (BAW 1:3, p. 381). Since
in nature only inorganic forces prevail, things that appear to be purposive are only
appearances, and their purposiveness is “our idea” (BAW 1:3, p. 381). Organisms
manifest only forces that work blindly. Face to face with the unknown, human beings
have no recourse except to invent concepts, but these concepts can only bring us to a
collection of apparent qualities that will not ever make the leap to a living body (Leib).
This applies equally to the notions of force, substance, individual, law, organism, atom,
and final cause (BAW 1:3, p. 383).

To derive the general origin of organic life from observing nature’s means of pro-
viding for and preserving organisms would not characterize the Empedoclean way of
doing science, Nietzsche writes. It is, however, the Epicurean way. By “Epicurean way,”
Nietzsche is referring to the atomic understanding of being, in which a whole can be
derived from a sum of parts, and which allows for an end-point in the endless process
of dividing matter. Such an understanding takes an isolatable body as its point of
departure. Startlingly, Nietzsche seems to conflate the mechanistic with the organismic
view of nature here. To derive the origin of organic life from the empirical observation
of the self-preservation of organisms would be equivalent to understanding nature
mechanistically, in terms of discrete parts that make up wholes. Nietzsche's line of
reasoning proceeds as follows:

The question is precisely, what “life” is, whether it is just a mere principle of order and
form (as with the tragedy), or whether it is something entirely different: against this it
must be conceded that within organic nature in the relationship of organisms to each
other no other principle exists that does not also exist in inorganic nature. The method of
Nature in the treatment of things is equal, she is an impartial mother, equally severe
toward inorganic and organic children. (BAW 1:3, pp. 385-6)

This passage both echoes and reverses the fragment “Die Natur” that was thought to
have been written by the young Goethe. This fragment contains many passages like
the following: “[Nature’s] children are without number. From none does she withhold
all gifts, but upon her favorites she lavishes much and for them she sacrifices much.”*
For Nietzsche, by contrast, Nature has no favorites. It is easy to overlook the strange
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analogy of natural life to tragedy here, which is only explicable if one looks at the
Apollonian/Dionysian birth of tragedy in terms of Nietzsche’s concurrent interest in
the critique of teleology and the organism in the philosophy of nature.

Nietzsche returns to the question as to whether the force that creates the thing is
identical to the force that preserves it. To elaborate on what he has characterized as
an “Empedoclean” way of understanding nature, he asks, what is “organism” other
than formed life? If the organism’s parts are not necessary to it — in other words, if
forms other than the organic can be thought of that would equally support life — then
one cannot argue that the essence of the organic lies in its form; purposiveness is not
reducible to form. On the other hand, one also does not want to say that the organ-
ism is mere life without form. Thus, Nietzsche concludes, life has as many different
purposivenesses as forms (BAW 1:3, pp. 386-7). This relates to Nietzsche's perception
of Empedocles’ doctrine of movement. Empedocles posited a cosmic vortex, “the opposite
of ordered movement” (KSA 7, 23[32], p. 552; Unpublished Writings, p. 127). In the
same way, given Nietzsche's understanding of the relationship between space and
time, the organism cannot simply be the result of a single, linear, ordered progression
of forms. The polemic against Kant is directed not toward Kant's ultimate conclusion,
that purposiveness is brought to nature by human understanding; rather, Nietzsche
objects to the assumption that the form organisms have taken follows a singular
purposiveness, that we assume that nature was created in the best possible way.

In this claim Nietzsche follows Goethe, who insisted that scientific points of depar-
ture conceal as much as they reveal, and must evolve over time, and who advocated
a metamorphosis of the scientist parallel to the observed metamorphosis of natural
phenomena. Nietzsche got his idea of “multiple purposivenesses,” multiple possibilities
for understanding nature’s tendencies, from reading Goethe. The notion of a whole, in
the end, can only be constructed from the point of view of the observer in his or her
capacity to synthesize, but this whole has no stability over time.

Rationality and Purposiveness

Nietzsche thus concludes that life is possible under as many forms as there are per-
spectives. Each of these forms is purposive in a sense, but there are as many types of
purposiveness as forms, not one overarching teleology. Nietzsche objects to “rationality”
defined as the principle of sufficient reason — the greatest possible narrowing down of a
field of possibilities. He writes, “In human life we make a progression in the purposive:
we only call it ‘reasonable’ [verniinftig] when a very narrow choice is available. When
a person finds the only purposive way in a complicated situation, we say that he is
acting rationally. However, when one wants to travel all over the world and follows
any old road, one is acting purposively but not rationally.” This reductive notion of
rationality cannot even begin to touch on the explanation of life: “When we speak of
purposive concepts and causes, we only mean: out of a living and thinking thing a
form is intentionalized [intentionirt], in which it wants to appear” (BAW 1:3, p. 387).
In other words, “form” always implies a reduction or abstraction of life.

The scientific grasp of life rests ultimately on nothing but static forms conceived
as unitary and monolithic individuals. These forms do not comprehend the “eternally
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becoming” (ewige Werdende) that life is. “Forms” are analogous to “individuals,” for
both words are used to describe organisms conceived as unities in the sense of purposive
centers. However, there are unities only for our intellect. If the organism is not an
individual, nothing can be, for as Kant showed, nothing more coherent and cohesive
exists naturally than self-motivating and self-regulating organism.

Finally, Nietzsche asks whether human beings need purposive causes to explain that
something lives. He concludes that teleology is not necessary to account for life, but
only to justify it. We do not need final causes to explain the life of a thing, for “ ‘life’ is
something that is entirely obscure, that we can shed no further light on through final
causes.” Moreover, purposiveness is no absolute notion, but only relative to perspective
(BAW 1:3, pp. 388-90). Nietzsche thus agrees with Kant that purposiveness lies
only in human reflective judgment, but objects along with Goethe to the assumption
that a unified purposiveness is the only form under which humans can cognize nature.
He ends the passage with a question: if “life” as a concept is linked to human con-
sciousness, then what in nature brought about human existence? Did a lack of self-
consciousness cause the concept of “life” to arise? Was the notion of life conducive
to the formation of self-consciousness? Did it induce human beings to reflect on their
position? Humans are unable to approach “life” in general from anything other than
a human perspective, in analogy to human life. Even the division into organic and
inorganic, then, arises out of human observation of what is similar to and alien to the
human being, and the subsequent demand for an explanation that arises from such
an examination.” Such questions, of course, gain prominence in Nietzsche's later
published work, particularly around the time of The Gay Science and Thus Spoke
Zarathustra, but also in The Will to Power.

The Legacy of the Dissertation Project
in Nietzsche’s Later Work

The critique of teleology and the organism in Kant plays itself out in Nietzsche's later
thought in multiple and non-systematic ways. Nietzsche continues to focus on the
idea of the organism, both positively as a self-regulating purposiveness and self-
sufficiency that regulates the way in which we desire, and negatively as an obstacle
to a force-centered ontology of will to power. On Nietzsche's view, the fiction of the
organism, understood as the natural individual par excellence, formed the basis of
the modern account of how consciousness developed and the subsequent belief in the
substantiality and individuality of the human ego. Thus Nietzsche's critique of the
organic and of teleology cannot be separated from his discussion of consciousness
and of language, which he alternately blames for the creation and perpetuation of a
subject-centered metaphysics, and excuses for merely manifesting the effects of an
already existing conception of subjectivity based on the reification of individuation.

I will focus briefly on three ways in which themes articulated in the dissertation
project relate to Nietzsche’s later work. First, Nietzsche continues to mock uncritically
anthropocentric interpretations of scientific theories, in particular those that posit the
human being as the telos of natural being. In the second Untimely Meditation Nietzsche
repeatedly belittles the attempt to ascertain the purposiveness of nature in a way that
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recalls Goethe’s diatribe against the teleologists of the early nineteenth century (see,
for example, UM II, 9). In a notebook he used from late 1870 to early 1871, Nietzsche
quotes Goethe: “the human never grasps how anthropomorphic he is” (KSA 7, 5[39],
p. 103). Nietzsche’s barbs are not aimed solely at contemporary popular philosophy in
this respect, but also, again, at the natural sciences, and particularly at the growing
popularity of the theory of evolution, which he took to be the height of anthropo-
morphic fantasy:

Contemplation of history has never flown so far, not even in dreams; for now the history
of mankind is only the continuation of the history of animals and plants; even in the
profoundest depths of the sea the universal historian still finds traces of himself as living
slime; gazing in amazement, as at a miracle, at the tremendous course humankind has
already run, his gaze trembles at that even more astonishing miracle, the modern human
himself, who is capable of surveying this course. He stands high and proud upon the
pyramid of the world-process; as he lays the keystone of his knowledge at the top of it he
seems to call out to nature all around him: “We have reached the goal, we are the goal,
we are nature perfected.” (UM II, 9)

All the hidden implications for the importance of the human being as the purpose of
nature strike Nietzsche as what is insidious about theories that purport to approach
nature “neutrally,” yet which explain the evolution of human beings as the pinnacle
of nature. Nevertheless, Nietzsche still advocates an attentive anthropocentrism
that does not reduce the human being to self-evident platitudes, suggesting that it is
not possible to practice science without being anthropocentric. In the year 1872-3,
Nietzsche’s continuing concern with the critique of the self-serving implications of
research into nature is reflected in the following note: “All natural science is nothing
but an attempt to understand the human being, the anthropological: to be more precise,
an attempt constantly to return to the human being by way of the most lengthy
detours. The human being swells up to embrace the macrocosm, so as in the end to
say, ‘in the end, you are what you are’” (KSA 7, 19[91], p. 449; Unpublished Writings,
p. 33). Such an effort, however, assumes from the outset the self-evident nature and
the explicability of the human being.

For Nietzsche, by contrast, the “profundity [of the world] is disclosed to [the human
being] to the extent that he is amazed at himself and his own complexity” (KSA 7,
19[118], p. 458; Unpublished Writings, p. 41). An excessive focus on singular origins
that tends to privilege the unambiguous, the individual, and the unified, leads to an
equal neglect of the question of the meaning and the complexity of the position of the
human being in the natural world. Nietzsche mocked natural science’s belief that
it can circumvent worldviews, subjective projection, theological assumptions, and
the like through carefully controlled observation and strictly empirical methods. The
notion of objectivity is simply one of many metamorphoses of the human story about
nature. Nietzsche advocates a transformed anthropomorphism that would recognize
the complexity of this being called human as well as the utter impossibility of coming
upon a single universal explanation of what we are. This revised anthropomorphism
involves the recognition of the necessary use of masks in explaining any natural
phenomenon, not the attempt to do away with masks or a lapse into despair:
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For the tragic philosopher the image of existence is made complete by the insight that the
metaphysical only appears in anthropomorphic form. He is not a skeptic. | ... | Once it
reaches its limitations, the drive for knowledge turns against itself in order to proceed
to the critique of knowing. Knowledge in the service of the best life. (KSA 7, 19[35];
Unpublished Writings, p. 13)

The reference to Kant as a tragic philosopher in The Birth of Tragedy, together with the
advocacy of a “critique of knowing,” point to an alliance with the Kantian critical
project.

Secondly, Nietzsche’s critique of the primacy accorded to consciousness forms a
parallel discourse to his discussion of teleology and the organism. This is because what
Nietzsche criticizes in the privilege accorded to consciousness is the same anthropo-
centric teleological ideology he sees hidden within it that privileges the human being
as the final purpose of the organic. The basis of this hierarchy within the organic, as
Nietzsche understands it, is the classification that distinguishes between non-living
organic material (minerals), living but unconscious organisms (plants), conscious but
not self-conscious organisms (animals), and self-conscious organisms that possess the
capacity to articulate their self-consciousness (humans).

Nietzsche’s critique of consciousness in The Gay Science, published in 1882, is well
known. Here he writes:

Consciousness is the last and latest development of the organic and hence also what is
most unfinished and least powerful. [ ... ] One thinks that it constitutes the kernel of the
human being; what is abiding, eternal, ultimate, and most original in it. One takes con-
sciousness for a determinate magnitude! One denies its growth and its intermittences!
Takes it for the “unity of the organism”! (GS 11)

The passage goes on to say that the advantage of the importance humans accord to
conscious thinking has the advantage of hindering a precipitous development of con-
sciousness (since it is assumed to already have reached the height of its powers); such
a restraint effects the appearance of unity. The illusion of unity, in turn, functions as a
protective mechanism in the development of the organism.

Finally, in Nietzsche’s notes from the 1880s collected under the title The Will to
Power, two sections are relevant to the questions we have been considering here.
To some readers, the material on “The Will to Power in Nature,” subdivided into “The
Mechanistic Interpretation of the World” and “The Will to Power as Life,” seems oddly
out of place in Nietzsche’'s intellectual corpus. Walter Kaufmann notes that there is no
close parallel to this material in Nietzsche’s published works (WP 332 n. 53). Indeed,
without knowledge of the early dissertation proposal, it is hard to see a sustained
reflection on the philosophy of nature even in The Birth of Tragedy. Given the close
connection between the work on tragedy and Nietzsche's early interest in teleology
and the organism, however, we can discern in these late notes an abiding interest
in the question of the way in which the cosmos is represented. The “will to power”
is arguably the way in which Nietzsche strove to mediate between or provide a third
position/alternative to the mechanistic interpretation of the world, on the one hand,
and the organismic view, on the other.
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Nietzsche situates himself in the context of questions that the mechanistic view
finds difficult to answer in the first note included in this section:

Of all the interpretations of the world attempted hitherto, the mechanistic one seems
today to stand victorious in the foreground. It evidently has a good conscience on its
side; and no science believes it can achieve progress and success except with the aid
of mechanistic procedures. Everyone knows these procedures: one leaves “reason” and
“purpose” out of account as far as possible. | . .. | Meanwhile, a presentiment, or anxiety
is to be noted among select spirits involved in this movement, as if the theory had a hole
in it that might sooner or later prove to be its final hole. [ ... ] One cannot “explain”
pressure and stress themselves, one cannot get free of the actio in distans — one has lost the
belief in being able to explain at all. (WP 618)

Nietzsche goes on to state his view that the concept of force needs to be ascribed an
inner will, designated “will to power,” which might also be characterized as a “creative
drive” (WP 619). The human being, and indeed all organic life, is to be thought of
in analogy to this force (WP 619). The purely neutral and mechanistic forces, such
as attraction and repulsion, need to be supplemented with intention; a force that we
cannot imagine is a mere abstraction (WP 627; see also 621).

Such forces are not law-governed or necessary, Nietzsche writes, but we believe
them to be so because we need “unities” in order to be able to calculate. Such “unities”
are fictions, individuations that we believe to be stable because without them we could
not comprehend the world (WP 635; see also 624). But we take the notion of a unity
or atom from our “ego-concept,” what Nietzsche calls “our oldest article of faith” upon
which all the rest of our knowledge is predicated (WP 635). Again, Nietzsche is making
a Kantian argument of a sort, with the aim of overcoming the very gap between
theoretical and practical reason that Kant addressed in the Critique of Judgment.
Nietzsche writes here that will to power is “noumenal,” whereas number, motion,
unity, and our conception of self are “phenomenal” (WP 635), yet he had already
considered ways to overcome this distinction (see BGE 36). Likewise, he writes that
the need to project unity (in this case multiple unities) is a subjective requirement
rather than an objective reality, although overcoming this distinction is a key point of
the argument.

In his discussion of organic life in The Will to Power, Nietzsche reiterates his early
assertion of there being no essential distinction between organic and inorganic life.
Both are expressions of will to power, although organic life resists domination more
strongly and thereby allows will to power to manifest itself more successfully against
its resistance (WP 656; see also 658). Will to power thus has the formative force that
for Kant separated organic life from purely mechanical explanations. At the same time
will to power is not organic in form; its assimilating and shaping force manifests itself
equally in the organic and the inorganic.

Nietzsche is constantly concerned with the representation of nature, which in turn
informs the way in which human beings look at themselves and at their position in
the world. For the most part this is an unreflective process. In a notebook written in
from late 1873 to early 1874 Nietzsche laments, “We are all thoughtless naturalists,
and we are fully aware of it” (KSA 7, 30[26], p. 741; Unpublished Writings, p. 302).
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Despite the proliferation of “knowledge” about natural phenomena, or perhaps as a
result of this plethora of data, we tend to think less and less about the way in which we
represent nature as a whole. From the beginning of his academic career, in his thoughts
for a dissertation project, and at the end of his intellectual life, in sketching out ideas
for an ontology of will to power, Nietzsche was concerned with not just how human
beings should live, but how best to think about the natural world that gives rise to
human being and ultimately supersedes it. Will to power is another way to conceive of
the overcoming of the subjective/objective distinction that Kant struggles with in the
third Critique in attempting to bridge the gap between nature and freedom. If will to
power is not purposive per se, it does have intentionality, and thus it manifests
purposiveness as one of its multiple possibilities. Organic life is one possibility, a pos-
sibility that in its resistance to incorporation perhaps allows will to power to express
itself more richly. But Nietzsche wanted to keep us attentive to the possibility of nature
taking on forms that we cannot predict, and which might leave the notion of
individuation — and even of ourselves — behind.

See also 13 “The Incorporation of Truth: Towards the Overhuman”; 28 “Nietzsche and Evolu-
tionary Theory”; 30 “Nietzsche’s Theory of the Will to Power”; 31 “A Critique of the Will to
Power”

Notes

This essay contains significant revision of the material that appeared in Miller 2001.

1 Nietzsche writes that “in one sense we might apply to Apollo the words of Schopenhauer
when he speaks of the man wrapped in the veil of maya: ‘Just as in a stormy sea that,
unbounded in all directions, raises and drops mountainous waves, howling, a sailor sits in a
boat and trusts in his frail bark: so in the midst of a world of torments the individual human
being sits quietly, supported by and trusting in the principium individuationis.’: In fact, we
might say of Apollo that in him the unshaken faith in this principium and the calm repose of
the man wrapped up in it receive their most sublime expression; and we might call Apollo
himself the glorious divine image of the principium individuationis, through whose gesture
and eyes all the joy and wisdom of ‘illusion,” together with its beauty, speak to us” (BT 1; see
also Schopenhauer 1958: vol. 1, p. 416). The Dionysian is described negatively as “the
collapse of the principium individuationis” (BT 1).

2 The Historisch-Kritische Gesamtausgabe editors give the date of the unfinished essay, “Die
Teleologie seit Kant,” as no later than May 1868. Nietzsche's own account of his student
years in Leipzig, which goes through Easter 1868, does not mention the work, although
he notes a study on Schopenhauer that comes immediately before the teleology essay in
the volume. Thus, the notes on Kant's Kritik der Urteilskraft and the unfinished essay were
probably written sometime in the spring of 1868 (BAW 1:3, pp. 371-93).

3 In the Critique of Pure Reason Kant defined an “analogy of experience” as “a rule according to
which a unity of experience may arise from perception” (KrV, A180 = B223). In the third
Critique he calls the particular kind of art he is employing “fiction,” based on a distinction
first made in the first Critique between a being of our reasoning (ens rationis ratiocinantis) and
a being of reason (ens rationis ratiocinatae) (Kant 1987: 468), or between an objectively
empty concept used merely for reasoning (conceptus ratiocinans) and a rational concept that
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is a basis for cognition confirmed by reason (conceptus rationcinatus) (1987: 396). The former
term of each of these distinctions is also called “fiction” or “poetizing” (dichten) by Kant
(1987:467). In fiction or poeticizing in this very specific sense, our reason is unable to prove
the objective reality of what it posits, but can only use what is posited regulatively for reflect-
ive judgment (1987: 396). In the case of considering things of nature as natural purposes,
Kant insists that “we do not know whether the concept is an objectively empty one that [we
use| merely for reasoning (conceptus ratiocinans), or is a rational concept, a concept that is a
basis for cognition and is confirmed by reason (conceptus ratiocinatus) (1987: 396). We can
never know, then, whether the teleology of nature is a fiction or a rational concept. Kant
says that we will have to be satisfied with calling it a fiction while we continue to assume
that it mirrors the ideas of human reason, since without it we would not be able to cognize
nature at all.

4 Goethe copied the passage, actually written by Georg Christoph Tobler, into a notebook
found in Goethe 1949: vol. 16, p. 921. In 1828 Goethe rediscovered the fragment and could
not recall having written it, although he comments that it “reflect[s] accurately the ideas to
which my understanding had then attained” (1949: vol. 16, p. 925).

5 The reading list for the future that follows Nietzsche's essay on teleology includes
Schopenhauer’s essay On the Will in Nature, Schelling’s Ideas for a Philosophy of Nature, and
Schelling’s System of Transcendental Idealism.
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The Individual and Individuality
in Nietzsche

NUNO NABAIS

The pessimistic condemnation of life by Schopenhauer is a moral one. Transference
of herd standards into the realm of metaphysics. The “individuum” meaningless
[...] We are paying for the fact that science has not understood the individuum.

(WP 379)

Nietzsche stands in the line of thinkers who attribute ontological primacy to the
individual (Aristotle and Leibniz, for example). He declares tirelessly: “There are only
individuals” (KSA 9, 6[158]). As Leibniz put it in his letter to Arnauld of April 30,
1687, “nothing is truly one being if it is not truly one being” (Leibniz 1998: 124).
Nonetheless, and as is the case with all the other fundamental concepts of Nietzsche’s
ontology, we will seek in vain in his work for any explicit account of the concept of
the individual. The absence of an explicit account of the concept of the individual in
Nietzsche has led some commentators to read the theory of the will to power as the
negation of a true individuation, in which an undifferentiated continuum prevails.
The world is not made up of things but is a single flux of life: a sea with waves but
with nothing permanent. Eugen Fink makes the decisive point: “He denies finite and
individual being with his fundamental conception of being as becoming. Being
does not exist because there is no individuation [ ... ] Nietzsche does not deny the
phenomenon of individuated being but only its objective significance” (Fink 2003:
150). Contrary to this view, I want to show that Nietzsche does have a theory of
individuation. The development of Nietzsche’s work over a 17-year period represents a
positive search for an adequate conception of the individual.

I will first outline the essential features of the influence of Schopenhauer’s theory
of individuation on Nietzsche's conception of the individual over the period 1872
to 1885. I will then analyze the new formulation of the problem of individuation
and individuality that appears with the theory of the will to power. While the attempt
will be made to stress the superiority of the later formulation, I am not suggesting
that it can be taken to be the solution to the problem that it is intended to answer.
What it does allow for is the suppression of the paradoxes that Nietzsche inherited
from Schopenhauer’s metaphysics and the laying of a basis for an ethical and
ontological justification of the individual existence. This is what my essay seeks to
demonstrate.
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1 The Individual in the Period Prior to the Theory
of the Will to Power

1.1 The paradox of individuality in Schopenhauer

The essential non-correspondence between individuality and individuation is one
of the crucial paradoxes of Schopenhauer’'s metaphysics. Schopenhauer defines the
principle of individuation in exclusively spatial and temporal terms: a single individual
cannot have two beginnings of existence in time, and, similarly, two individuals
cannot occupy the same space simultaneously. He even goes so far as to call space and
time the principium individuationis, on the grounds that, in his words, “it is only by
means of time and space that something which is one and the same according to its
nature and its concept appears as different, as a plurality of co-existent and successive
things” (Schopenhauer 1969: vol. 1, p. 113). Following Kant, he denies to space and
time the character of real determinants of the objects of experience: there is, then, for
him no objective principle of differentiation between two individuals, or between
two moments of the same individual.

However, in addition to phenomenal individuation, Schopenhauer affirms, for
every human being, a real individuality, which is the mark of his uniqueness and the
foundation of the identity of his existence in time, beyond the diversity of forms. This
individuality is explicitly conceived by Schopenhauer starting out from the model of
Kant'’s concept of the “intelligible character,” as employed in the solution of the third
antinomy of the Critique of Pure Reason, as a means of reconciling the mathematical
regularity of phenomena in time with human freedom (Kant 1950: B473/A445).
Schopenhauer adopts the Kantian solution, considering it, indeed, to be the point at
which critical philosophy becomes the introduction to his metaphysics of the will. But
he interprets as a thing what in Kant was merely a law. In fact, he identifies the
“intelligible character” as being the will as it manifests itself in each individual. Thus,
the thing-in-itself — more than a problematic concept, an ideal correlate of the unity of
apperception — manifests itself, in Schopenhauer’s view, in an immediate and intuitive
fashion in each individual as his will. However — and it is here that the paradox enters
— this treatment of the thing-in-itself implies that, as embodied in a multiplicity of
particularized wills, it becomes subject to space and time, to the exclusive forms of
phenomena.

To the thesis of the unity of the will, as thing-in-itself, beyond the multiplicity of
its spatio-temporal embodiments — and this is the central thesis of Schopenhauer’s
metaphysics of the will — falls, then, the task of superseding the contradiction. From
the empirical viewpoint, there is no real distinction between individuals who are
numerically distinct; not only this, but the very existence of the multiple is viewed
as phenomenal and, as such, a matter of appearance. Consequently, the individual
in general is henceforth, paradoxically, considered, on the one hand, as a dual embodi-
ment of the thing-in-itself (as “intelligible character,” and as will), and, on the other,
as a pure phenomenon. Empirically, then, the individual is not a real particular, and is
not endowed with individuality.

What, then, for Schopenhauer, is the real foundation of the individuality of
each human individual — which, following Kant, he recognizes as constituting the

77



NUNO NABAIS

condition of the possibility of any judgment of imputability, and, therefore, of that
individual’s ethical nature? His metaphysics provides no answer to this question.
Schopenhauer is clearly aware of this when, in one of his last works, he writes: “indi-
viduality does not rest solely on the principium individuationis and so is not through
and through mere phenomenon | . . .] it is rooted in the thing in itself, the will of the
individual; for his character itself is individual. But how far down its roots here go, is
one of those questions which I do not undertake to answer” (Schopenhauer 1974:
vol. 2, p. 227: “On Ethics” §116). Only from the viewpoint of intelligibility does there
exist an absolute criterion of individual differentiation. On the simple level of repres-
entation, no distinction exists that is not numerical.

This paradox of individuation has major ethical consequences. For Schopenhauer,
precisely because there is no real difference between the multiplicity of individual wills
there is no such thing as real difference, the continuing conflict between wills that
struggle for their own self-preservation is, essentially, bereft of foundation. From the
viewpoint of the thing-in-itself, it is the same will, one and indivisible, that devours
itself. It follows that, for Schopenhauer, injustice can be transcended and the plane of
appearances superseded only if each subject erases his own individuality and his own
individual will and becomes a pure subject of knowledge.

1.2 Individuation, between the aesthetic and the ethical

The works of Nietzsche's first period (1872—6) are profoundly marked by this paradox
of individuality of Schopenhauer’s metaphysics: they adopt the fundamental distinc-
tion between the thing-in-itself and the phenomenon, in much the same way as
Schopenhauer, in his fashion (constituting it as the paradigm for a series of oppositions
— one/multiple, essence/existence, reality/appearance), had taken it over from Kant.
In the first section of The Birth of Tragedy Nietzsche clearly sets out the metaphysical
principles which are his starting-point: “Philosophical natures even have a presenti-
ment that hidden beneath the reality in which we live and have our being there also
lies a second, quite different reality; in other words, this reality too is a semblance
[Schein]” (BT 1). In another passage, he goes so far as to describe this realm of appear-
ance or semblance as devoid of real being (Wahrhaft-Nichtseiende), and says that the
reality of the dream is that of “the semblance of the semblance” (BT 4). In Nietzsche’s
eyes, the empirical individual is, inevitably, doubly unfounded — both in his particular
dimension, before the One of the universal will of which he is only an ephemeral
manifestation, and in his singular dimension, before his own individuality, his indi-
vidual essence, which reduces his empirical action to an imperfect and chaotic copy of
the intelligible law which it embodies. The Birth of Tragedy is constructed through the
figures of Dionysus and Apollo and around the opposition between the One and
the Multiple. The Untimely Meditations, especially the third, Schopenhauer as Educator
(1874), mark the attempt to transcend the radical non-correspondence between
individuality and empirical individuation.

However, like all great disciples, Nietzsche is no mere repeater of his master. These
works already adumbrate a process of rupture with Schopenhauer, manifested in the
search for a justification of the empirical individual existence: Nietzsche thus breaks
not only with Schopenhauer over the definition of the principium individuationis, but
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also concerning the ethical consequences of the absence of a real empirical correlative
for individuality. Thus, while admitting that individual existence amounts to an injus-
tice in the face of the One, Nietzsche does not follow Schopenhauer in proposing a
process of ascetic negation of the individual will but endeavors to justify the plane
of appearance itself, and, therefore, the empirical existence of each individual. If
the Dionysian ecstasy represents the state of ascetic fusion with the “primal One” (das
Ur-Eine), which, as Schopenhauer had said, is attained through the disinterested
contemplation of the Whole beyond all individual motivation, that same ecstasy is
nonetheless counterbalanced by the figure of Apollo, “the magnificent divine image
[Gétterbild] of the principium individuationis,” as Nietzsche significantly calls him,
who represents the endeavor, through apology for the forms of appearance and
dream, to justify the individualized character of human existence. For Nietzsche,
the mystery of Greek tragedy lies in the presence within it of that tension between
the One, manifested in mystic union with the universe in the Dionysiac delirium,
and the multiple, embodied in the characters’ struggle for the heroic affirmation of
their individuality.

Similarly, in the third of the Untimely Meditations, Nietzsche endeavors to justify the
empirical existence of each individual, on the basis of an imputed, equally empirical,
individuality. He adopts an interior viewpoint, conceiving the individual in both
particular and singular terms, starting out from, precisely, his individuality. Right at
the beginning, he defines each individual as a “unique miracle,” endowed with an
absolute “uniqueness.” This uniqueness, viewed as, indeed, the “core of his being,” is,
additionally, conceived in accordance with the model of “intelligible character.”
This is the “fundamental law” which constitutes the principle of individuality and
confers uniqueness on each individual’s life-history, since it regulates the form of its
manifestation. It is in this context that Nietzsche speaks of the “law” of the “proper
self” (UM I11, 1). However, while he follows Schopenhauer in admitting the inconstant
and inauthentic nature of the empirical existence of each individual, Nietzsche does
not repudiate that existence: rather, he seeks to imbue it with dignity and intelligibil-
ity, by purifying it of its empirical determinations in such a way as to convert it into
an exact mirror of the individuality which it incarnates: “Be yourself! The totality of
what you are is not what you do, think, desire” (UM III, 1).

In both of these works, whether from the viewpoint of individuation or from that
of individuality, Nietzsche aims to move beyond the sentence imposed on individual
existence by Schopenhauer; nonetheless, he is, at this stage, still the prisoner of the
paradigms of the metaphysics of his “educator.” If the figure of Apollo embodies
Nietzsche’s justification of the multiple in retreat from the vertiginous pull of the One,
this does not happen in the name of a different conception of individuation; rather,
Nietzsche simply invokes the necessity of appearance for life. Nietzsche’s solution, since
it continues to view space and time as having their origin in the subject of representa-
tion, ends up reducing itself to a value judgment: it simply inverts the hierarchical
relation between truth and appearance, while failing to question the basic notion of
their differentiation.

In the third of the Untimely Meditations the continued influence of Schopenhauer’s
metaphysics means that individuality is seen as contrary to the empirical existence
that Nietzsche seeks to justify through it. In contrast to his position from 1885
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onwards, the “fundamental law” which defines the individuality of each individual
and founds that individual's identity in time is not yet conceived as a serial law
which already involves within itself all the stages of the individual's life-history and
to which temporality is therefore immanent. Like Schopenhauer, in his 1874 text,
Nietzsche conceives individuality as the atemporal rule which manifests itself in a
reiterated and circumstantial fashion within the series of events which make up
the existence of each individual; since it is unconditioned in its immutability, it
is essentially distinct from that existence. The evolution and mutability of each life-
history are not contained within the law: they are merely consequences of the
diversity of the external conditions that form the empirical framework of its manifesta-
tion. Thus, for Nietzsche, the individual can regain contact with his own individuality
only by withdrawing his existence from its empirical determinations, transforming
each moment of his life-history into an exact expression of his meta-empirical
individuality: “In the process of becoming all is hollow, deceitful, vain and worthy
of our contempt; the puzzle which man ought to solve, he can only release from being,
in being such and not other, in the everlasting. Now he begins to check how deeply
he is united with becoming, how deeply he is united with being — an enormous task
wells up before his soul: to destroy all becoming, to illuminate all falsity in things”
(UM 111, 4). In this identification with the undying individuality which constitutes
the core of that which he is and guarantees his identity in becoming, the individual
is reduced to a pure, petrified essence, a disembodied spirit. At the same time the
spatio-temporal horizon that is the theatre of his life-history, but condemned as being
“vain and deceitful,” remains bereft of immanent consistency — not in the face anymore
of the One, but of the individual and atemporal law of which it is viewed as a mere
sensory manifestation.

The works of this first period do not achieve a positive position on either the
individual or individuality. In these writings Nietzsche endeavors simply to invert
the ethical consequences of Schopenhauer’s paradox of an intelligible individuality to
which no empirical individuation corresponds without questioning the underlying
metaphysical postulates. The individual remains split between an extrinsic definition
(as a particular within a spatio-temporal multiplicity in which all differentiation as
such is considered unreal) and an intrinsic definition (as an atemporal individuality
which reduces him to an abstract entity) — in other words, split between one differen-
tiation which is purely numerical and another which is real but abstract.

1.3 The individual without qualities

The publication of Human, All Too Human in 1878 marked an open break with
Schopenhauer’s metaphysics, and, in Nietzsche’'s own view, by the same token with
metaphysics in general. This break meant, above all, ceasing to accept the distinction
between a “world of metaphysics” and a “world of representation.” He holds that,
although the possibility of a metaphysical world cannot be ruled out, any ontology
we could give of it would be purely negative: “an inaccessible, incomprehensible
being-other; it would be a thing with negative qualities” (HH 9). Nietzsche flatly
declares: “we are in the realm of representation [Vorstellung], no ‘intuition’ can take us
any further” (HH 10). The autonomy he now confers on the forms of space, time, and
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causality brings in its wake the reality of the principium individuationis, which is affirmed
against the illusion of the undifferentiated One. Space-time becomes an objective
principle of individuation. The individual is no longer seen as a mere phenomenon:
“There are only individuals” (KSA 9, 6[158]).

The concept of the individual occupies a key position in Nietzsche's works of this
period. Nietzsche attempts to determine the historical conditions which permitted
the appearance of sovereign individuals who fight for their own individuality, in
accordance with the model which he discovers in Italy’s “Renaissance man.”! However,
this autonomy of representation compromises the basis of the individuality of each
singular being. In fact, to reject the possibility of an unconditioned world constituting
the principle of intelligibility of the empirical world means to deprive individuality
of the status of an immutable law underlying both the identity of each individual
in time and the very internal principle of individual differentiation. On the strict
level of representation, the individuality of human action is necessarily diluted by the
empirical constraints of a given life-history. Nietzsche goes so far as to argue that the
biographical sequence of each individual's life is determined across the long chain
of empirical causality in such a fashion that, as he puts it,

if one were all-knowing, one would be able to calculate every individual action, likewise
every advance in knowledge, every error, every piece of wickedness. The actor himself, to
be sure, is fixed in the illusion of free will; if for one moment the wheel of the world were
to stand still, and there were an all-knowing, calculating intelligence there to make use of
this pause, it could narrate the future of every creature to the remotest ages and describe
every track along which this wheel hat yet to roll. (HH 106)

On the level of representation, any internal law of action disappears. The individual
can no longer live according to his own law, can no longer be himself. The only law
that remains is that which governs the multiplicity of individual life-histories: the
principle of causality which mechanically determines all events within the “wheel of
the world” on the basis of their position in the order of simultaneity and succession.

It follows that individuality also ceases to be accessible by means of the closure of
each individual on himself. On the strict level of the forms of space and time only
external relations exist; in this sense, the “interior” of each particular being is simply
the prolongation of those relations, and, in Nietzsche's words, “We have transferred
‘society’ into ourselves, diminished it, and withdrawing into oneself is no escape
from society; rather it is often a meticulous clearing-up and interpretation of our
[inner]| processes according to the schema of earlier experiences” (KSA 9, 6[80]). If
representation is maintained to be the sole plane of reality, then numerical difference
is henceforth given objective status. The only individual difference now admitted is
the numerical, given the refusal of any internal, individual principle of differentiation.
The individual is thus condemned to the status of a mere generality, no more than the
internal reproduction of the empirical framework within which his existence unfolds.
What, then, is the basis of individuality which enables each singular being to con-
struct himself as a person, as an autarkic individual?

Nietzsche'’s solution is aporetic: since individuality is not a primary datum to
be found by each individual within himself, it has to be reconceived as a task to be
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accomplished. Numerical difference then has to be turned into real difference, through
a process by which each individual frees himself of his general features. Nietzsche even
declares: “My moral would be ever more to deprive men of their universal character,
and to specialize in it, up to a degree incomprehensible for the others to achieve”
(KSA 9, 6[158]). He now sees individuality as a model to be constructed and real-
ized by each individual: “The point is, however: that each designs his own model-
image and actualizes it — the individual model” (KSA 9, 6[293]). Nonetheless, this
conception of individuality is clearly incompatible with Nietzsche’s reduction of all
reality to the level of representation, which is governed by mechanical causality.
The dynamism implicit in the movement from each being towards his individual model
enters into contradiction with the reduction of all causal processes to a single one
(that which comes into play in the strict, mechanical enchainment of all events
within the “wheel of the world”). This would entail admitting that the real cause
of human action could be a tendency towards an individual telos whose existence
is merely ideal. Nietzsche himself seems to be aware of this contradiction when
he asks: “How does the model relate itself to our evolution? To that which we
must necessarily strive for? Is the model at best an anticipation? But why then
necessary?” (WP 331). In the end, Nietzsche denies any power of causation to the
individual model in which he had seen an alternative to the “intelligible char-
acter” paradigm. This model is, as he says, no more than “a representation of the ego”
(WP 331).

The concept of an individual model to be constructed and realized, which had
replaced the notion of a fundamental law to be discovered and lived, proves to be no
less illusory than its predecessor. Individuality cannot be conceived as something
internal to each individual, as the formal cause of the individual’s identity in time,
because that would entail the existence of a real conditioning relationship between
the intelligible plane of the law and the empirical plane of action. The correlative
of this position is that, equally, individuality cannot be conceived as something
merely external, as something to be attained which, in projective terms and as
final cause, can underwrite individual identity. The individual model, as final cause,
effectively acquires the same significance on the plane of representation as did the
atemporal law conceived as its intelligible formal cause. Nietzsche wishes to remain
on the level of representation, rejecting any recourse to “metaphysical intuitions.”
However, the examination of the real foundation of individuality cannot make any
headway at this stage. Schopenhauer, with a view to saving individuality, had
reduced the individual to the status of an appearance, by the notion that individuation
exists exclusively in the forms of representation. Nietzsche, inverting Schopenhauer’s
position and guided by the project of justifying individuality within empirical
individuation itself, saves the forms of representation by converting them into the
sole real plane. However, he thus reduces individuality to an appearance, a mere
representation made of itself by an “ego” petrified within the causal chain of events
in time. Nietzsche is still the prey of Schopenhauer’s metaphysics, even in the form
in which he rejects it.

Nietzsche’s first attempt to resolve this aporia — this tension between individuality
without individuation and individuation without individuality — takes the form of the
idea of eternal recurrence.
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1.4 Individuality as identity in repetition: the doctrine of eternal recurrence

The image of a long chain of causation or “wheel of the world,” within which all
events are closely interlinked, led Nietzsche in 1881 to develop the idea of the eternal
recurrence. He now concludes that the total series of the world’s events cannot have
had a beginning in time, nor is it acceptable that it should tend towards any final state;
as such, the series must be eternal, in other words it must always have existed and will
always continue to exist. Since Nietzsche starts out from the principle that, as the
totality of the force of the universe is constant, the number of possible events within
the chain of causation is finite, he concludes that becoming is circular: “Up until this
moment an infinity has already expired; that is, all possible developments must
already have existed. Thus the development of this moment must be a repetition,
and also that which generated it, and that which arises from it, and so forward and
backward again!” (KSA 9, 11[202]). The idea of the eternal recurrence of all events
now makes it possible to conceive the basis of the individuality of each individual in a
form which is innovative and, at the same time, the locus of a terrible paradox.

We have seen that when he reduces the real to the plane of representation, Nietzsche
does not contest Schopenhauer’s principle of individuation; he simply considers it as
objective, that is, as a real determination of the objects of experience. However, we
have also seen how that principle allows only numerical difference, not real difference.
Since 1878, Nietzsche had conceived the individual objectively as a particular being
numerically distinct from other particular beings, but not in terms of individuality.
What constitutes the individual as such is merely the circumstance of not being able
to have two different beginnings in time and not being able to occupy two different
positions in space at once. On the basis of this continued view of the individual
exclusively in terms of his place in the order of succession and simultaneity, Nietzsche
concludes that temporal differences are necessarily translated into individual differences:
just as a single individual cannot be present simultaneously in two different places, he
cannot, by the same token, exist at two different moments. From one instant to the
next, he is another. In Nietzsche's words, “there is no individual, in the shortest instant
it is something other than in the next, and its conditions of existence are those of
innumerable individuals” (KSA 9, 11[156]). Eternal recurrence confers individuality
on each individual through the simple prolongation to eternity of the spatio-temporal
definition of individuation. If time is considered as not only real but infinite, then
the individual appears in time endowed with new determinations — he is henceforth
defined as the infinite repetition of himself: “All becoming moves itself in the repetition
of a determinate number of absolutely identical states” (KSA 9, 11[245]). If the iden-
tity of the individual is dissolved in time through the unending succession of moments,
if he is obliged to become other in every moment, then it is through time that the
individual becomes himself at each moment: “Humanity! Your entire life will become
like an hourglass, always again turned over and always running out” (KSA 9, 11[148]).

Individuality thus appears, no longer as an identity in the continuous order of the
linear succession of time, but as an identity in the discontinuous order of repetitions in
eternity. If the life-history of each individual is the exact repetition of another series of
instants already realized an infinite number of times in the infinite number of circles of
the eternal recurrence, then each individual, being different from what he was in the
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preceding moment and from what he will be in the following moment, is, nonetheless,
absolutely identical to himself in every moment, as the infinite repetition of himself.
Each event in his individual life-history is endowed with an individuality arising from
an eternal and unique model which actualizes itself in him in absolute fashion. Thus,
his individuality in each moment, in other words, that which makes each individual
exactly the individual he is at that given moment, is the eternal individuality which
he incarnates at that moment as a repetition: the individuality of his life-history as a
whole is the multiplicity of individualities embodied in the multiplicity of “individuals”
which, in their succession, go to make up that same individual's life-history.

The access of each individual to his individuality no longer happens through the
mediation of a subtraction from his empirical conditions as a means of becoming a
transparent expression of an atemporal law; nor does it occur through the pursuit of
an individual model constituting a sublime form. Individuality is no longer conceived
as residing either on the hither side of each individual's empirical existence, or beyond
it: it is in it, and merges with it in an absolute fashion in each moment. To accede to
one’s individuality — offered as it is in each moment to each individual as an original
given, conferred on him eternally in an immanent fashion — is to reply in the affirmative
to the question: “Do you want this once more, and also for innumerable times?”
(GS 341; KSA9, 11[143]). Individuality takes on the nature of an original given while
appearing at the same time as a task. It is what we are and do in each moment,
because in each moment we exactly repeat our existence, which is itself an eternal
given, conferred on us once and for all. But our individuality also has to be conquered.
It is not enough to be: one has to want to be what one is. To take oneself as the
individual model to be realized is to make that model coincide with what one is: “To
live in such a way that we wish to live once more, and wish to live in eternity! Our task
challenges us in every instant” (KSA 9, 11[161]).

The idea of eternal recurrence provides a further basis for the individuality of each
individual. In Leibnizian terms the difference can be called radical. The past may be
infinite, but the number of individuals who are brought into being over time is not.
It follows that the genesis of an individual, however distant it may be, is never lost
in the depths of time: it can only be prolonged up to the individual himself. Each
individual is both the end-point of the long chain of causes which originated in him
and the new starting-point of the genesis of his own repetition — that is, the genesis of
the infinite number of other individuals whom he repeats and announces, and who
are distinguished from him only on the temporal plane, as different occurrences
in time of one and the same individuality. This radical individuality is based on the
fact that, within a single conjunctural situation, that is, within a complete cycle of
actualization of all possible individuals, it is impossible for two indistinguishable
individuals to appear. Given the intimate interrelation of all causes, that would mean
that both would have had the same genesis — in which case they would not be two, but
one and the same individual (either spatially and temporally identical, as a single
occurrence of one individuality, or else distinct only in the temporal sense, as different
occurrences, in different cycles of recurrence, of a single individuality):

Whether indeed [ . . . | something identical has existed is entirely indemonstrable. | ... ]
Whether there can be something identical in one total state — two leaves, e.g.? I doubt it:
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it would presuppose that there were an absolutely identical generation, and for that we
would have to assume that throughout all eternity something identical had endured,
despite all alterations to the total state and the creation of new properties — an impossible
assumption! (KSA 9, 11[202])

The idea of the eternal recurrence furnishes a Leibnizian basis for the principle of
the identity of the indiscernible: since his genesis has its roots in eternity and in
himself, the individual becomes absolutely unique, and is endowed with a uniqueness
which confirms itself in the eternal repetition of himself and of the entire chain of
events that culminated in him. Within the idea of the eternal recurrence, individuality
is still absolutely conditioned by its place in the order of temporal succession. This does
not mean, however, that it is annulled. On the contrary, it acquires new temporal
determinations — within each cycle, as a radically individualized and unique genesis;
and within eternity, as the infinite repetition of itself in each moment of its existence.

The notion of eternal recurrence finds Nietzsche extracting the most radical con-
sequences possible from his “anti-metaphysical” decision to remain on the plane of
representation, refusing the categories of “reason,” “beginning,” or “finality.” Return-
ing eternally on themselves, spatio-temporal relations have become self-subsistent,
conferring on themselves, in circular fashion, sufficient reason for the fact that they
are what they are rather than something else. In this universe, then, each individual
partakes of the privilege of being able to display his raison d’étre in the fact of existing in
a particular space and at a particular time. Nonetheless, the idea of eternal recurrence
still requires a complement: it needs to be doubled by an internal perspective on the
individuality of each individual. It was precisely such a perspective that Nietzsche
attained from 1885 onwards, with the elaboration of the theory of the will to power.
I adopt the thesis of Giorgio Colli that it is only in this period that the theory of the
will to power makes its appearance in his work because it is only at this time that he
deliberately adopts the perspective of metaphysics as a means of endowing the world
with the force of an explicative viewpoint, and also because it is only from this
moment that he begins to elaborate the fundamental philosophical project to which he
gives the name of, precisely, The Will to Power (Colli 1980: 151-60).

2 The Individual and Individuality in the Theory
of the Will to Power

2.1 The return to metaphysics

The main innovation represented by the theory of the will to power is Nietzsche’s
abandonment of the plane of representation as the sole means of access to the real. It
follows that his principal target is now the mechanistic view of the world — precisely
because of its rejection of meta-empirical categories of any kind:

Of all the interpretations of the world attempted hitherto, the mechanistic one seems
today to stand victorious in the foreground. It evidently has a good conscience on its side;
and no science believes it can achieve progress and success except with the aid of mech-
anistic procedures. Everyone knows these procedures: one leaves “reason” and “purpose”
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out of account as far as possible, one shows that, given sufficient time, anything can
evolve out of anything else, and one does not conceal a malicious chuckle when “appar-
ent intention” on the fate of a plant or an egg yolk is once again traced to pressure and
stress [ . . . ] one has lost the belief in being able to explain at all. (WP 618)

For Nietzsche, the function of mechanics, given its rejection of the categories of
“reason” and “end,” is confined to describing the visible and formalizing its relations
exclusively through the categories of “shock” and “pressure.” What is now required
is an explicative approach, which can only be attained by questioning the internal
processes of all phenomena. Nietzsche thus writes:

The victorious concept “force”, by means of which physicists have created God and the
world, still needs to be completed: an inner will must be ascribed to it, which I designate
as “will to power,” i.e., as an insatiable desire to manifest power; or as the employment
and exercise of power, as a creative drive, etc. [ ... ] one is obliged to understand all
motion, all “appearances”, all “laws”, only as symptoms of an inner event and to employ
man as an analogy to this end. (WP 619)

He radically inverts his perspective on the interpretation of the real, abandoning
the decision to reject any “intuition” beyond the plane of representation. It is now
precisely the internal, that which escapes all representation, which has to become the
explicative principle of observable external relations. All movements, all phenomena
or laws, will now have to be seen as a manifestation, as a “symptom” of processes of
which they are merely an expression: “To the power which transforms itself and
always remains the same, belongs an inside, a character type of Proteus-Dionysus,
dissembling and enjoying itself in the transformation” (KSA 11, 35[68]). What “intui-
tion” can he now invoke to discover force in its internal dimension? As in Schopenhauer,
it is the analogy with man which constitutes the “secret passage” to the metaphysical
world, the bridge to the “intelligible character” of all phenomena. This analogy will be
even more explicitly invoked in Beyond Good and Evil, when Nietzsche states:

Suppose nothing else were “given” as real except our world of desires and passions, and
we could not get down, or up, to any other “reality” besides the reality of our drives — for
thinking is merely a relations of these drives to each other; is it not permitted to make the
experiment and to ask the question whether this “given” would not be sufficient for also
understanding on the basis of this kind of thing the so-called mechanistic (or “material”)
world? [...] then one would have gained the right to determine all efficient force
univocally as — will to power. The world viewed from inside, the world defined and deter-
mined according to its “intelligible character” — it would be “will to power” and nothing
else. (BGE 36)

2.2 The discovery of the essence of the world within the individual

In this return to metaphysics, the definition of the individual plays a twofold part.
It is the analogical means of access to the world seen from within; and, since all
movements and all phenomena are the result of relations between individual beings,
to explain the world from within means to describe individuals in their immanent
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dynamism. Precisely because of the place it occupies, the concept of the individual
is taken as the object of two different descriptive procedures: one leading from the
individual as subject of knowledge to the world as named from within, and another
aiming to explain the entire visible world by deriving it, as a symptom, from the inter-
nal processes discovered in relations between individuals.

To take man as an analogical principle is not merely a methodological decision: it is
based on a de facto observation. Nietzsche believes that man is condemned to be the
primal analogical referent for all interpretation of the world. The theory of the will to
power is not to be distinguished from other interpretations of the world by its element
of man-as-analogy. The mechanistic perspective itself is none other than a con-
sequence of that analogy — for Nietzsche, the concept of the atom is a projection of the
concept of subject/substance on to the smallest structure of the immaterial extension.
This means that analogy is no longer a neutral procedure. To take oneself as the first
term of the analogy does not guarantee immediate access to the internal processes
which govern all phenomena. To start out from man is always to start out from a
particular interpretation. The need thus arises for a prior critique of the systems of
interpretation of man and their distinguishing marks; only after this can one strive to
attain, through man, the internal perspective on the world.

Nietzsche argues that the fundamental error which underlies all interpretations
of man, and which man therefore incorrectly projects on to the real, is the error of the
individual: “The individual [is] the more subtle error” (KSA 9, 11[156]). Does this
mean that Nietzsche denies the existence of particular beings, of beings which are
numerically distinct and self-subsistent at a given moment in time? This is not the
case: what he denies is a specific concept of the “individual” used by man to conceive
of himself and, therefore, the world.

In truth there are no individual truths, but rather mere individual errors — the individual
itself is an error. Everything that happens in us is in itself something other, that we do not
know: we put intention and background and morality into nature in the first place. — I
distinguish, however, the imagined individuals and the true systems of life, of which each
of us is one. (KSA 9, 11[7])

It is in the name of a new concept of the individual conceived as “system-of-life”
(Leben-systeme) that Nietzsche now comes to see the notion of the “individual” as
the most subtle of errors. Thus, to comprehend the non-imaginary nature of every
individual (as “system-of-life”), which constitutes the analogical means of access to
the world’s internal processes, presupposes a critique of the notion of the “individual”
(as an imaginary concept) which man employs to interpret himself, only to falsify
himself and, through himself, the world.

What Nietzsche essentially denounces in this imaginary notion of the “individual” is
the presupposition of unity. To this he opposes the idea of the individual as a plurality,
as “a plurality of animated beings which, partly struggling with one another, partly
integrating and subordinating one another, in the affirmation of their individuality,
also involuntarily affirm the whole” (KSA 11, 27[27]). In turn, the status of an indi-
visible unity is denied by Nietzsche to each one of the animate beings that make up the
plurality which is each individual. He writes: “the very smallest ‘individuals’ cannot
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be understood in the sense of a metaphysical individuality and atom” (WP 704), and
again: “there are no durable ultimate units, no atoms, no monads: here, too, ‘beings’
are only introduced by us” (WP 715). To accept the existence of such single ultimate
units would, Nietzsche argues, amount to transferring on to the infinitely small the
unity and substantial identity which he refuses for the individual as composite whole.
To the notion of “atom” or “thing” he now opposes a conception of the “dynamic
quanta”: “no things remain but dynamic quanta, in a relation of tension to all other
dynamic quanta: their essence lies in their relation to all other quanta, in their ‘effect’
upon the same” (WP 635). The essence of these ultimate units is action — an action in
which it is impossible to distinguish the agent from the action’s effects, since it invari-
ably takes place inside a structure made up of a multiplicity of elements, themselves
also active, which simultaneously occupy, in relation to each other, the positions of
object and obstacle. To these “dynamic quanta” Nietzsche gives the name of the will
to power: they are the primal element of the universe, its homogeneous dynamic, the
sea of forces out of which individuation arises.

2.3 Individuality and spontaneity

It is now necessary, firstly, to comprehend how Nietzsche conceives the process of
individuation within this sea of forces that he calls the will to power, and, secondly, to
analyze the new concept of individuality thus produced.

Within the universe of force there exists an essential continuity between all its forms,
which enables a process of continual metamorphosis of one into another. However,
this continuum cannot be an undifferentiated whole. Nietzsche conceives it at all
moments as exhibiting variations in intensity, with at least two orders of potency
(when force accumulates at one point, it dissolves at another). These variations in
potency presuppose the existence of points or singularities that constitute both poles of
condensation and principles of differentiation; in Nietzsche's words: “Mere variations
of power could not feel themselves to be such: there must be present something that
wants to grow and interprets the value of whatever else wants to grow” (WP 643).
Any differences in potency within a dynamic continuum would cancel each other out,
were it not for “a certain something,” a singularity able to determine that very differ-
ence by interpreting it in relation to its own value, its own power of growth, in order to
build on it. In the universe of the will to power, then, individuation comes as of right
before differentiation.

What is this “something which wants to grow,” this minimum element of the
universe of force? In the fragment cited above, Nietzsche defines it in terms of two
key determinations: the will to growth, and an interpreting being. This definition is
bolstered by a spatial perspective: “when A acts upon B, then A is first localized, sep-
arated from B” (KSA 13, 14[80]). The minimum elements of force are always differ-
ently located and establish among themselves a system of co-locations which takes
itself as its own referent.” Nietzsche further conceives these locations as centers of the
movement of the will: “I need initial points and centers of movement, from which
the will propagates itself” (KSA 13, 14[98]). The minimum elements that make up the
totality of the movement of force, and form the internal principle of its differentiation,
are conceived on the basis of four determinations: (a) they are differently located;
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(b) they exist in a relation of tension with all the other elements; (c) they struggle to
achieve their own growth; and (d) they interpret systems of difference in terms of their
own value. The main innovation here is to conceive individuality as the principle
of differentiation of force, and thence of the process of constitution of individuals as
“systems-of-life.” If individuation precedes differentiation as of right, then individuation
itself must be constituted by individuals endowed with individuality — with an internal
quality which enables them to interpret variations in potency and construct them as
oppositions. It is thanks to the existence in the universe of a multiplicity of individual-
ized singularities, each with its own individuality, that it is possible to create differences,
establish relations of tension between dynamic quanta, and constitute individuals as
organic totalities.

How does Nietzsche now conceive the basis of the individuality of each of these
singularities? Nietzsche now seems to oscillate between an extrinsic definition (the
individual as merely the expression of the system of relations which contains him) and
an intrinsic definition (the individual as endowed with immanent qualities which
manifest themselves in unconditioned fashion in the relations of conflict which he
establishes with all other individuals). On the one hand, he declares: “The properties of
a thing are effects on other ‘things’: if one removes other ‘things’, then a thing has no
properties” (WP 557). On the other, he contends that every being is that which it is,
constituted in an absolutely individualized form that manifests itself in all its peculi-
arity in every action vis-a-vis other individuals:

That something always happens thus and thus is here interpreted as if a creature always
acted thus and thus as a result of obedience to a law or to a lawgiver, while it would be
free to act otherwise were it not for the “law”. But precisely this thus-and-not-otherwise
might be inherent in the creature, which might behave thus and thus, not in response to
a law, but because it is constituted thus and thus. All it would mean is: something cannot
also be something else, cannot do now this and now something else, is neither free
not unfree but simply thus and thus. The mistake lies in the fictitious insertion of a subject.
(WP 632)

This indeterminacy concerning the basis of each individual's individuality is the
result of the strategic duality that Nietzsche employs to combat the mechanistic inter-
pretation of causal processes. On the one hand, since he wishes to endow the plane of
dynamic relations with an explicative perspective, taking those relations as “symptoms”
of internal processes, he strives to find an immanent basis for the differentiation
between dynamic singularities which can, as of right, precede the system of causal
relations and can therefore function as a principle of intelligibility. On the other hand,
against the atomism that underlies that same interpretation (which supposes the
existence of extensive elements that are indivisible and are endowed with internal
properties which are not conditioned vis-a-vis their actions or relations), he stresses
the essentially functional nature of each dynamic singularity and, therefore, tends to
define it only extrinsically, as a mere pole of convergence of the relations it establishes
with other singularities. The conflict is thus linked to the ontological status of the
concept of relation within the theory of the will to power. Which should be primary
as of right — the universe of internally individualized singularities, or the system of
relations out of which its properties have been constituted? How can Nietzsche conceive
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an immanent basis for each individual's individuality without reducing it to an isolated
substance that subsists in time beyond its properties or actions? And, conversely, how
is it possible to affirm the functional nature of each individual without conferring an
autonomous ontological status on relation as such?

While not systematic in its scope the solution adopted to deal with the antinomy
concerning the ontological status of relation entails: (1) defining all dynamic relations
as essentially perspectivist; (2) affirming the superiority of the internal dynamism of
each singularity vis-a-vis its external relations.

2.4 The individual and its essential relations: perception and perspective

For Nietzsche, relation is inherent to force; it derives from the fact that “a force can
expend itself only on what resists it” (WP 694). A force, then, only exists within a field
of forces. How does this tension between forces establish itself? Is their nature that of
pressure, of the shock of contiguity? If so, how are we to comprehend their individuation,
the fact that they do not dissolve into a homogeneous mass? Nietzsche argues that if
one force is to act on another in a continuous fashion, then it is essential that they
remain distinct in terms of location: “when A acts upon B, then A is first localized,
separated from B” (KSA 13, 14[80]). It follows that forces must necessarily act at a
distance — but if they are not contiguous, how can they capture the tensions between
them and perceive reciprocal differences of power?

The need to answer this question leads Nietzsche to adopt the thesis of the essentially
perceptive nature of all beings. In his words, “Do the various forces stand in relation,
such that this relation is bound up with an optics of perception? That would be possible
if all being were essentially something perceptual” (KSA 12, 5[12]). Each force is related
to all the other forces because it perceives them: it is a window on that totality. It is,
then, at a distance — in other words, maintaining their co-localizations — that forces
attain equilibrium among themselves: “distant forces balance one another. Here is the
kernel of perspectivism” (WP 637). A dynamic equilibrium among forces is formed out
of the play of multiple perspectives, the constant inter-perception of all forces:

The “effect at a distance” cannot be got rid of: something attracts something else, something
feel itself attracted. This is the basic fact: in comparison, the mechanistic representation
of pressure and impact is only a hypothesis on the grounds of appearance and the sense of
touch. [ ... ] In order that this will to power can manifest itself, it must perceive those
[other] things. (KSA 11, 34[247])

The perception attributed by Nietzsche to all forces or dynamic singularities is not
pictorial in character: it is of a purely intensive nature. Each force perceives only
differences of power among the multiplicity of forces in relation to which it exists. It
is in this sense that Nietzsche claims that there exists a greater perceptive exactitude
and clarity in the inorganic world, compared to the organic: “The transition from the
inorganic world into the organic is a transition from fixed perceptions of force-values
and power relations into perceptions which are uncertain and indeterminate —
because a plurality of beings struggling against one another (= Protoplasma) feels
itself as opposed to the external world” (KSA 11, 35[59]). In the inorganic world, the
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balance between the forces within a system is stable, since the differences of power
have been crystallized; each force therefore has an exact perception of these differences
of value and their relations. By contrast, in the organic world, which differs from the
inorganic in the sense that each individual is not a mere singularity, differences of
power are constantly coming into being, through the structuring or destructuring of
internal relations of force; these differences modify the relations of power, at the next
level up, between the individual as plurality and the outside world. Each individual’s
perception is here already the result of the co-possibility of internal perceptions,
and even his perception of his own value — on the basis of which he determines his
differences of value vis-a-vis other individuals — is uncertain and inexact.

Perception is in its essence not the internal representation of an external given
(were that so, the organic world would be the kingdom of the greater clarity, since it
possesses systems that permit prolongation and resonance from outside to inside); it is,
rather, the regulated, dynamic relation between the totality of singularities in conflict
and each one of those singularities. Perception exists because the multiplicity of the
elements of a structure expresses itself in each single unit. The more regulated the
relation — that is, the more stable the differences of power — the more clearly will each
singularity perceive, or, rather, express within itself, the multiplicity with which it
enters into relation. Thus, if Nietzsche defines relation as the result of the perceptive
nature of each force, it follows reciprocally that perception itself exists only in and
through its relational nature: an isolated force free of all relations — in any case an
impossible hypothesis, given its essentially functional nature — would be no better
than “blind.”

Nietzsche's conception of the internal principle of individuality is not to be sought
primarily in the notion of perception (Wahrnehmung) but in that of perspective (Perspektiv).
This distinction is not systematically maintained throughout Nietzsche’s work. None-
theless, it is the only means of grasping another criterion of qualitative differenti-
ation of perceptions employed by Nietzsche, in addition to that already established
between organic and inorganic worlds. In fact, to the hierarchy of power-levels of
forces there corresponds, he believes, a hierarchy, conceived in terms of extensiveness
and accuracy, of the perspectives brought to bear by each force on the totality
with which it enters into relation. He writes in 1886, in the preface to the new edition
of Human, All Too Human: “You shall above all see with your own eyes the problem
of order of rank, and how power and right and spaciousness of perspective grow into
the heights together” (HH, preface, 6).

From the viewpoint of the perception of external differences, a greater degree of
internal structuring of each force — corresponding to the transition from the inorganic
world to the organic — will result in a reduction in the clarity and exactitude of percep-
tion. However, Nietzsche counter-argues that an increase in power brings a greater
extensiveness and accuracy to the “vision” of each force. Clarity and exactitude of
perception vary with the degree of external stability of the differences of power, whereas
extensiveness and accuracy of perspective depend on the degree of internal power of
each force. The criterion of distinction between degrees of perception is, then, extrinsic
to the force, while that of degrees of perspective is intrinsic to it. Thus, perception and
perspective may be seen as, respectively, the outer and inner faces of the relation
between forces. Through perception, each force expresses within itself the viewpoint of
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the totality of forces and their differences of power; through perspective, each force
expresses its own internal degree of power vis-a-vis that same totality.

The concept of perspective indicates the basic principle of the physics of the will
to power: an individual is not something primordially functional but something
absolutely spontaneous. Any transformation of power occurring within an individual
is the result of his perspective, of his internal activity. The global shifts in power within
the force field or system in which that individual operates are an expression, or “sym-
ptom,” of that activity, and not the reverse. As Nietzsche puts it, “the force within is
infinitely superior; much that looks like external influence is merely its adaptation
from within” (WP 70; cf. GM III. 12).

The external definition of individuality, as the unique expression of the multiplicity
of differential relations of power, thus becomes solely a “symptom” of the internal
definition, the degree of power and the quality of perspective. Equally, all movements
or events occurring on the plane of representation are “symptoms” of processes of
conflict between individuals who are absolutely individualized. The very opposition
between the interior and exterior of each individual no longer exists: each individual is
pure interiority. If his internal force is infinitely superior to his external influences —
given that the latter are now reduced to an expression of the internal force of other
individuals — then what exists at each moment is a co-possibility as between a
multiplicity of forces, all absolutely spontaneous and individualized, existing within a
finite and constant quantity of global energy.

Conclusion

This model of an instantaneous co-possibility among the totality of individual actions
in conflict once again confers on individuality the nature of a given and, at the same
time, a task. From the internal viewpoint, individuality is the law of the series which
already contains the totality of the actions of each individual, grounded in his essential
spontaneity. From the external viewpoint, by contrast, if each action results from
the relation of co-possibility among individuals who are in conflict in each moment,
it has to be conquered through the instantaneous mediation of all other individual-
ities. Co-possibility operates as if it were a natural selection among virtual entities:
it actually creates the individuality of each individual. The sphere of individuality
is thus not annulled by co-possibility; rather, it is this circumstance that allows its
authentic realization. Each instant of universal existence, each event conceived as
a co-possibility, thus becomes the expression of each of the individuals in conflict.?
The infinite totality of instants of eternal recurrence is the result of a finite totality of
individuals. At every moment in the interaction of perspectives and the co-possibility
of actions these individuals affirm and realize their individuality. It follows that to say
Yes to one’s own individual existence, to endorse it in its absolute difference and unique-
ness, is, according to Nietzsche, also to say Yes to the entire universe and to eternity:

If we affirm one single moment, we thus affirm not only ourselves but all existence.
For nothing is self-sufficient, neither in us ourselves