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1. The discussion of the claim that Niet;sche‘heid a p?%ématist
theory of truth (chapter three, pp92-3) is a slightly amended version
of a section of my M;A. Dissertation, "Nief?ébﬁé'and tE% pibbiémwof
relativism", submitted to the University of Warwick, Sep£gmber 1988.

2, édﬁe of the dideas expressed in chapter four,‘partichia¥iy
those reléting to Nietzsche';’commitment>£o science and Enlightenment,
and to the possibility of a "productive logic", have appeared in an
article entitled "Nietzsche’s productive logic", submitted to the

Journal of Nletzsche Studies. The pages of the thesis where some

overlap occurs are: ppl38-41, 143-7, 167-8 ‘and 169-70.
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The thesis maintained here is that Nietzsche belongs to and revitalizes
a rhetorical tradition which has competed with philosophy for cultural
and educational dominance. The general strategy of the thesis is to
draw comparisons between Nietzs%he and those aspects of the Sophiéts'
activity that were attacked by Plato, in order to challenge
philosophy’s claim to moral and intellectual superiority over rhetoric.

The first chapter considers the allegation that philosophy is
demonstrably superior to rhetoric because it has a proper method and
can achieve positive results., Against this, it is argued that
philosophy is distinguished from rhetoric by its values, not its
methodological purity; the remaining chapters probe this conflict of
values. . ‘ '

Chapter two explores the charge that rhetoric 4is both
manipulative and open to manipulation, notes how Nietzsche’s texts have
been subject to these two criticisms, and counters them by challenging
philosophy’s models of manipulation and education.

Chapter three examines  the -rival educational ideals of
philosophy and rhetoric, arguing that the key differentiating feature
is rhetoric’s pragmatism. It shows how this feature has been used to
disparage rhetoric, and argues that Nietzsche develops‘a”form of
pragmatism that meets the philosophical attack effectively.

Chapter four considerslthe suggestion that rhetoric is less
rational than philosophy because it employs looser argumentation, and
argues that, at least as manifested by Nietzséhe, rhetorical
argumentation produces a superior rationality - according to an
alternative perspective on reason and science.

Chapter five considers the claim 'thatv the eloquence of
rhetoric is to be condemned for seducing and confuéing the seeker after
truth; this is countered by developing the Nietzschean dictum that art
is worth more than truth.

The main conclusion is that, through Nietzsche’s development
of the ancient tradition, rhetoric emerges as a real alternative "love

of wisdom".
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Nietzsche and the Rhetoxical Tradition -

It could be said, with some justification, that a thesis on Nietzsche
and Rhetoric requires no introduction. Ever since Nietzsche was first
published his use of language has been one of the most controversial
aspects of his work, and in the recent explosion of secondary
literature the question of rhetoric has if anything become even more
prominent. On the other hand, a familiar theme is in many ways in:more
need of introduction than an unfamiliar one, even if that introduction
will be of a somewhat different nature: when so 'many thinkers:-have
concentrated already-on a very particular subject, any new treatment
will have to meet the charge that it merely repeats what has gone
before. ‘Such a charge cannot be refuted in an introduction, but it is
at least possible to show here that the opportunity for an original
treatment exists, by indicating what previous-discussions of Nietzsche
and rhetoric have ignored.’ This is, :in fact, a great deal: it is not so
much that the answers given hitherto are-inadequate as that.the whole
approach to the subject of rhetoric has been thoroughly one-sided; what
is absent, above all, is any historical diménsion to the debate. In
this introductory chapter I will outline why such a-dimension is
required, and how I propose to incorporate it in the structure of my

own thesis.

Xk ¥k

The problem of "Nietzsche and rhetoric" that has come to dominate

discussion has many resolutions but always essentially the same




framework. It arises from the obvious fact that Nietzsche is an
exciting writer - really rather too good to be a philosopher. The
appeal of his literary skill is (at least initially) accorded a
separate status, as "rhetoric", with the problem then being how this
level of Nietzsche’s texts relates to his philosophy, and how
philosophers should react to it. Even if we consider only those
commentators who are broadly sympathetic to Nietzsche, there are at
least four significantly different ways of reacting to this rhetorical
aspect. The first 1s to ignore it, on the grounds that it has nothing
to do with Nietzsche’s philosophy. Interestingly, this approach crosses
the boundary between "analytic™ and "continental™ philosophers who
otherwise have little in common. On the analytic side, Danto refrains
from condemning Nietzsche’s style outright, but justifies ignoring it
on the grounds that it will perplex analytic philosophers; his self-
appointed task 1s to reduce Nietzsche’s style to one that they will
more readily comprehend.1 Heidegger, who has no such concerns, is
nevertheless equally uninterested in anything outside the traditional
philosophical terms of reference. His preference for the posthumously
collated "book" of Nietzsche’s notes, The Will to Power, is in par£
precisely because it was not prepared by Nietzsche for publication, and
thus was not distracted from the concerns of pure thinking by the
rhetorical requirement to communicate with and influence an audience.
Those (like Heidegger) concerned to piece together Nietzsche'’s
essential metaphysical contribution should concentrate on the one work
in which his thinking is unadulterated.?

Other philosophers have sought to make more constructive use
of Nietzsche’s rhetoric. Psychologistic readings seek to interpret
Nietzsche’s flamboyant style in terms of irrepressible psychological

needs for self-assertion, literary self-expression, and so forth., Some




of these interpretationé even suggest the possibility of detailed
decodings of Nietzsche’s texts to discover.the psyche of their author.?
Literary-critical readings, on‘the other hand, concentrate
more on the detail of Nietzsche’s:rhetoric, hoping to achieve insights
into his work through close analysis'of his style; the significance of
recurring metaphors has been a particularly fruitful topic of

discussion.®

Needless to say, by treating the text as in the :first
instance literary, this is the antithesis of the Heldegger-Danto method
of approaching Nietzsche.

Finally, Nietzsche’s rhetoric can be treated as performative
~ a level of the text that performs certain key functions which would
be difficult -or impossible to achieve by direct statements.. Nehamas
contends that it performs a. +%osk _ of -literary .self-creation, which
he regards as the primary ohjective of Nietzsche’s entire philosophical
activity. Nietzschean texts are the active creation of a -literary-
philosophical character that is Nietzsche ‘himself; this process sets-an
example for others to follow, and rhetoric is a central part of it,;3
Deconstructive readings, on the other hand, do not find in the rhetoric
something to enforce a general interpretation of Nietzsche’s
philosophy, but rather a level which thwarts any such general
interpretation. - In de Man’s case, textual rhetoric is interpreted as
those forces in a text which subvert the production of meaning and turn
the text towards “undecidability".‘ Derrida’s reading arrives at a
similar conclusion, but goes a step further: Nietzsche’s styles
function to ensure that his writings are structurally open to an-almost
infinite variety of interpretations, so that any determinate reading is
automatically overflowed ~ even that which asserts the text'’s

"undecipherability".7 s Y

I shall return to consider many of these approaches in more




detail in later chapters;8 for the present, I shall concern myself only
with what they hold in common, and what i§~problematic about -it.
Perhaps it will seem implausible that there can be any meaningful
connection between such diverse readings; but for all their
differences, they share an objective the-significance of which should
not be underestimated: to try to assess the contribution made by
rhetoric to the meaning of the text. This is not obviously
controversial - how else, one might wonder, 1is a philosopher supposed
.to approach a subject? But with respect to .rhetoric, this is not:an
ironic question, but an entirely serious one. Rhetoric is, after all,
defined in most dictionaries as an "art of persuasion", whereas across
the entire spectrum of interpretations considered above, the concern is
essentially cognitive: "what, if anything, does rhetoric contribute to
our understanding?" Insofar as-it is still recognized as actively
persuasive, Nietzsche’s 'rhetoric tends to be despised; by the same
token, those who praise it admire the intelligence (in both senses)
added by it. De Man goes so far as to speak  -for rhetoric as something
that denies and negates the explicit textual message, thereby
withdrawing the work’s immediate impact. Rhetoric,: in other words,
becomes an anti-persuasive element, ‘the very antithesis of what the
term has traditionally stood for.? There can be no clearer sign that
rhetoric, as an art of persuasion, is of no interest to Nietzsche’s
philosophical readers. -

Of course, that de Man’s.understanding of the term "rhetoric"”
is innovative does not prove that it is mist;ken,“for there are often
good reasons for modifying the meanings of one’s terms; nevertheless,
it will be instructive to ask how he has come to make such a drastic
revision, Perhaps it is at this point that the general absence of an

historical perspective starts to become significant: de Man thinks of




rhetoric as the tropes and figures of speech in a text, the function of
which he then seeks to determine; in comparison with the conception of
rhetoric developed in the ancient world, this is both a reduction and a
reification. It is a reduction, because it maies the whole of rhetoric
what was for the ancients only one part of one element of rhetoric (the

10 4¢ is a

elocutio or eloquence with which a case is presented);
reification, because it ignores the objective of rhetoric = to:.persuade
an audience through language - and instead fixes it as a particular
type of language use. Thus what was originally the function of rhetoric
can actually disappear from a modern account altogether,

It would be quite wrong, however, to condemn this reification
as an historical blunder, notwithstanding the ignorance of history
manifested by many of its adherents., For. in a‘'certain sense it actually
encapsulates an historical fact - that rhetoric has become: a thing, a
mummy. While philosophy still has philosophers, rhetoric no longer has

11 .5 I shall refer to its practitioners

rhetoricians (or rhetors,
here). Many .today employ techniques of persuasion, but no-one makes
the case for rhetoric as an art to rival philosophy, as the Sophists12
once did; rhetoric has been reduced to fragments. The main reason for
this is that, in the struggle between philosophy and rhetoric for
intellectual hegemony, philosophy triumphed. Plato, in particular, made
rhetoric appear insignificant and even sordid by comparison: its larger
claims were made ‘to look like vain boasts;  its real justification was
seen to be no more than the temporary personal advantage it could bring
to its practitioners. Thus the reduction of the term "rhetoric™ to a

purely formal meaning comes to seem a natural development ~ a

reflection of rhetoric’s utterly marginal status.

*kk




Against this trend, the primary objective of my thesis is to challenge
philosophy to prove itself once again, to see whether the Sophists’
master art of rhetoric can yet be resurrected. There are two-'main
reasons why such a reappraisal is worth undertaking ‘now, in spite of
the aforementioned torpor of rhetoric. In the first place, there are
already signs that rhetoric is, if not reviving, then at least undead,
and that philosophy has, conversely, passed the height of its powers.
In recent decades 1t has been increasingly recognized that-:the' various
attempts to distinguish philosophy from rhetoric-through its‘superior
method, which were long considered an established achievement, have
run into trouble; this gives some limited encouragement to rhetoric,
and forces philosophy back’ to other arguments against it. I consider
the significance of these developments‘in chapter one.

The second reason for a reappraisal is the possibility that
an exception exists to the rule just: announced, that there are no
modern rhetors - the exception being Nietzsche. If so, it may be that a
new force can be given to the rhetors’ side of the argument through
exploring Nietzsche’s rhetoric. This is, in fact, precisely the
hypothesis underlying chapters two to five,*each of 'which considers
Nietzsche’s relevance to a particular aspect of the ancient philosophy-
rhetoric conflict. - - e . o x

Though it receives thorough examination in the later stages
of the thesis, this hypothesis is a somewhat startling one,-and
deserves éome preliminary commentary here, to meet- the most basic
objections to it. For if rhetoric is a matter, not of tropes and
figures, but of a general art of persuasion, it seems on the face of it
less likely that Nietzsche can' be considereq a figure central to its
practice and development, "Nietzsche’s rhetoric" is, as we have seen,

an acceptable topic for discussion; Nietzsche as rhetor is something



else entirely. C .

The main objection to considering Nietzsche as a“  rhetor is
that he does not do so himself, The Sophists are only:mentioned
occasionally, and when they are considered, the comments  on:them are
often rather critical. To the extent that Nietzsche has clear
affinities with the Greeks, it is with the dramatists and poets of the
Golden Age, not the rhetors who followed them., . = - MR

As a brief summary of his comments on the Greeks this . has
some credibility; but it by no means refutes the hypothesis of
Nietzsche as rhetor. In the first place, he does not clearly condemn
rhetoric and the rhetors in the way that,. for example, he condemns
Socrates; in the mature work, there is-actually considerable admiration
for their achievements. But in any case, Nietzsche’s own remarks are
only one part of the story. When one goes on to consider how his
rhetorical practice relates in various ways to the-.ancient dispute
between philosophers and rhetors, how many.-of his arguments seem to
echo voices belonging to the rhetorical tradition,  and how his
reception displays many analogies to the reception accorded the
rhetors, the hypothesis no longer seems so dubious. It is with these
questions of practice, argument and reception that - the bulk of the
thesis is concerned, and so I will restrict my introductory comments-on
them to the bare minimum. By contrast, Nietzsche’s explicit statements
on rhetors and rhetoric do not receive any systematic treatment
elsewhere, and so some discussion of their general significance - and
some justification for the limited value I have accorded them - is
required here. .

There are three principal sources for determining Nietzsche’s
attitude towards rhetoric and its préctiﬁioners: the 1872-3 lecture

3

series on classical rhetoric delivered at Basle:1 the so-called




Philosophenbuch, which contains Nietzsche’s notes, plans and essays
from the period 1872-5;* and The Will to quer.15 The first source
has received considerable attention of late, particularly as a result
of the emphasis placed upon it by de Man, for whom it represents an
important innovation in the theory of rhetoric, moving it towards
tropes and figures of speech.ls However, “reading through the lecture
notes, it is hard to see this as more than a rather flamboyant attempt
on de Man’s part to invent an intellectually respectable precursor of
his own theory. Neither here nor anywhere else does Nietzsche reduce
rhetoric to a theory of tropes; if anything, the lectures are notable
(among Nietzsche’s productions) for their lack of originality, and the
highly visible influence of contemporary German theorists upon them.1?
From our perspective, their main value is as a clear proof of the
extent of Nietzsche’s familiarity with the theory and history of
rhetoric, which could otherwise be doubted by.those who had seen only
his other, more pithy contributions to the subject. The other two
sources contain Nietzsche’s.  direct evaluations of rhetoric and the
Sophists. The Philosophenbuch 1s primarily remarkable, given its close
attention to the historical developmeﬁt"éf Greek philoéophy, for the
absence of any serious treatmént of the Sophists: its primary céncern
is to praise the pre-Socratics and to mark out Socrates as the:'source
of decliﬁe. Nevertheless, at one point a siénificant - negéffve -

evaluation of rhetoric 1s woven into this framework:

" With Socrates the virtuosos of living begin. Socrates, the newer
dithyramb, the newer tragedy, the invention of the rhetorician.
The rhetorician 1s a Greek invention of later times! They invented
"form in itself" (and also the philosopher for it). How is Plato’s
struggle agéinst rhetoric to be understood? He envied its

influence.}®




This reads like what it 1s - an entry in a notebook - and no attempt
was made to fill in the picture it sketches so roughly. Its main
significance is that by suggesting (rather implausibly) that Socrates
invents the rhetorician, Nietzsche assimilatés rhetoric to the-figure
whom he blames for virtually everything that went wrong in Greece. If
this suggestion appears to conflict with the insistence on ’Plato’s
struggle against rhetoric’, it should be remembered that throughout his
career, but especially in the early writings, Nietzsche tried in
various ways to separate and exonerate Plato . from Socrates’s legacy.
Indeed, it is quite likely that this concern explains why the
rhetoricians were mentioned in the first place: they provide one more
opportunity to distance Plato from Socrates. Needless to say, the
judgement contained in this passage does not accord with the argument I
will be presenting here; but then neither does it with Nietzsche’s own
comments a decade later in The Will to Power. There he retains the
division between pre- and post-Socratic Greece, but with the crucial

difference that the rhetoricians have changed sides:
The appearance of the Greek philosophers from Socrates onwards is
a symptom of decadence; the anti-Hellenic instincts come to the
top____The "Sophist"™ is still cémpfétely kellenic}..Gradually
everything genuinely Hellenic is made responsible for the state of
decay (and Plato is just;as ungrateful to”Peric;es, Homer,

tragedy, rhetoric, as the prophets were to David and Saul).!®

This judgement is quite admirable, but it must be admitted straight
away that it no more proves the hypothesis of Nietzsche as a modern
rhetor than the earlier judgement refutes such an hypothesis; in

neither case does Nietzsche éxpend much effort in justifying his

allegation. Besides, it is never much more than a question of sympathy



or lack of sympathy for the rhetors - any more profound alliance would
have to be justified by other means than-Nietzsche’s comments upon
them. The important point to be drawn from these comments is that there
is a clear development in Nietzsche’s relationshilp to the rhetors; so
one can anticipate that his later works will be more attuned to the
rhetorical tradition than the early writings.?° ; . ”
Nietzsche’s direct statements on rhetoric, then, are slight
and inconélusive. The hypothesis of -a strong connection with ‘the
rhetorical tradition arises from another source, namely those aspects
of his work which have provoked philosophers into treating him as a
rhetor. There are two important clarificatory remarks to be made
concerning this formula. First, it does not imply any especial reliance
on Nietzsche’s reception: it is part of my general case that those
elements which have caused disquiet are integral to Nietzsche’s work -
the provocation 1s inevitable. Secondly, I am not claiming that
Nietzsche has been explicitly identified by his critics as a rhetor.
Rather, my claim is that many:of the broad criticisms of Nietzsche’s
work have important parallels-with the arguments that were used by
philosophers to undermine the rhetors, and that this prima facie
kinship deserves a more systematic study:than it has hitherto received.
There are three main areas of this parallel criticism, to
each of which I devote a chapter. The first is the already familiar
question of Nietzsche’s style and its appropriateness for philosophy.
Precisely because this has so dominated the modern understanding of
rhetoric, however, I have postponed discussion of. it until the final
chapter (chapter five), to allow space for a broader conception of
rhetoric to develop. The next area of criticism concerns the emotive
nature of much of Nietzsche’s writing, which gives the impression of

wanting to win the argument without caring about the means employed to
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do it or about the validity of the argument (naturally, this was also a
central criticism of the Sophists’ "art of persuasion™); I consider the
matter-under the title of manipulation, in chapter two. The third
important area of criticism concerns Nietzsche’s argumentation, and in
particular the aphoristic "method", which contrasts with the general
insistence of philosophers on thoroughness and logical:structure; this
is considered in chapter four. Finally, there is an aspect  of
Nietzsche’s work~which has not attracted the same degree of attention
and criticism, but-which nevertheless is inescapable if the comparison
with the rhetorical tradition is to be serious. This is the question of
pragmatism, which was important for differentiating the Greek rhetors
from their philosophical rivals and which, I ‘argue, is also an urgent
problem . for Nietzsche; it is dealt with in chapter three.

-~

1€ - - dedede ‘ . .

This, then, is a brief outline of the structure of the thesis and how
it ‘arose; but before the exploration of Nietzsche and rhetoric begins
in earnest, it is only proper to give 'some ‘indication of the purposes
it is intended to serve, in the light of which its success or failure
may perhaps be judged. The first objective 1s the straightforwardly
scholar}y one of‘pioducing a thoroﬁgh‘comparative study of Nietzsche
and the'Sophiats; which can be judged according to the canons of
scholarship: doesr it provide a more thorough and plausible account of
the relationship than has been produced before? However, the mere fact
that a comparative study has not been done before 1s no kind of
philosophical justification, and there are indeed two rather more
polemical concerns driving the scholarly elements of the thesis. The

first relates to Nletzsche. Just as the question of his style was once

11




given prominence in order to challenge certain prejudices of Nietzsche-
interpretation, .so now raising the question of the rhetorical tradition
is a useful way to challenge new orthodoxies, to reposition Nietzsche
and to rethink his role. But this in turn has an ulterior purpose
(otherwise it would merely be a matter of changing the intellectual
fashion), which is to provide a challenging presentation of rhetoric as
not simply- "an aspect of texts"™, but a dynamic force in conflict with
philosophy, at bottom over nothing less than the nature of wisdom.
Nietzsche is only a means towards the main thesis defended here - that
rhetoric can defend itself as a "love of wisdom" without recourse ‘to
the values employed by-philosophers to attack it - and yet it is only
through Nietzsche that an affirmation of alternative values, rather
than an appeal to existing ones, becomes imaginable as a way of
defending rhetoric. In the face of the long predominance of the forces
hostile to rhetoric, ‘maintaining such an approach is, to say the
least, a tricky undertaking, and I would not claim that appeal back to
traditional values has:always been avoided here. Nevertheless, that is
the objective, and-it is that which accounts for the two sides of my
thesis: Nietzsche and rhetoric - to honour rhetoric, but to do so in a

Nietzschean way, which means, above all, immorally: S s

Grote’s tactics in defence of the Sophists are false: he wants to
raise them to the rank of men of honour and ensigns of morality =-

but it was their honour not to indulge in any swindle with big
21

words and virtues
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Excluding Rhetorlc: From Descartes to Plato

ceo 2
Until‘veéy recently, a defence of rhetoric - of whatever kind - would
have been dismissed by most philosophers as an irrelevance; even today,
there are doubtless many who still adhere to this view. Their reasoning
is stralghtforward: rhetoric is not a part of philosophy - it has been
excluded from philosophy - and so, however  interesting a:discussion of
it might be, it is simply not their concern. By way of preparation for
the defence of rhetoric that follows in chapters two'to five, I shall
consider’ this proposition in some detaill here.

Naturally, it will be objected that there is nothing to be
gained from such a discussion. In the first place, it is hard to
imagine the audience that will be impressed by it - and the question of
the audience is always important for a rhetorician. Those who are
interested in a consideration .of rhetoric no doubt already accept:that
philosophy -has not excluded rhetoric, and require at most an
acknowledgement of this failure. On the other hand, those diehards who
insist that philosophy is only ‘about -logic and deduction ‘are unlikely
to be moved by the assertion that it is not; for they are, naturally,
quite deaf to persuasion. Furthermore, it can be argued that, if the
case against rhetoric’s exclusion is to be put at all, it requires more
than a chapter to do it, given the already huge literature on-the
subject.

- These objections presume that my ambition here is simply to
reject philosophy’s claim to have excluded rhetoric, but while I do
indeed reject the claim, this move-is closer to a postulate than a

demonstrandum. The main objective of this chapter is to highlight‘the
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consequences of philosophy’s failure:-to exclude rhetoric, and my
conclusions here'help' to explain the basic framework adopted in the
ensuing chapters. Two of these conclusions:-are particularly important
for the thesis as a whole. First, I argue that a general historical
survey indicates why Plato is, now more than ever, the essential figure
when consideriﬁg‘%hevconflict between philoscphy‘énd rhetoric (hence
the chapter subheading: "from Descartes to Plato"):; tgis provides the
justification for Plato’s prominence in the remainder of the thesis.
But, more importantly, this chapter p;ovides good reasons for the
stress on the value of rhetoric that underpins my approach to the
subject. Only when the exclusion of rhetoric is seen not as an abstract
methodological question but as a moral necessity does the general

significance of Nietzsche’s role become apparent.

R

R

Methodology cannot be lightly dismissed, however, given the important
role it has;glayed in philosophy’s conflict with rhetoric, aqd‘in this
chapter I propose to give it serious consideration. A natural route
exists for such an exploration to follow, for while various
philosophers have introduced rules of method which, ‘if adhered to,
would havé the effect of excluding elements of‘rhetoric,qin Descartes
this exclusion is absolute and uncompr;miSing: if ﬁis method‘;orks,
then rhetoric is no longer any part of philosophy. As the apotheosis of
methodological exclusion, and as the key moment in determining modern
philosophy’s relationship to rhetoric, it ris the obvious starting -point
for our survey.

Descartes’s fullest treatment of method is contained in his

early work, the Regulae ad Directionem Ingenii (Rules for the direction
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of the mind), and it is on this that the account given here-is based.?!
The most important and inescapable element of Descartes’s thinking is
the deep impression made upon it by QBOMQ\TJ an)k. mothematics, which he

insists must set the standard for all future efforts to gain knowledge:

in seeking the right path of truth we ought to concern ourselves
only with objects which admit of as much certainty as the

demonstrations of mathematics and.geométiy.2
All speculative forms of reaéoning are ruled out: Descartes allows'ihfo
his system only two "actions of the inteilect", which he terms
intuition and deduction. As is well known, "intuition" has a very
special meaning in Descaééés; ihrthe'Regulae,‘it is defined as ’the
conception of a clear and éttentive miﬁa, wﬁiéh is so”easy and diskinct
that there can be no room for doubt about what we are understanding."
Deduction 1is simply a chain of reasoning, too long to be taken in at a
glance, but in which each link is intuipively cergaiA; as ishits
connection to those before and after. How these two legitimate elements
of reasoning are employed.by‘ﬁhe method to produce knowledge is

announced in Rule five:

We shall be following this method exactly if we first reduce
complicated and obscure ﬁképositions step by step to simpler ohes,
and then, starting with the intuition of the simplest ones of all,
try to ascend through the same steps to a knowledge of all the

rest.

These are the two sides of the Cartesian method: the analytic movement
consists in the steps up to the "simplest™ intuition; the syathetic
movement comprises the steps back down from that basic element. The

remaining essential element of the method is enumeration,‘which
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'consists in a thorough investigation of all the points relating to the
problem at hand’.* The purpose of this survey is to make sure that
nothing has been omitted from the chain of reasoning; if, after such an
enumeration has been conducted, the problem remains unsolved, it must
be considered insoluble and outside the bounds of human knowledge.
Descartes predicts -that this method will bring tremendous
benefits to mankind. It can be applied to all areas of intellectual
activity and not only produces indubitable positive knowledge .but also
allows -insoluble problems to be abandoned. Moreover, -the ‘rules
themselves are in essence so simple that, notwithstanding the
tremendous advances in human understanding that they must assuredly
produce, they can be followed by any human being of average
intelligence; knowledge will no longer be ‘the prerogative of the

intellectual elite:
Throughout this treati;e'we shall try to pursue every humanly
accessible path which leads to knowledge of the truth. We shall do
this very carefully, and show the paths to be very easy, so that
anyone who has mastered the whole method, however mediocre his
intelligence, may see that there are no paths closed to him that

are open to others...’

While Descartes does not dwell on the exclusion of rhetoric,
this is clearly an important by-product of his method, given the views

he expresses on the subject elsewhere£

One can talk of persuasion whenever there is ground for further
doubt. One can talk of science,- however, only when there is an

unshakeable ground.‘

ot '

According to the Regulae, there is "upshakeable ground" in the form of
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the absolutely simple:intuitions, and the geometrical method more or
less abolishes persuasion even in the process of pedagogy: the student
does not take the lessons'of -his teachers on trust, but has them proved
to him; knowledge and: proof go hand in hand. At- all points, then,
rhetoric is excluded. S re Ty

Though few philosophers have accepted the Cartesian method"in
all its particulars, elements of it have had a powerful ‘effect on
modern philosophy. Perhaps most'influentigl of all has been the
scientism at the heart of Descartes’s method - the belief that
philosophy can and must look to the sciences for its model. Even
thinkers whose work diverges greatly from the simple geometric model
have often stressed the importance of turning philosophy towards
positive, assured knowledge; it is an important part of Descartes’s
legacy that discussion of method-has become almost obsessive in modern
philosophy. Thus Kant, for example, makes it plain that his primary
objective is to set philosophy on the ’secure path of a science’, and

says of his own work:

T

This attempt to altef the procedure which has hitherto prévailed
in metaphysicéf by completely revolutionizing it in accordance
with the example'set by the geomeﬁeré and physicists, forms indeed
the main purposé of this critique of pure speculative:reaéon. It
is a treatise onhthe method, not a systed of the sciénce itself,
But at the same time it marks out the whole plan of the science,
both as regards its limits and as regards its entire internal

structure.7

In more recent times, the various programmes of analytic philosophy owe
far more to the Cartesian method than just the analogy with science.
"Reducing complicated and obscure propositions to simpler ones" is at

the very heart of the analytic movement and, under the influence of
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logical atomism, the Cartesian belief in  "absolutely simple”
propositions that could act as foundations for a logical reconstruction
of the world-was widely held in the first third of the twentieth
century. Many analytic philosophers also shared Descartes’s belief that
the thorough enumeration of problems - -could determine the limits of
possible knowledge, so that-the remainder could be removed from the
sphere of‘philosophy;° Thus both in general terms and in its
specifics, Descartes’s effort to make philosophy a scientific
enterprise has been hugely influential. - MR .

'This leads on to the question of whether the Cartesian method
has been successful and, in particular, whether the methodological
exclusion of rhetoric-has been effective. One rather trite but
neyertheless unavoidable observation is that the recurring "Cartesian"”
efforts to establish philosophy as a science demonstrate more
powerfully than any critique the failure of.Descartes’s geometrical

model. Consider Kant’s justification for his project:

Metaphysics...has not yet had the good fortune to enter upon the
secure path of a science. For in it reason is perpetually being
brought to a stand, even when the laws into which it is seeking to
have, as it professes, an a priorl insight are those that are
~confirmed by our most common experiences. Ever and again we have

to retrace our steps, as not leading us in the direction in which

we desire to go.’

This ‘echoes Descartes, but it was written one hundred and fifty years
after the Regulael In other words{ Descartes’s belief thag his method
would prove the correct one has not brevaiied, and still today there is
no "established way" of doing phiiosophy.

Apart from this general problem, neither the analytic nor

synthetic side of the method has met the success Descartes claimed for
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it. There have been many programmes of reductive analysis, but none of
them has established the .absolutely simple intuitions upon which a
positive system could be built. Descartes’s own cogito has been by far
the most enduring candidate, but the patent lack of success of all
foundationalist projects has led to a widespread disillusionment with

the very possibility of foundationalism.!?

If the analytic side met
with failure, however, the project of a synthetic demonstrative. system
has scarcely even been attempted: Spinoza’s Ethics is the only major
work of philosophy that has sought to derive a system from a small set
of fundamental axioms, and nobody would today pretend that it works-as
a demonstration.

Of course, there are important elements of the Cartesian
system which are still very much-alive - in particular, the ambition to
"clarif&“ obscure and complex concepts that is the surviving element of
analytic philosophy. The trouble is that'this is pretty much the only
objective to which today’s analytic philosophers are willing to commit

11 and in itself it is simply not enough to constitute an

themselves,
exclusion of rhetoric. If the possibility of a demonstrative system is
ruled out, it would appear that conceptual analysis must either make
contentious assertions about the meaning of statements =~.in which case
it enters the sphere of persuasion -~ or it can say nothing-at al1.1?

The failure to establish philosophy as a scientific activity
has serious consequences for its efforts to. exclude rhetoric. By
streamlining discourse into the two categories of "pure science”" and
"persuasion®, modern philosophy stares into the abyss once its path to
the first category is blocked. Deconstructive close readings can show
and have shown rhetorical elements creeping into texts that claim to
exclude them; the distinction between philosophy and rhetoric becomes

13

blurred, and is in danger of disappearing altogether.””¢ What started
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off as a project that would give philosophy a strong identity,
radically independent from rhetoric, has ended up producing the

opposite effect. . . - Ce

I
1 . S "

Given this general failure of the geometric model, there-can surely:be
no objection to a re-examination of Plato’s approach to rhetoric.in the
search for a way out of the impasse: he was, after all, ‘the-first
philosopher openly to attack rhetoric and seek to exclude it from
rational discourse. Naturally, no miracle solution is to be‘expected -
the perceived failure of ancient and mediaeval thinkers to set
philosophy on a secure basis was what led Descartes towards his new
method in the first place, so it can bé assumed‘fairly confidently that
the procedures laid down by élato were léss than totally successful.
viewed from a Cartesian perspective,- it will be seen that Plato’s
procedures are full of loophbles; but it may be that Pléto never saw
the problem in Cartesian'terms, and that his strategy has to be
assessed from an altogether different standpoint.

Plato’s efforts to distinguish philosophy from rhetoric
revolve around the two closely connected ideas of dialogue and
dialectic, both of which I shall briefly consider here.

Dialogue concerns the fundamental structures of discourse,
Socrates often suggests that his progedpre is marked by an openness
that the rhetors lack, because while he prefers conversation with an
individual, they prefer speeches made to crowds. So there are
basically two injunctions that go under the heading of dialogue. The
first is that it be between two individuals, rather than between an

(active) orator and a (passive) crowd or audience. The other point is
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that the dialogue should not consist of a series-of long speeches, but
of a session of question-and-answer, through which the participants
probe each other’s ideas on a given subject.: Although the importance of
this kind of dialogue 1is affirmed periodically throughout. Plato’s
writings, its strongest articulation is-in'the Protagoras,- in which
Socrates and the Sophist Protagoras share a heated.discussion about the
form that their debate should take. While Protagoras suggests that each
speaker should take-as-long as he deems appropriate to discuss the
matter in hand, Socrates protests-that his memory-is not good enough to
cope with anything other than the question-and-answer format. It is
left to Alclbiades to articulate the real reason for Socrates’s
insistence on the strict dialogue form: - . Lo

. N
PPN , . PRt 4

let him [Protagoras] continue the discussion with quespioniand
answer, not meeting every question with a long oration, eluding
the arguments and refusinéAto'meet them properly; spihniné it out
until most of his hearers have forgotten what the question was
about - not that Socrates will be the one to forget it: I’1ll
guarantee that, in spite of his 1little 3joke about being

4

forgetful.u

The long speeches‘of ihé'Sophiéﬁé afé:thus seen as'divérsionary
tactics, deflecting attention away from what should be the real
purpose: to pursue in earnest a rational discussion of a serious

intellectual problem.

15 developed

Dlalectic, or the art of critical discussion,
gradually in Plato’s wé;k: éhreé‘di;tinct:;hases'in its evolution can
be distinguished.l‘ The early Socratic dialogues are marked by an
almost complete absence of positive doctrine and even of positive

results. Socrates asks the respondent to answer a very general

question, usually on an ethical matter, and then proceeds to cross-
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examine his response. The invariable outcome is that the answers given
to the detailed questions are seen to nonflictrwith‘the”original
general statement, - which is thereby shown to be inadequate; this
procedure is known ‘as elenchus. Naturally enough, the strategy often
greatly irritates its victims, but Socrates insists that it is ‘a
necessary-part of the phiiosophical process. People must first be
brought to the realization that they are ignorant before they will
aspire to the true and certain knowledge that is the goal of
philosophy; if they think that their opinions are-already adequate,
there will be no incentive to travel along-this path.!? -

+ « However important this preliminary step may be, if there were
no promise of anythlng more constructive to follow, it could encourage
only scepticism - and that is certainly not Plato’s intention..So while
the elenchus ‘never entirely disappears it gradually becomes less
significant, and the attempt to arrive at positive knowledge of the
world is made through the art of dialectic. This project ‘of coming to
know the essences of things is always the aim of the dialéétic, but the
method itself undergoes a gradual change. In fact,in the middle
dialogues, while Plato makes reference to an art of dialectic, he never
explicitly .states its nature, and the method - such as it is - can only
be pleced:together from scattered comments. Nevertheless, there is a
consistency to them, and the term that describes the middle period

dialectic most succinctly is hypothesis.:

To hypothesize is to posit as a preliminary. It conveys the
notion of laying down a proposition as the beginning of a process
of thinking, in order to work on the basis thereof.!®

A Platonic hypothesis is believed to be true, and deductions are made

from it, forming an ever'greater syétem of belief. This differé from
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the Cartesian process of-synthesis in the crucial respect that the
hypothesized proposition is not an "absolutely simple intuition"™ the
truth of which is indubitable. On the contrary, it is quite possible
that an hypothesis will have to be rejected, if the deductions arising
from it conflict with more fundamental beliefs.!® The procedure thus
produces a gradual attunement of opinions rather than a scilentific
demonstration.

Plato’s later theory of dialectic requires no reconstruction,
since it is stated in ‘several dialogues in which he appears
particularly optimistic about the prospects for attaining knowledge of
ultimate truth. It is deemed possible to fix the essence of a concept
by a combination of movements up to the more general and down to the
more particul;r, which Plato terms synthesis (combination) and
diairesis (division) respectively. For example, suppose the question
before us is, as:in the Phaedrus, "what is love?"™ The answer should,
according to Socrates, be given by an exhaustive procedure which would
give love foundation as one species of a "higher" genus,?’ and divide
love into several different sub-species, such as "love of a lover",
"love of a non-lover™, etc. Plato insists that this procedure is more
than an exercise in reporting the standard usages of words: the skill
of the dialectician lies precisely in founding and dividing along the
right lines, He is not playing with words, he is mapping out being; and
he must do this in a careful, step-by-step manner, never omitting
intermediate stages.21

These, then, are the bare essentials of Plato’s method; as
with the geometric model, my interest in it concerns 1its capacity to
exclude rhetoric. In general, it can be said that the two methods are

weak at opposite points: the Cartesian method would provide a complete

exclusion of rhetoric but has proved impossible to implement in
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anything remotely approaching its complete form; the Platonic method;
on the other hand, is quite credible as a description of actual
philosophical practice but, even if fully implemented, cannot guarantee
the exclusion of rhetoric. Nevertheless, there are a few significant
"problems of implementation™ facing the Platonic method; before turning
to its major drawbacks, I shall give these brief consideration.

While it 1s not difficult to find places where Plato 'follows
his own rules, it is also easy to find points at which he breaks them;
Socrates’s propensity for telling myths, for example, has ‘nothing to do
with the proper procedures of dialogue’ or dialectic. So long‘'as these
lapses are considered ‘idiosyncrasies on Plato’s part, they are not of
any great concern to us. The real ‘question is whether the practice can
meet the theory, not whether it always does, and there are good reasons
for believing that in certain respects it cannot. One particular
problem is the nature of dialogue in Plato’s late works:"to all intents
and purposes, "dialogues™ like the Sophist and Statesman-are’'monologues
with occasional interruptions, and certairily display none of the
qualities that made Plato such 'a keen advocate of the dialogue form.
This has sometimes been passed off as the ‘sign of an old man’s
declining literary powers, but a more interesting explanation is that
the lack of genuine dialogue is directly connected to the seriousness
with which these works pursue the late conception of dialectic.
Diairesis and synthesis are techniques for producing a systematic and
comprehensive ontology, and would seem to require no questions other
than "what comes next?", which can just as well be asked by the lone
inquirer as by an interlocutor. Thus if dialogue and late dialectic are
not actually incompatible, they can hardly be said to complement one
another. There is also a more general doubt'concerning dialogue in

Plato: despite the protestations about the-supreme value of speech and
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discussion, there 1s no escaping the fact that these "dialogues" are
written, and that the debates are stagings of the ideas of a single
thinker rather than a genuine dialogic interaction. By the same token,
the reader is a spectator of the ‘dialogue rather than a participant,
and therefore neither scrutinizes nor is scrutinized, but simply
watches the scene unfold. Genuine dialogue is thus hard to reconcile
with the simple fact of a written text as well as with other features
of Plato’s own method.

But even 1f the procedures of Plato’s method .all: worked
perfectly and harmoniously, they could not, either individually or
collectively, guarantee the exclusion of rhetoric..  To understand this
we need only recall Descartes’s comment that "one can.talk of
persuasion whenever there is ground for further doubt"; in Plato there
is always ground for further doubt. Here, once again, the insistence .on
dialogue is the most obviously problematic. From a Cartesian
perspective it can only be a sign of failure, an indication that
knowledge has not yet been attained. There is, after all, no need for a
geometer to allow the right of challenge to his theorem; a
demonstration is all that i3 required for any reasonable person to
accept it.

Allied to this is the general question of why- - Plato should
have paid so much attention to pedagogical matters. Why, for instance,
is elenchus so important? When such weight is attached‘qQ tge
importance of forcing people to confront their ignorance it implies
that there 1s no easy way for them to find knowledge and that they must
be inspired to look for it. This problem is nicely illustrated Sy the
analogy of the cave in Book Seven of the Republic - after Plato has
started to talk of dialectical method. The philosopher is compared to a

man who has seen daylight returning to a group of perpetual cave-
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dwellers. His difficulty is not simply how to lead them 'out into the
light, but how to make them understand that there is more than the
cave’s darkness in the first place. The philosopher somehow has to-get
them to turn round, towards the light, before he can make ‘any
progress.22 Thus there is a preliminary step to be taken, when faced
by a sceptical audience, before the work of dialectic can begin: to
make them have faith in the possibilities of dialectic. This beginning
is not in itself a dialectical move, so one might say that, while Plato
warns against the seductions of rhetoric, philosophy itself must first
of all seduce peopié away from their condition of "darkness". They are
persuaded of the value of dilalectic - it is not proved to tﬁem.
Moreover, these mysteries of initiation seem perfectly attuned to the
hypothetical method of dialectic advocated in the middle dialogues,
which promises no more than a gradual ascent towards knowledge, and
gives no indication of how certainty can be attained. Indeed, there
seems every reason to suppose that the testing of hypotheses is an
endless task, and that ground for doubt - and therefore persuasion -
always remains. In direct contradiction of the Platonic model,
Descartes dismisses "knowledge of ignorance" and hypothesizingAas
utterly worthless: .

-~
All knowledge is certain and evident cognifion. Someone who has
doubts about many things is no wiser than one who has neéer~given
them a thought...Hence it is better never to study than to occupy
ourselves with objects whith-are so difficult that we are unable
to distinguish what is true from what is false, and are forced to
take the doubtful as certain...we reject all such probable
cognition and resolve to believe only what is perfectly known and

incapable of being doubted.??

While in these respects Plato and Descartes clearly have
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almost nothing in common, it is possible to believe that the late
dialectic method marks a considerable advance towards the Cartesian
model: the two sides of division and composition obviously bear a
considerable resemblance to the Cartesian analysis and synthesis.
However, the procedu?e 1s less closely described in Plato, and the
details he does give seem insufficient to exclude rhetoric.. A
particularly intriguing phrase occurs in the description of dialectic
given in the Phaedrus:

o

we are enabled to divide into forms, according to the objective
articulation: we are not to attempt to hack off parts 1like a

clumsy butcher. ..

This simile is problematic: the good butcher, or the anatomist, cuts
incisively along the natural divisions of the body:; he thus already
knows these natural divisions. But the dialectician, who must allegedly
do the same, faces the problem of habeas corpus. How does one know the
universe resembles a body, let alone one withy’"objectlve
articulations™, until after one has completed the dialeétical
procedure? Or does one know in advance, through some otﬁef procésé than
dialectics? It does not seem contradictory to the rules laid down by
Plato to suppose that two dialecticians couid produce two different
dialectical divisions of the same subject, and both claim that theirs
followed the "objective articulation™ while their rival’s amounted to
"clumsy hacking". Assuming that both passed the eiegchusAéest of
logical consistency, how would one choose between them? There appears
to be no objective test, and yet to resort to claims about relative
plausibility is to fall back into rhetoric. The same applies here as
applies to the rest of Plato’s method: for all his insistence that

philosophy shall attain certainty, he never achieves that certainty
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himself, and so the absolute exclusion of rhetoric remains a mere
promise. It will have been proved - by the master dialectician who,
after more than two thousand years, 1is still yet to 'come into
exlstence. : L

In the 1light of these criticisms, the Cartesian: method 1is
liable to look much more impressive - until the extent of its failure
is recalled. In any case, the complaints just outlined have all made
the assumption that Plato was attempting something very similar to
Descates - an exclusion of rhetoric based on a sound and scientific
method. And there is one very good reason for supposing that this is
not an accurate description of Plato’s approach to rhetoric, which is
that he himself made "criticisms™ of his "method"” very similar to
those just_rgcited. This fact requires some kind of explanation.

The absence of effective guarantees against rhe£oricvis fully
discussed in Plato’s Seventh Letter. There, he criticizes treatises
that claim to offer knowledge on philosophical subjects,‘b§ arguihg
that words are incapable of dir;ctly approaching the re;l essence of
things. More specifically, Plato lists four elements of human
apprehension of objects - names, &escriptioné, particular expressions,
and concepts - and warns that even the last of these, the understanding
in the mind, always falls short of the thing itself. This has an

unfortunate cohsequence, as Plato points out:

In those cases...where we demand answers and proofs in regard to
the fifth entity [the object itself], anyone who pleases among
those who have skill in confutation gains the victory and makes
most of the audience think that the man who was first to speék or
write or answer has no acquaintance with the matters of which he
attempts to write or speak...To sum it all up succinctly, natural
intelligence and a good memory are equally powerless to aid the
man who has not an inborn affinity with the subject.?®
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This is an extraordinary passage, for it not only seems to anticipate
and reject the Cartesian demands for "answers and proofs", it 'is even
aware of what these demands will lead to and in our century have led to
- a situation where "those who have s8kill in confutation gain the
victory™. Plato has nothing in principle against attaining wisdom
through proofs - other than his conviction that it is not possible,
which today seems a far better estimation than Descartes’s ﬁland
assurance that "the paths to truth are very easy". The Seventh Letter
in fact continues with a description of the arduous journey the would-
be dialectician must undergo before he can even hope to‘éarr§‘off the

prize:

1

The study of virtue and vice must be accompaﬂled by an inquiry
into what is false and true of existence in general and must be
carried on by constant practice throughout a long period of
time...after practising detailed compariéons of names and
definitions and visual and other sense perceptions, after
scrutinizing them in benevolent disputation by the use of question
and answer without jealousy, at last, in a flash, understanding of
each blazes up, and the mind, as it exerts all itéipowers to the

limits of human capacity, is flooded with light.zs

If certain knowledge 4is only the final goal, as Plato
insists, rather than something present at every step along the way,
then it is no longer reasonable to criticize Plato’s method for
allowing in elements of persuasion. Testing'his texts for traces of
rhetoric entirely misses the point, for Plato does not use the simple
opposition between the presence and absence of rhetoric: in the
Phaedrus, for example, the distinction is drawn between "true" and
v"false" rhetoric, the former recognizing the importance of truth as the

foundation of persuasion, the latter taking no concern for truth and
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only bothering about persuasion., What I am suggesting is that. Plato
should not be seen as presenting, like Descartes, a method which has as
one of its attributes the exclusion of rﬂetoric. Because-of- the
difficulty of attaining certain truth, it is not' possible. simply to
sweep rhetoric away: rather than an absolute exclusion, what is
required i1s a continuous process of excluding which would only be
completed with the attainment of absolute knowledge. As a-distinguished
moderp Platonist has put it: e e . Sy
. oo o

The philosopher and the sophist are all too easy to mistake for

each other. Hence it must be the task of philosophy to sepa;ate

them and to separate itself from the impurity of sophiéﬁ within

itself, a task which creates the perpetual tension in which
philosophy has found itself since Plato’s time,??

Does this illustrate Plato’s failure, or his success? For
Descartes, of course, it is a failure: Plato does not succeed in
establishing philosophy as clearly distinct from;rhetoric. But there is
another sense in which Plato has achieved virtually complete success:
he has turned philosophy against rhetoric, and made it regard sophism
as an "impurity” to be attacked and expelled. That this achievement
generally passes unnoticed only shows that the victory is total:
philosophers after Plato have scarcely bothered to point out why
rhetoric should be excluded; like Descartes, if they are interested in
the question at all, it is to determine how that exclusion is to be
carried out. Plato separated philosophy and ryetoric,,if not in
practice, then at least as rival values; the attempts to sepagateithem

in practice flow from this crucial first step.

L2 £
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In this chapter I have considered only Plato’s "practical" measures to
deal with rhetoric; but if I am right, then his really important
contribution is to expose the unacceptable values inherent in rhetoric
so convincingly that philosophy has been committed to the struggle
against it ever since. From now on, my focus will be exclusively on
this devaluation of rhetoric.

It 4is not particularly easy to organize Plato’s attacks on
rhetoric into neat categories, since they occur haphazardly throughout
his work and many different criticisms are often- subtly blended
together; one commentator has even suggested that the whole-of Plato’s

work is in essence an attack on rhetoric.? My tactic ‘in the chapters

that follow is to group together the attacks on rhetoric into four

major themes, each of which is treated.in turn.??

The next chapter
(chapter two) considers the significance of the commitment to dialogue
and reasoned debate, in contrast with the rhetorical objective of
winning an argument and thus trying to direct an audience towards a
particular viewpoint, often by dubious means. Chapter three explores
philosophy’s commitment to the cultivation of the intellect and the
pursuit of knowledge, in contrast with rhetoric’s more pragmatic
educational objectives. Chapter four looks at:.philosophy’s commitment
to a standard of rational argumentation-in comparison with rhetoric’s

less rigorous requirement of persuasive argumentation.3®

Finally,
chapter five looks at philosophy’s commitment to plain prose and clear
thinking, in contrast to rhetoric’s stress on beautiful- speech and
writing -which, it is claimed, clouds the reason both of its
practitioners and its audience. These four attacks can, alternatively,
be regarded as four species of a generic criticism of rhetoric: it does

not value truth.

It may be objected at this point that the jump f£from the
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failure of modern efforts at excluding rhetoric to a major re-
examination of the value of rhetoric is a rather large one. Certainly,
there is nothing necessary about it. One could continue to search for
new ways of making philosophy scientific - no doubt there will be those
who will do that:; one could equally accept that rhetoric 1s an ever-
present possibility, and regard the fact with concern or indifference,
as temperament dictates. But for all this, the exploration of Plato’s
devaluation of rhetoric is of more than merely antiquarian interest. In
the first place, the failure of efforts to exclude rhetoric completely
from philosophy means that rhetoric is still an issue for philosophers
to confront, one way or another, and to preclude a priori any serious
consideration of why philosophy should be hostile to rhetoric seems
under these circumstances to be more than a trifle dogmatic. Moreover,
unless the rival values involved come into question, the conflict
between rhetoric and philosophy is liable to remain rather
uninteresting - trapped in the technicalities of whether or not
rhetoric has been excluded. At the very least, such discussions deserve
to be supplemented by a thorough understanding of why this should
matter.

As the introduction made clear, however, there is a far more
concrete ambition driving the exploration of Plato’s attack on rhetoric
pursued here than simply to add a new perspective on philosophy’s
revived interest in the subject. For the hypothesis of the thesis is
that the value of truth, the supremacy of which underpins all the
individual attacks on rhetoric, may itself be suspect. As a result,
Plato appears here as both prosecutor and defendant. On the one hand,
it is his critique of rhetoric that underlies all the most important
and enduring suspicions of Nietzsche’s work; on the other hand, in

Nietzsche lie the resources to counter that critique and make the
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positive revaluation of rhetoric a possibility., Plato versus Nietzsche:

this is the heart of philosophy’s conflict with rhetoric.
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The Manipulation of Rhetoric “ e

Of all the suspicions of Nietzsche’s rhetoric, none'is more commonplace
than the,idea that it is in some sense dangerous. It is often seen
either as the deliberate technique :*of a preacher and sponsor of power
politics or, more charitably, as the unfortunate excess of an-otherwise
great philosopher, a power that others. have been able to harness for
their own sinister purposes. Either way, it is the language that is the
problem, and the essence of that problem is identifiable by a single
term: manipulation.

This term is of no little significance in the history of
philosophy’s struggle with rhetoric, for it has been used to set up an
opposition between the two which emphasizes philosophy’s superiority.
Thus it is claimed that rhetoric manipulates, whereas philosophy does
not, because the rhetor uses language to enhance his power, whereas
the philosopher uses language only to learn. It is even suggested at
times that philosophy does not really use-language at all; that the
very term "use"™ already suggests something too instrumental: the
philosopher only wants to enlighten, not to control his audience, and
the source of this enlightenment lies outside both him and his
addressee, in the essence of things.-

These assertions will be examined fully below. At-this stage,
it is enough to see what the argument is about: to put it in the most
general terms, it is a question of the relations of power flowing
between a source and an addressee through written and spoken messages.1

Using these terms it is possible to construct-the limit cases that will

be seen to dominate the debate: at one extreme, the message serves to
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increase . the power of the source and diminish that of-the addressee.
Through the medium of the message, the addressee is moved towards
courses of'action desirable to the source; the message acts; in other
words, as a form of control or manipulation.' At the other extreme, the
message serves to augment the capacity and power of the addressee. The
source gains nothing; indeed, due to the relative increase in the power
of the addressee, it might ‘be thought to havg lost power, or at least
given it up. In this case, then,”  the message acts as a form of
empowering or education. The complex relationship between these
apparent opposites of manipulation and education will be the guiding

theme of this chapter.

AN £ . F T T

While my primary concern here is:to consider how the contrast between
manipulation and education relates to Nietzsche, I will preface this
with an exploration of Plato’s Gorglas, in which the opposition is
vividly expressed. Beyond the intrinsic interest of an historical
parallel, there are two main reasons for beginning the discussion here.
In the first place, it shows the extent to which both Nietzsche and his
modern critics are re-enacting an ancient antagonism between philosophy
and rhetoric rather than creating a new controversy of “‘their own.: But
as well as indicating the historical pedigree of the problem, and far
more importantly, the Gorgias matters here because through it certain
prejudices and assumptions about the status of philosophy are
established as beyond debate. To break free from ‘the web of Platonic
assumptions, questions have to be raised that Plato did not even allow
Socrates’s opponents to voice. In particular, there are good reasons

for believing that the historical Gorgias could have produced a-far
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more radical and confident- assertion of the role of rhetoric than he
manages in the Gorgilas dialogue. And:the .case of Gorglas parallels that
of Nietzsche, precisely because Nietzsche’s apologists have so often
sought. to - defend him using categories that. remain within the Platonic
code of philosophical conduct, rather than using Nietzsche (or Gorgias)
to challenge that code. - . T
The Gorgias is one of Plato’s greatest dialogues, and by far
the most important source when it comes.to determining his relationship
to rhetoric. In this chapter, attention is- fixed purely on the
criticism that  rhetoric concentrates. power  dangerously in the hands of
its practitioners, -but it must at once be confessed that this is not
Plato’s main line of attack. His principaL explicit criticism is that
rhetoric is a form of pandering to the -audience’s desires, and is
therefore corrupt -because its practitioners offer the people what they
want rather than what .is good for them; .this and other aspects of the
dialogue will -be considered in 'later chapters.2
- Pandering, however, is a problem of democracy, and quite
different from the complaint that rhetoric abets the would-be tyrant.
The latter "criticism"™ is in fact an idea voiced by the rhetors
themselves, which Socrates does no more - but also no less - than
confirm. -Polus, Callicles, and Gorgias - the three adversaries of
Socrates in.this dialogue - all defend the manipulative power:of
rhetoric in different ways. I want briefly to explore the differences
between them here, mainly because echoes of these "defences™ turn up in
the attacks made on Nietzsche. R b coe a4 SREE
Let us take Polus first, since his position is the most
straightforward. He makes no attempt at an ethical or in any sense

universalizable defence of rhetoric’s manipulative power. The simple

fact that rhetoric can be used by:an aspiring politician to increase
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his control is justification enough, in the eyes of Polus. The argument
is blindingly simple: rhetors have’power;s'and those who have 'such
power are in an admirable'position. Ethical considerations 'are ‘an
irrelevance: Polus is an advocate of pure political cynicism.‘
Socrates, for his part, does not dispute that - the “rhetor has such
powers of manipulation at his disposal, but rather tries:to show that
this does not amount to effective power, because this model politician,
if he has ‘notstudied philosophy, will not know where his true
interests lie, and may thus be  able to'effect states of affairs,
including tyranny, which, if he were enlightened, he would not want.

Most~ of ‘the debate between '‘Socrates and Polus turns. around
this question, and-yet it is not the truly important one. Whether“or
not Socrates loses this particular argument, he surely wins ‘the
struggle "in a more general sense; for even if Polus is right, he proves
only that rhetoric helps tyrants, and one does not -need to be a
Platonist to-be disturbed and threatened by an-art of speech that might
have such consequences. - Polus gives no indication thatsthe ‘addressees
of rhetoric are anything more than its dupes. =~ «~ = =~ oo

But °‘while Polus makes no attempt to defend:the’ manipulative
power of rhetoric in any general sense, both Callicles and Gorgias
offer arguments that could.provide for it a more serious justification;
they provide, 'indeed, "the only serious defences that Plato-allows his
opponents. : : - e g

The approach of Callicles is to offer an uncompromising
vindication of manipulation. He argues that in the natural social state
(physis) all creatures seek to maximize'their pleasures and in the
process struggle against one another for the power so to do.

Inevitably, the stronger members of society come out on top, and rule

the rest. ‘But the majority of weaklings, disliking this state of
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affairs, seek to establish a society based on rules and conventions
(nomos) in which the'strong will be restricted. General rules always.in
practice inhibit only the strong, Callicles argues, because the weak
are incapable of breaking them anyway. Dissatisfied with this tyranny
of convention, he advocates a return to .the natural order in which the
strong are once more unrestricted in their power; and while rhetoric-is
not"directly mentioned at this point, it-clearly has a role to play in
restoring the ‘strong to their rightful place as leaders of society.
Central to Callicles’s argument is the notion that justice resides in a
certain type of social organization,' rather than'in a set of
procedures; thus the apparent unfairness of rhetoric’s manipulative
powers-can be-defended by reference "‘to the state of affairs.they help
to bring about - an imporéant principle when it comes to considering
Nietzsche’s position. Lo e s

Once: again, the -details' of --Socrates’s . response to this
position - are of little relevance to the discussion of rhetoric-as
manipulation, and can be dealt with-briefly.5 He tackles-Callicles by
arguing that 'it is better to:suffer than to-do wrong and, ‘therefore,
that the .type of society idealized by Callicles, in which all men seek
to maximize their freedom to do as they like, is undesirable. By doing
as they please; the'strong are likely to do wrong and hence to damage
themselves. The implication is the same as in the debate with Polus:
the power of rhetoric is i1llusory because it:produces effects willy-
nilly, without discrimination in' terms of their ethical value.

- The " conversation ' with Gorgias (the dialogue’s first
confrontation) is markedly different from the other two. While Polus
and Callicles are-both students of rhetoric, interested in-it only for
its political benefits, Gorglas is a teacher of the art and therefore

predisposed to offer a defence of his work-other than that of
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expediency or a "might is right™ doctrine. Unlike-Polus.and Callicles,
he desires to make rhetoric appear respectable, :and his:approach to-its
manipulative abilities 'is therefore more circumspect. He,: too,
emphasizes the power it puts in.the hands of its practitioners, but-he
immediately adds that ’there are of course limits to its proper use, as
there are to the use of any other accomplishment.!‘wThis caveat .is used
by Socrates to wring from Gorgias the promise-that if someone came to
him unaware, as it were, of the "proper use”™ of:rhetoric (i.e. for
moral aims), then he would have to teach him.? But such,a concession.is
a gift, as is recognized even within the dialogue by Polus:. and
Callicles., It allows Socrates to draw the conclusion that, according to
Gorglias, the rhetor can never do wrong; an opinion which clashes with
the warning Gorgias gives about the potential misuse of :rhetoric. -The
argument is, as so often, dependent on the "Socratici paradox" -(that
knowledge = virtue). If Gorgias’s pupils are already ethically
knowledgeable or are taught ethics by him, they must :use rhetoric .for
virtuous purposes: (because to know what is right is to do what is
right). Thus the possible abuses of rhetoric mentioned by Gorgias would
be impossible: he would be arguing .against an.illusory danger.
Nonetheless, as we have-:seen, Polus:presents.unchallenged by-.Socrates
the idea that rhetoric is in practice used by tyrants ~-the.threat is
real, in other words,:Moreover, .the way in-.which Polus and Callicles go
about defending rhetoric:shows ‘that they at least have no compunctions
about "immoral" uses. The implication of all of this is plainly that
the ethical education of: rhetors has not always been- successful,:which
to Plato is no great surprise: one has to have ‘a thorough grasp. of
dialectics to - know what is right. This fits in with a central claim of
the Phaedrus (a dialogue -sometimes thought to se‘in conflict..with the

Gorglas) that dialectic is-the true foundation of rhetoric.® Without
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ethical knowledge, which Gorgias accepts rhetoric does not teach,
rhetoric cannot help its practitioner (as Socrates "demonstrates™ in
his arguments with Polus and Callicles). Ethical knowledge is -thus the
cornerstone of true mastery - and this, of course, is Socrates’s home
territory. . T e vy

The dramatic development of the dialogue, as much as
Socrates’s arguments, indicates that Gorgilas is well-meaning but rather
naive, He may hope that rhetoric is put to good ends, but his own
pupils undermine this idea and demonstrate that. in practice Gorgias’s
teaching opens a Pandora’s box. It is important to note that, so far as
the estimation of Gorgias is concerned, .the validity or otherwise of
the Socratic paradox 1is an irrelevance: Gorgias "loses either way. If
the paradox 1s accepted, then rhetoric will be'an acceptable activity,
but only as an ancilla to philosophy. If, however, ‘it is rejected, the
desirability of rhetoric is diminished still further. It will then be
dangerous not only in the hands of the ignorant, but also in’the hands
of the knowledgeable but vicious.? o A T

Running through all the debates within the Gorgias 1s the
common assumption that rhetoric is an art of manipulation which-.gives
its practitioners enormous potential power over their addressees, and
while this power is welcomed by all of rhetoric’s defenders, it
nonetheless puts a great pressure on them., Gorgias’s insistence that
this power be used responsibly ties him in knots, while Callicles
justifies rhetoric within the framework of ag'“i&eal;*soéiéfy that
bears strong resemblances to’a fascis£ls£%te,.ép ﬁerhaps it isfthis
unqualified assumption, that rhetoric i1s a means for its practitioners
to control its addressees, that is the real problem for the rhetors.

Because ;t is a point agreed by all the participants, the question of

quite how rhetoric exercises such powers is never really examined, and
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yet this is a question that clearly must be addressed if Plato’s
understanding of rhetoric is to be fully scrutinized. The way I propose
to do this is to:  see just how Nietzsche has:‘been attacked for
manipulative use of language, and to follow that up with a more general
consideration of"the nature of linguistic manipulation.” - =~ «°* i
e B B T

- L hkk - A A

I mentioned earlier that the attacks on Nietzsche echo the discussions

within the Gorgia:s,"°

and it is now 'time ‘to make ‘that’'point -in'more
detail.” Essentially, there are two ways :-of conceividé Nietzsche in the
role of rhetorical manipulator, and these correspond respectively to
the position of Callicles and to that of Gorgias., T

The -first 1line -of attack is" that :some of Nietzsche’s
doctrines advocate, or at least accommodate, manipulation. His
admiration for many of the more ruthless figures-in history, such as
Napoleon and Cesare Borgia, suggests an affinity with Callicles’s
defence of rhetoric as a weapon in the hands of the strong. On the
basis of such attitudes it has been*clalmed that Nietzsche shares
Callicles’s élitist cynicism and uses language accordingly, to help

bring about a shift in the political order in favour of the strong.

E.R. Dodds, for example, argues tﬁat

x - - . P

there can...be little doubt that certain of the most notorious of

[Nietzsche’s] own doctrines were in some measure inspired...by the

anti-Plato in Plato whose persona is Callicles,!?

¢ : C . C s P I :
So the stress here falls on Nietzsche the author, who is accused of

using language to manipulate his readers in order to benefit the most

Y

ruthless and power-hungry elements of society.
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The argument that Nietzsche was an advocate for some kind of
power-politics is actually less commonly put than the claim that he was
an out-and-out Nazi. This is rather curious, since the distinguishing
features of Nazism, such as the German race myth and virulent anti-
semitism, are doctrines that Nietzsche quite explicitly rejects. His
liberal apologists give themselves rather too easy a task by
concentrating their fire so insistently on the distortions of the Nazi
propagandists; perhaps they hope that these refutations will silently
bury the more serious doubts about Nietzsche’s liberal credentials. At
any rate, I take it as read here that Nietzsche cannot seriously be
taken as an intellectual forerunner of German Nazism,!?

Nonetheless, there are plenéy of Niétzééﬁe passagesi that
cause disquiet to liberals and seem to have affini£ies with non-
raclalist fascist doctrines. The suggestion is that these comments
would allow Nietzsche to defend the manipulaiive force of rhetoric & la
Callicles, as useful to the élite. I reproduce a few of them here.

The most concentrated source of evidence for such a
Nietzschean power doctrine lies in the notes collected within The will
to Power under the heading "Discipline and breeding”.lsiNietzsche sees

the relation between élite and mass as one of exploitation:

The dwarfing of man must for a long time cbﬁnt as the only goal{
because a broad foundation has first to be created so that a
stronger species of man can stand upon it. (To what extent every

strengthened species of man has stood upon a level of the

lower )1‘

What is particularly important in this passage is that there is no

attempt to justify the superior type of man by invoking benefits it

might produce for the inferior. On the contrary, so far as Nietzsche is
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concerned the inferior type - numerically, the vast’ majority - ' finds

its justification for existing at all solely in the benefits it can

provide the "masters", 15

The Calliclean understanding of rhetoric as a weapon in the
struggle of the strong to reassume their rightful place 1s echoed in

Nietzsche’s repeated insistence that the new masters must be hard and

e

have the instincts of warriors; to the weaker elements of society they

16

will even appear as barbarians. In a famous passage from The

Genealogy of Morals Nietzsche goes out of his way to emphasize the

immense forces unleashed with the advent of these new barbarians.

Y

once 'they go outside, where the strange; the stranger is found,
they are not much better than uncaged beasts of prey. There they
savour a freedom from all social constraints, they compensate
themselves in the wilderness for the tension engendered by
protracted confinement and enclosure within the peace of society,
they go back to the innocent conscience of the beast of prey, as
triumphant monsters who perhaps emerge from a disgusting
procession of murder, arson, rape, and torture, exhilarated and
undisturbed of soul, as if it were no more than a students’ prank,
‘convinced they have provided the poets with a lot more material
for song and praise. One cannot fail to see at bottom of all these
noble races the splendid blond beast prowling about avidly in
search of spoil and victory; this hidden core needs to erupt from
time to time, the animal has to get out again and go back to the

wilderness...17

[

Kaufmann points out that the "blond beast"™ is not a racial concept,
since Nietzsche immediately goes on to mention the Arabic and Japanese

nobility as examples of the type; 'the "blondness" obviously refers to

the beast, the l:i.on.':"s But why use this flamboyant metaphor if it has

e

no resonances? The fact is that Callicles makes not only a .similar

point about society, but actually uses the same image: -
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We mould the best and strongest among ourselves, catching them
young like lion cubs, and by spells and incantations we make
slaves of them, saying that they must be content with equality and
that this is what is right and fair. But if a man arises endowed
¥+ “:with a nature sufficiently strong, he will, I believe, shake off

all these controls, burst his fetters, and break loose.19

What I have been trying to suggest here is'the plausibility
of a Nietischean“pofitics.that conld jnstify rhetoric’s powers of

manipulation through the results that such manipulation might achieve,

and which in so doing follows closely the line adopted by Callicles.

S . *

While Nietzsche could not be described as Calliclean in all respects,

Y : o

20

he does appear to be in the sense that is crucial for determining the
role of rhetoric, in that his standard oflvaluation is‘a thing s
propensity to advance or to obstruct the would-be masters, and if this
involves exploiting the mass, then so be it__or rather, so much the
better! : o ; * -

There are various ways of responding to this challenge, but
the most popular of them - the appeal to "good interpretation™ - is
less:than convincing. For the awﬁward fact is thatﬁiiberalqhietische
scholars have their prejudices too;‘and are'jhst as likely as their
fanatical opponents to be blinded by them in the face of conflicting
textual evidence. A fascinating cautionarw tale here is Kaufmann'’s
attempt to dismiss Nietzsche’s alleged admiration for Cesare Borgia on
the strength of’a passage from’Eczemhomo which‘states, accordingfto

Y

Kaufmann,

that one should look ’'even for a Cesare Borgia rather than for a
Parsifal’ (EH III I). Translators and interpreters have not always
minded the eher noch: ’'even for a Borgia rather than a Parsifal.’
This eher noch leaves no doubt that Nietzsche considered Cesare

Borgia'far from admirable but preferred even him to the Parsifal
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ideal (cf A 46,61. wM 871).%

All is not-what it seems, however. One of:.the ancillary passages which
Kaufmann mentions, presumably to support his claim, actually states

that
. ' RN
Confusion went so far that one branded the very virtuosi of
life...with the most opprobrious names. Even now one believes one
must disapprove‘of a Cesare Borgia; thatﬁis"simply”laughable;22

* s e N . ~ w ~ EE I

It will take considerable ekegeticalvshills‘for that‘passage‘tomhe
squared with Kaufmann’s view of the matter. Worse follows, however,
because the very passage Kaufmannwaccuses others of mistraﬁslatihg} he

misquotes from the German. The sentence actually runs:

oty

Wem ich ins Ohr fliisterte, er solle sich eher '‘nach - elnem Cesare
Borgia als nach einem Parsifal umsehn, der traute seinen Ohren
nicht.??

'ES - - e

Translated, the passage states simply. "rather a Cesare Borgia than a

Parsifal"™; there is no "even" in sight Clearly Kaufmann is one of

14 <L, . B

those "der traute seinen Ohren nicht"!

- SR - 3 “ . . -

There may be other ways to give Nietzsche a more liberal
face, and to undermine the Calliclean image of him that has so far been
presented,z‘ but even if we "assume the worst", there are three
important reasons‘for rejecting a deduction from a politics ot
manipulation to a manipulative rhetorical practice. -

In the first place, it is highly presumptious to assume that

for either Nietzsche or Callicles the rule of the strong automatically

¥
[

implies the employment of deceptive, manipulative techniques. Indeed it

may be a defining feature of this politics that it does not need such
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techniques:

The princes of Europe should consider carefully whether they can
do without our support. We immoralists - we are today the only
power that needs no allies in order to conquer: thus we are by far

the strongest of the strong. We do-not even need to tell lies:

what other power can dispense”withmthat?25

- - e L - -
This passage is admittedly ambiguous, since it leaves open the
possibility that while the "immoralistsﬂ can do without deception,vno
other power oan.NThis alternative interpretation,'however, suggests
another reason for rejecting a commitment to5rhetorical:manipulation,
namely that, even if it is appropriate for politicians to .adopt such
practices, the vocation of the thinker imposes different demands, and
indeed requires uncompromising frankness, After all, Nietzsche is
forever ready to insist (exceptionally among philosophers) that the
same rules of conduct cannot and should not be applied indifferently to
all walks of life.

One need not -take it on Nietzsche’s authority,. though, that
different roles iﬁply differentﬂstrategies: so far as manipulation is
concerned, there 1is a structuralklogic involved, which might heftermed
the "paradox of propaganda".ze‘In simple terms, this means that a
figure who advocates rhetorical manipulation cannot at the same time be
practising it, since the first’function obstructs the second: the
practitioner of deception is lost if he tells the world what he is
doing. Or, to put it another way. if Nietzsche is a modern Machiavelli,
he cannot for that‘very reason be a Cesare Borgia. So even if he
advocates an art of political manipulation in theory, this makes him

less rather than more likely to be a rhetorical manipulator in

practice.
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If this defence gets Nietzsche off one hook, however, it would appear
to do so only at the price of fixing him far more firmly upon another.
This is because the dismissal of authorial intentions cuts both  ways:
if bad intentions do not prove Nietzsche guilty of rhetorical
manipulation, it is just as certain that good intentions are
insufficient grounds for pronouncing him innocent. Moreover, at the
level of textual structures and their effects, there is a considerable
case to answer: Nletzsche is well-known for his rhetorical excesses,
and equally notorious for the uses to which they have been put; in two
world wars, his works-were used to help justify imperialism and
fascism.?’ once the shield of good intentions is removed, the fact that
Nietzsche’s works proved so easy to "exploit" inevitably leads to
suspicions of irresponsibility and negligence in his use of language.

ooy

Derrida accurately expfesses the position:

if one no longer considers only intent...when reading a text, then
the law that makes the perverting simplification possible must lie
in the structure of the text “"remaining"...Even i1f one of the
signatories or shareholders in the huge "Nietzsche Corporation™
had nothing to do with it, it cannot be entirely fortuitous that

the discourse bearing his name in society...has served as a

legitimating reference for ideologués.28

What I aim to dd in the followlng'pagesrié to enact the ﬁroject
outlined but hétTudd;rfaken by Derrid;: t6 explore the feaﬁureé of
Nietzsche’s texts that alloﬁithe "perverting simplification"néf the
"ideologues"™ -'tﬁe‘déngeroﬁé elements. However, whlle I begin by
identifying parficuiar textﬁal strﬁctﬁres in Nietzsche aﬁd asking~wﬁat

is problematic'abéut them, the discussion soon becomes much broader.
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For when bhilosophy’s warning about' the abuses of rhetoric remains
essentially ﬁnchanged from Socratesfs agéaci on Gorglas to the worries
of the present day, it 1s clear that more thaﬁ a straightforward piece
of exegesis will be required here.

I will turn first to a detailed consideration of Nietzsche’s
alleged rhetorical excesses: what are the features that have caused
peace=loving philésophers disquiet, and given succour to the wild men?
In general terms, the element in Nietzsche that has coﬂslstently
aroused suspicion among philosophers and scholars ié ;is propéhéity to
crusade for various causes, to write texts that seem to be imploring,
cajoling, sometimes even bullying their readers. Nor is this suspicion
a modern one: it was the first response of Nietzsche’s contemporaries

to the publication of The Birth of Tragedy in 1872. As Strong has

noted, the work

appeared to the academic world as the writing of a man obsessed
with the most dubious of contemporary artistic phenomena, Richard
Wagner, and Nietzsche was immediately cast as a man who had given

up scholarship for propaganda.29

And yet Nietzsche never did anything to try to refute this hostlle
reaction, and if anything seemed to revel in the role allotted him. The
Genealogy of Morals is actually subtitled ’'eine Schreitschrift’ (’a
polemic’), indicating Nietzsche’s disdain for academic respectability.
In most of his late work, he is seeking out enemies and picking fights
with them; he seems never more at home than when he is in the middle of
a battle. The suspicion is that such an approach stirs up ﬁassions
against Nietzsche'’s opponents, butbdoes nothing to further
understanding, which - these critics would contend - is the task of the

genuine philosopher. Heidegger has made this point succinctly:
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Any kind of polemics fails from the outset to assume the attitude
of thinking. The opponent’s role is not the thinking role.
Thinking is thinking only when it pursues whatever speaké fér‘a

subject.

For Heldegger, this rather puts the late published works of Nietzsche

under a cloud, as he goes on to make plain:

Nietzsche never did publish what he really thought after
Zarathustra - something we tend to overlook. All his writings
after Zarathustra are polemics; they are outcries., What he really

thought became known only through the largely inadequate

posthumous publications.3’

Here, we have the essence of the philosophe;s' dislike of rh;torical
manipulation: it strikes poses, it aims to produce effects on its
audience. The philosopher’s true goal of saying "what he really thinks"™
is sidetracked and subverted by his desire to win victories over his
enemles. Heldegger’s inference is plainly that rage ﬁakes biind.

To come to specifics, one can point to Nietzsche’s use of

highly emotive terms in these polemical works, which agitate the reader
towards certain conclusions purely through their unconscious
assocliations. In The Genealogy of Morals there are ph;ases like‘"the
slave revolt in morals" and "reactive man", which are opposed by terms
with positive connotations - "master"™ and "active™. In The Aptichrist,

too, the enemy is often attacked in a highly aggressive fashion. For

example:

it is Christianity...which translates every revolution into mere
blood and crime! Christianity is a revolt of everything that
crawls along the ground directed against that which is elevated: .
the Gospel of the "lowly" makes low.3!
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But as well® as producing and vilifying enemies, ' Nietzsche’s
works resound with positive appeals to the emotions of their readers,

with dramatic slogans and powerful exhortations. Thus Spoke Zarathustra

3

contains many, such as the speech in which Zarathustra thunders to the

crowd:

Behold, I teach you the Overman (Ubermensch).

The Overman is the meaning of the earth. Let your will say: The

Overman shall be the meaning of the earth!3?

C o m L. . . ik g -
In other works, the reader is not even the witness of these:onslaughts,
but -is directly apostrophized, as in the much~-quoted demand: 'live
dangerously! Build your cities on the slopes of Vesuvius! Send your
ships into uncharted seas!’3® ) I

~The passage just cited is particularly potent, since it not
only produces a sense of purpose, but directly challenges the audience
to accept this ethic as its own., Adopting the imperative mood is one of
the clearest ways of seeking to direct and influence an audience; it is
too intrusive to be easily ignored. One need only think of the power of
Kitchener’s pointing finger with the slogan your country needs YOU'"
to recognize the propaganda potential of Nietzsche’s language.

Nor is this all. Another technique for encouraging
particinaticn, to'whichiNietzscHe'freguently resorts; is what might be
called the "conspiratorial ’‘we’"™. Of course, the occurrence of the
first person plural is common, even commonplace, in philosophical

texts; but it does not often assume an important rhetorical function:

it could, by and large, be substituted by "I" or "one" without altering

LFA -~

the text’s impact. With Nietzsche, the situation is often different,
for instance in the closing sections of The Gay Science. Here, the "we"

operates to denote a group sharing certain ideals and rejecting others;
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it is a group with a strong definition, with clear limits. An example:

R L L. R : . L L Sere e
. We children of the future, how could we be at home in this today?

We feel disfavour for all ideals that might lead one to feel at

® " home even in this fragile, broken time of transition...a‘

AV . o . ) Coe -
In this and in\many other iﬂstancesjtﬂéfreader is Girtﬁ&iiy obiiéed
either Eb Jébept or‘}éaeéfﬁthis groﬁp.'he is fércedwto aék ﬂimself:
could I be at home in this Ebdaj?lff not - and égitaﬁional”rﬁetoric
always works best on the discontented - the reader is encouraged to
believe himself part of this "we", ana is dragn towards those who have
understood him and his needs so well. Nietzsche’s "we" helps to forge a

s

group'identity.
One final technique worth noting in this context is
Nietzsche’s use of hyperbole, which of course reaches its zeniﬁh”in

Ecce Homo. The audience is encouraged to believe that the cause is not

merely worthy but‘of earth-shattering éignificance; the stakes are

¢

raised, the tension is heightened:

£ N . - ~

I know my fate. One day there will be associated with my name the
recollection of something frightful - of a crisis like no other
before on earth, of the profoundest collision of conscience, of a
 decision evoked against everything that until then had been

] believed 1in, demanded, sanctified. I am not a man, I am

_dynamite. 35

But even in the earliest works there is an immodesty evident, a sense
of uniqueness and innovation. Nietzsche excitg; his readers with the
promise that they are witnesses of something special - something which
cannot be ignored.

N

What all these techniques have in common is their tendency to
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agitate the reader, and the-allegation is that this renders them
irresponsible and dangerous. For whether or not Nietzsche intended-them
to be used to forward any kind of:political or social programme, they
are perfect for those who do have such designs. The ‘slogans and
exhortations and sheer ex uberance of Nietzsche’s texts have provided
not only material .to be cynically used, but genuine inspiration for the
twentieth century’s most fanatical figures. The leading French fascist,.

Marcel Déat, was not simply "making propaganda™ when he wrote that

Nietzsche’s idea of the selection of "good Europeans™ is now being
realized on the battlefield, by the LFV and the Waffen SS. An

aristocracy, a knighthood is being ‘created by the war which will'

be the hard, pure nucleus of the Europe of the future.3¢

In the light of this kind of reception, it is argued, Nietzsche’s
rhetoric has to beﬂéonsidered a;‘err6}';f t;stekéna‘ﬁﬁdgemeﬂt.the kéy
complaint against it is that it is too easily used.

While this discussion has concentrated on ﬁértiédlar
structures in Nietzsche’s texté,:thEQ}have‘been deemed probleﬁatic
because of their alleged effects: some account is therefore required of
how and whjithese'effecté are suﬁposed’to be‘achievéd - énd; for that
matter, how they are to be measured. No féallysgétisfictory gehéral
method exists fbf'résoivind these prbbiemé:37 bﬁﬁhthis i; not a héjér
obstacle, since the criticisms of the éllégedlquahiﬁulétisé rhetorical
techniques in Nietzsche’s texts are éleariy reliantedn éertain

3% 70 pdt

presuppositidd;4;bont what makes such landuagé'ﬁanipdiétive.
it in a formula, the fear is that Nietzsche = agitation = propaganda.
All the complaints are against techniques which'cajoie43} blackmail

. e .
readers towards adopting particular viewpoints. The use of emotive

terms allegedly plays on unconscious fears and dééiréS' to di%ecf
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the reader on a particular course. This may be good for producing
action, since it holds up certain paths as desirable and others as
detestable, but it is surely not good for -encouraging careful thinking
and reflection' (so the argument goes). Such agitation belongs-to the
realm of politics, not philosophy; indeed,: due to its widespread. use
by the Bolsheviks, a new-word has ‘even-come into the English language:
agitprop. In his comments on its use by Lenin, Mao,. and Hitler, .Ellul

gives an indication of its revolutionary potential: e

AAgitation propaganda...addresses itself to the interior of ‘each
one of us, but it always translates itself into a material
engagement in tense and overexcited activity. By being socialized
into this activity, the inner brakes and psychological bolts on
the ind;vidual's habits( beliefs and judgements are blown‘apart.f?

There are two main problems with this neat analysis pf‘
Nietzsche’s texts as manipulative. The ;irst is that we have as yet
heard insufficient about the alternative; how are other texts,
especially philosophical texts, supposed to be non-manipulative? It may
prove impossible to give out a formula defining the non-manipulative;
perhaps indeed there is no such thing as a pure,(non-manipplative text?
If this is the case, then plainly the problem of manipulation becomes a
quite general one,. and the attack on Nietzsche loses the force provided
by a meaningful alternative. The second problem is with the assumption
that agitation implies manipulation in all cases. It may be that within
a certain framework, Nietzsche’s/polemics(operate differently, and that
the terma"manipulation? is’in this case misapplied.

Let us turn, then, to the,effortg to establish philosophy as

"outside" manipulation. How might this be done?

The most simple idea is that the philosopher and manipulator
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are just different types. While the political figure wuses language to
direct his audience, the philosopher is essentially an explorer in
language, unconcerned with any notion of effects; the philosopher is an
inquirer tout court. The contrast is thus between’'the politician, who
knows what he wants and is merely concerned with how to-'get it, and the
philosopher, who asks what he (and everyone else) -should want. But this
distinction would only be perfect i1f the philosopher never ended his
inquiry and therefore never took any decisions and never reported back
any results. Notwithstanding those critics of the vita contemplativa
who regard it as an excuse for inactivity, philosophers do, at least in
part, aim to produce right action, based on sound and thorough

40 so, once the philosopher has decided what constitutes

reflection;
right action, he is presumably duty-bound to report these findings and
seek to convince others to act in the same way. The problem he faces is
how this report can.pdssibly be distinguished from that of the
propagandist, who also claims to know what is right, and advocates
accordingly. It looks as 1f inquiry and propaganda need not be the
activities of two distinct types, but may perhaps be merely two
different stages of a single process. : ‘ R -

still, to persist, it could be claimed that, *‘even at the
point of communication to an audience, the philosopher and propagandist
are clearly distinguishable on account of their different ‘goals.
Philosophy, it can be argued, does not treat its audience as :means,
since it 1is concerned to work out action that is to the benefit of all.
This distinguishes it from propaganda, which has no concern for the
interests of its audience, and indeed will use that audience if at all
possible ‘to further the propagandist’s private goals.u

This amounts to saying no more than that the philosopher

comes to his audience with good intentions. A cynic might contest the
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point, but it can be accepted quite happily; it does not salvage the
argument. For, in the first place, good intentions are not a quality
likely to make the philosopher distinguishable from the propagandist.
As we saw when considering the case of Nietzsche, the propagandist
would for tactical reasons clearly not reveal his intention to dupe
people, and so it 1s not a difference that could in any way be read

directly from the respective texts.4?

And in any case, the propagandist
- certainly the modern propagandist - is not likely to be motivatéd
purely by self-interest, greed and opportunism. On the contrary, he is
likxely to believe fervently that his ideology is beneficial to his
audience. He probably believes, like the philoéopher, that ﬁe has the

best interests of the people at heart. Goebbels, for example, wrote

that

What matters is that my political perception should, like the
artist’s aesthetic one, be genuine and true, that is to say
beneficial to society. Detail doesn’t matter. Truth consists in

what benefits my country."

Is Goebbels not talking like a good philosopher here? His
language suggests the intriguing possibility that, rather than helping
to distinguish philosophy from propaganda, the desire to help the
audience discover its true interests actually makes philosophy more
likely to manipulate. In part, the problem is simply that theiemppasis

on "true interests"™ adds a moral force to the process of argument and

intensifies the urge to convince. But, more importantly, it increases

the susceptibility of the audience. Since Plato, philosophers have

tended to claim that they can help people discover their true
: .

interests, and suggested that reflection may help to determine whether

an action is right or wrong. The dialogue Euthyphro, indeed, is
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fundamentally concerned with the importance of: justifying actions, and
as it progresses Euthyphro’s dogmatic assurance that he should
prosecute his own father is brought into doubt. Socrates’s (ironic)
comment towards the end of the dialogue clearly signals the educative
role philosophy can play in helping people discover their true

interests:

If you did not know precisely what is holyAand ﬁﬂholy, it ie
unthinkable that for a simple labourer you ever would have moved
to prosecute your aged father on a charge of murder. No, you would
have feared to risk the wrath of the gods on the chance that you

were not doing right, and would have been afraid of the talk of
“ . ,

men.
While this may indicate Socrates’s "good intentions™, it also has the
effect of increasing the possible scope of manlpulationf The message>to
Euthyphro is to doubt his instincts concerning how to behave: those
instincts must be certified by argument. Once he‘accepts that his "best
interests" are a matter of knowledge rather than instinct, he accepts
that someone else may be able to tell him wherebthey lie, aﬁd the
scope for the propagandist is then enormously enlarged. As well as
suggesting action based on argument from eerceived interests,
propaganda can suggest action based on attécking perceived interests,
which opens up far more radical possibilities.

But if manipulation does not structurally require self-
interest or mischievous intentions on the part of its producers,
neither does it necessarily involve the agitational techniques
associated with Nletzsche. Ellul draws a distinction between what he
terms "agitation propaganda" and "integration propaganda". While the

former tends to be used on ill-educated people, in less developed

56



countries, and aims to activate the people, propaganda of integration
aims to make people conform and accept what is: it inhibits change,
rather than encouraging it. Moreover, it is the form par excellence of
twentileth-century propaganda. In the United States, which Ellul

regards as the prime producer of integration propaganda, .

it is evident that this propaganda is much more subtle, much more
complex and nuanced than the other type [agitation propaganda). It
does not seek exultation but rather a total, in-depth modelling.®

The importance of this new category of propaganda is that it dispels
the naive idea that linguistic manipulation can only occur under a
narrow set of circumstances, in which posters,"politicians or
newspapers scream out messages of hate or aesire. If there were a
Master Propagandist, He would want us to believe exactly that, ‘and
would no doubt feed us some pieces of stereotypical agitation
propaganda so that we could congratulate ourselves on ‘how good we were
at resisting it! e

The devil is most powerful when he is least expected. More
and more, argues Ellul, propaganda is not emotional and irrational, ‘but
quiet, rational and informative, because modern man does not like being

bullied. He sums up the reason for the increased reliance on

information pithily:

A reference to fact is necessary for modern man - a self-
justification which allows him to convince himself that in acting

thus he is obeying reason, he 1s following what is proven.‘6

One might perhaps characterize this tendency‘of modern man as Socratic.

People are doing as Socrates advised Euthyphro: believing in someﬁhing
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only once its value has been proved to them,

The key question is whether this represents an advance .in:
scepticism or merely an aging world’s attempt to retain room for faith:
faith in truth, in right ways of doing things.:Certainly there can be
no doubt about Plato’s Socrates: for him, scepticism is only a means;
as an outcome, as a final result, he detests it.'’ He is certain that
there 18 a general truth, but he is equallyrcertain-that one must be
careful and methodical if one is to find it - that- is-perhaps the core
of his teaching. And, of course, ‘the -aim of the philosopher must then
be to f£find that truth, so that he can'know how to‘live. Along the way,
he will come across many manipulators who either do:not know or~ do not’

care about the truth; when this happens, his ' aim:will always be to

48 prgytad ey

expose them.

It ‘would not" be melodramatic to assert  ‘that the :entire
edifice of philosophy’s traditional pose  against propaganda' and
manipulation rests on ﬁhese optimistic ontological and epistemological
assumptions. If there is an essential ontological "truth of things™ and
this truth of things is capable of being known, or at least.
approximated, then the exposure of propaganda. can proceed apace. 'If, on
the other hand, there are only interpretations, then the ability to
pass off an interpretation as a description is-one of the*most
effective propaganda devices available: :the philosopher may ultimately
be a manipulator of a superior type!

Once one begins to look at philosophy in this light, the
suspicions rapidly multiply. For example, the widespread insistence
amongpphilosophers on "rigorous™ and logical debate, which is-vaunted
by its adherents as a symbol of their-rectitude, could-be:viewed
instead as an effective tool of manipulation, since it helps to set its

users above suspicion. In ancient Greece it was common practice for
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rhetors to protest their ignorance of the art of speaking and bemoan
their plainness of speech, because elaborate techniques were liable to
arouse the audience’s suspicion. Such ploys actually ‘formed a
recognized element of rhetoric: ethos, or the attempt to establish the
speaker’s good character.*?
One might even suspect, in a cynical moment, that it is
precisely the philosopher’s "love of truth" that helps keep propaganda
in business. Demystification always follows the same logic: "this-is
not telling the truth, but someone, somewhere, sometime, will be
telling it to you; perhaps, indeed, you yourself will discover it." In
other words, it is only particular instances of alleged truth-telling
that are criticized - the general principle is always rleft
unchallenged. More than that: it is precisely in order - 'to defend that
principle that the debunking of propaganda takes place; it gives truth
a bad reputation. But if the main aim were to reduce susceptibility to
manipulation, the most effective route would be to cast suspicion on
the very possibility of finding the truth, That way, the next prophet
who claims to have the answers could be met with the‘simplé response
that answers are not to be found; the credulity on which propaganda
plays would be undermined.®°
The obvious objection to this line of argument is that it

amounts to a programme of complete cynicism, since it suggests that all
discourses are equally bad, equally manipulative, and all alike should
therefore be disregarded. Apart from the fact that this would be an
impossible task, is a doctrine that would equate a Kantian treatise
with a fascist broadsheet anything other than an absurdity? Does it not
take suspicion to a self-destructive extreme? And does its advocacy not

in any case involve a performative paradox, since in affirming the

doctrine one must ignore the very text that propounds it? Above all,
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surely there is an empowering potential in philosophy,. such that it
cannot be all manipulation and no education? : e

These criticisms are serious, but they misread the:trajectory
of my argument. There is no question here of somehow sheltering the
addressee from all-discourse on the grounds that none of it 1is pure and
honest enough: such a response would manifest the nihilism that derives
from the deflation of ideals, whereas my aim here 1s. rather to
challenge these ideals; consequently, the:performative problem does not
arise. This need to challenge the ideal of a pure .discourse is:further
demonstrated by the inevitable instinct - of philosophers that only their
work retains an educational ideal, even-if it is difficult always to
show how it differs from the charlatans and propagandists, and even if
it does not always attain the ideal. The real shock to the system will
only come if the rhetorical alternative is seen -to have: its own
"empowering potential™; with this in mind, I want to return.now to
Nietzsche, to consider afresh his "manipulation”,

Resources are available -for attempts to deny, or at least to
modify, the claim that Nietzsche’s writings are-agitational,51 but -I am
happy not to explore these, .and instead to ask more thoroughly about
the effects of the agitational rhetoric.. They are not as
straightforward as was earlier suggested; other ways of looking-at the
rhetoric lead towards very different conclusions. I.will first give
detaliled responses to the criticisms made earlier, and then outline
what are perhaps the fundamental clashes and contradictions between the
two perspectives. : ‘ e S - :

First, consider polemics, which, as we have seen, Heldegger
(among others) regards as obstructive to genuine  thinking. But why
should this be? Not, surely, because thinking is the  pure,

indiscriminate affirmation of all things. If that were the case, it
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would be nothing but the braying'of Zarathustra’s ass, which can only
affirm.5? Presumably, 'Heidegger’s point-is that forging an attack on
something does nothing to 'further understanding, which must be the‘'goal
of thinking. Does one not understand something better, he:suggests,
when one has looked at it from all sides,  without the prejudice ‘and
blindness of the-opponent? This claim should not be allowed to go
uncontested: why must the opponent’s role imply a lack of perspicacity?
It may be that one sees only the weaknesses of one’s opponent,” not’his
strengths, but this is not as a consequence'of being in opposition, but
because one is a type of human being that requires its enemies to be
purely evil - and Nietzsche quite explicitly repudiates:this ‘kind of
enmity.sa Contra Heidegger, it is precisely the opponent’s ‘role iwhich
demands the most thorough understanding of "whatever speaks for a
subject™ in order to oppose it effectively: the two processes are not
in any sense contradictory. Moreover, there is no iron law which
suggests that understanding a subject better means that one will ‘like
it any better (only politicians who lose elections cling to this
claim); nor is there a converse implication that one will understand
something better if one likes it. Here, the-opposite danger is present
to that of the opponent: namely, that one will"not see the weaknesses
of one’s friends. Nietzsche is just as aware of this danger és he is of
the danger of slandering one’s enemies, and opposes all complacent
friendship.’t - - e

Heidegger’s criticism of ' polemics clearly emanates from 'some
of the traditional prejudices concerning philosophy and the standpoint
of the philosopher. The aim is.-to lose particularity and approach Being
by a careful process of listening: one might say that the best
philosopher is the one with the biggest ear; the one"who has 'made

himself nothing but an ear.3® Given such an understanding, polemics
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will inevitably be a desecration of the process of thinking, which
requires peace and quiet-rather than shouting. But what if Being is
silent, and the sounds the philosopher hears emanate from inside? If
that is the case, then the relative propaganda values of "neutral™ and
polemical prose change radically:- the."neutral" work will then, just as
much as the polemic, be the:expression of a philosopher’s "for and
against™, only with the critical difference that it no longer presents
itself as such. This sublimated expression of interests is still
implicitly in conflict with rival versions, but it either refuses to
recognize the alternatives altogether or, like Hegel, recognizes them
only as subsumed within a more complete understanding: conflict is
either denied or resolved. By contrast,:the visibility of,the opponent
within polemics implicitly rejects the possibility of a value-neutral
truth~telling or truth-hearing exercise. In The Genealogy of Morals,
Nietzsche even points out directly that Hesiod divided the same epoch
into two, "silver"™ and "bronze", as the only way of expressing the
incompatibility of meaning experienced by oppressors and oppressed
within that epoch.ss R . .

The other criticisms of:Nietzsche's-"ma;ipulative"fwriting
can be challenged along similar lines. Just as polemic.makes blatant
the fact that philosophical texts .exist within and as part of various
struggles and conflicts, so.the other features mentioned make blatant
the intervention of the author in ways normally considered beneath the
dignity of philosophy. It is suggested that these devices may-pressgang
the reader into blind acceptance of the Nietzschean message; the reader
may be overwhelmed-by:the prophetic tones and injunctions, the
conspiratorial "we", and by the assurances that both the work and its
author are of world-historical importance. But is this really so

certain? : = ’ ! ‘ -
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It is true that agitation propaganda needs to attempt to
involve the addressee, and to convince him/her -that the cause is
important. But® the usual ‘appeal "in such cases 1s to accepted
commonplaces, whereas in Nietzsche’s case the appeal is to the author’s
own authority. And doesn’t this reflexive appeal actually undermine the
propaganda value by causing the addressee to speculate about .its
nature? In contrast to the Kitchener poster, which appeals in the name
of patriotism and military authority, Nietzsche appeals only in his own
name. And who is he? Any reader with the merest sprinkling of
scepticism will surely ask this question, and thus come to question and
perhaps doubt the status of the "messages" contained within the texts.
And of course, this is precisely the opposite to the requirements of
propaganda, which above all else needs to preserve respect for 'its
status in order to function effectively. Seen-in these ‘terms, Ecce Homo
is an astoundingly unegotistical work of philosophy, since it almost
completely lacks the mechanisms to control and compelxasseﬁf, without
which a philosopher feels naked in front of his readers. One of ‘the
most effective of these mechanisms 1s, of course, to create the
impression that nobody-at all is speaking: that way, the-rreader is
encouraged to concentrate exclusively on the "message™ and to treat it
with respect as emanating from the vaults of reason rather than from
some living, desiring, idiosyncratic human organism (as is actually the
case). Nietzsche’s self-advertising detracts from this customary
respect; indeed, through its sheer. assertiveness, the text disqualifies
itself from all claims to have the right to be heard. )

These points lead towards the general idea that what matters,
from the point of view of manipulation, is whether the text produces a
series of predictable, automatic responses, or whether it surprises and

provokes the addressee. Clearly, however, this depends not only on what
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is in the text, but also on the cﬂgracﬁéfvbfwkhe addrésdée, which is
inevitably variable and unpredictable. It is remarkabl; h;w crudely
philosophers have tended to deal with the whole question of "effects"™:
the guiding assumption of much of the critique of Nietzsche’s emotive
writing, for example, 1is that there is a simple-cause-effect
relationship involved; but, granting that the addressee is agitated or
nget in motion", is that necessarily an indication of manipulation?
Certainly, if emotive writing weﬁe like a doctor’s hammer, producing
reflex responses when applied to the correct part of the body, then one
would be quite justified in making such'a claim; and this crude model
is the one most post-Platonic philosophers have quite happily accepted.
They give the impression that once the emotions are aroused judgement
disappears completely, and human beings become hyperactive automata
until the passion has passed. But isn’t ‘this Jjust one more aspect of
the very old prejudice splitting the "animal"™ (physical/passionate)
part of homo sapiens from the “fully human® (rational) side?®’

My suggestion is that the provocation of the "animal""
passions can, under the right circumstances, produce more intense
reflection than straightforward cerebral writing. Nietzsche’s writing
is full of agitation that runs "against the grain™, against what in our
tradition are deep-set prejudices, and from the point of view of
manipulation, this-is highly significant. Successful propaganda, in
order to have something on which to bite, has to be preceded by a
process of "softening up", which will proceed slowly and steadily over
a number of years, conditioning individuals to respond positively: to
certain stimuli and negatively to others. There are many words for this

process; "moral education" is certainly not the least appropriate.

Ellul terms it "sub-propaganda", and comments that
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it has as its goal to mobilize individuals in the etymological
sense, that is to say to make them mobile, to make them
mobilizable, so that they can be pressed into action at the
appropriate moment , 3¢ ~ . N
R S
Now while agitational writing clearly can be what mobilizes, it is hard
to believe this in Nietzsche’s case, since he tends to praise what-sub-~
propaganda would suggest be condemned, and fights against causes and
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values that are victorious, or at least in the ascendency.”” Thus the

controversial passage from The Genealogy of Morals cited above®?
appeals against deep-seated, commonplace assumptions, not in their
name. Negative values are given to: "justice”, "concord", "humane",
"righteous™, and "peace", while positive values are given to "war",
"slaverj"{‘“ﬁeést of prey", "arson", "rape" and "torture", among
others. Surelyxthis will only act as propaganda for the "blond beast"
on those who have already made this inversion of values? For the rest,
it brings into quegtion values whicH‘Ehéy may habe'thaught
unchallengéable, and thils increases the obstacles facing "active"”
propaganda. For to be effective, it will no longer be sufficient merely
to label someone or something as "unjust™ or "evil". These terms will
no longer produce automatic reflex-re;ponses, because Nietzschepraisgs
the doubt: what is wrong with being "unjust" or "evil"? In other words,
his agitation can be seen as striking against the structures supporting
propaganda, rather than itself being propaganda. .. \
What this amounts to is a response to manipulation very

different from that advocated by Socrates in the Gorgias. For Socrates,

the problem was that

L 3

Ly .

the rhetor...does not teach courts and other bodies about right
and wrong - he merely persuades them; he could hardly teach so

large a number of people matters of such importance in a short
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- time.‘lw LT s e s <. P

P e L . M e e -
The implicit judgement is that, given more time, in private, such a
moral education would be possible. Rhetoric and education-are presented
as contrasting methods for overcoming doubt and uncertainty on a
matter; and.since-education produces conviction and knowledge, while
rhetoric merely-produces conviction,: the former -is clearly to be
preferred. Socrates’s key assumptlion is that the manipulator’s
enchantment will be ineffective against an enlightened audience, and so
this kind of knowledge-producing education will provide an antidote to

it:

. )
3 .

SOcrates: ,A rhetor will be more persuasive than a doctor
regarding health? \ »
Gorgias: Yes, I said so, before a crowd
Socrates: And before a crowd means among the ignorant, for
surely, among those who know, he will not be more convincing than

the doctor? .- - , e e R R

_ Gorglas: That is quite‘true."

Is a moral education the answer, or merely part of the
problem? If propaganda:is conceived as "distortion of the truth", then
the antidote to it will be to find and disseminate the truth, but if
there is no "truth" then all attempts to claim otherwise will
themselves be exercises in propaganda, or at least in sub-propaganda -
disseminating the values on which propaganda_plays.hAccording to the
latter view, the only way in which education can counter propaganda is
by bringing into question fundamental values, not trying to establish
them. This means, of course, thatAtpere can Ee no ultimate bulwarks
against propagenoa{ only a series of‘shifting strategies,;because as

soon as anything is assigned a fixed and certain value, it is a
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potential resource for manipulation. Against Socrates: the fundamental
requirement of an audience for it to be manipulated is not ‘that it be
ignorant but that it be unsuspecting.

There is in fact good reason to believe that Gorgias - the
historical figure - was ﬁnlikei& to agréé, as(Pigtd ventrlioquizéé ﬁiﬁ
to, with the Socratic suggestion that the answerlgo the problem of
manipulation is a sound moral education. His acquiescence is not even
consistent with Plato’s char;Eterizéiioniaf him in another dialogue,

the Meno:

Socrates: And what about' the quhists,'the'only people who
profess to teach it [virtue]? Do you think they do?

U

Meno: The thing I particularly admire about Gorgilas,
Socrates, is that you will never hear him make this claiﬁ; iddéed;
he laughs at the others when he hears them do so. In his view his

job is to make clever speakers.‘a,, oo N

A Lol S LIS c e

3 -
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And it is this latter version which fits with the epistemological
pessimism of Gorgias’s treatise On Non-Being or on Nature, which makes

the threefold claim

wr Ed 0

firstly, that nothing exists; secondly, that even’ if anything
exists.‘it is inapprehensiblek by man;' thirdly, that even Aif
anything is apprehensible, yet it is certainly inexpressible "and
incommunicable to one’s neighbour.,®

CE

o

It is hard to see how the author of such a doctrine could glibly agree

to teach his pupils virtue, should they come to him in ignorance of it.
Untersteiner has argued that Gorgias’s oniological—

epistemological comments are only one part of an attitude to existence
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which also embraces rhetoric.”” The key element in this - utterly alien

67



to the Platonic tradition: - is'the idea that there can be a positive
value attached to deception (apate). For example, Gorgias suggests that

tragedy ' ‘ s : R C e R

with its myths and emotions has created a deception such that its
successful practitioner is nearer to reality than the
unsuccessful, and the man who lets himself be deceived is wigér

than he who does not...for anyone not lacking 'in sensibility

allows himself to be won by the pleasurerf words, %6

1

e e, L - B ~ - e

There is no promise ;hatmthe audience is undeceived, because according
to the ontology of Gorgias absolute truth resides only in the perfect
opposition of all things. Thus the only truly rational activitygwoulq
be total non-activity; indeed, not even that, since even doing nothing
involves a choosing of one side of anﬂoppositiqn over another and is
thus irrational. There is no option available of a "rational decision"
- those who believe otherwise are seeing a Socratic mirage. Knowledge
and action are irreconcilably opposed." N

Thus the preparedness of the rhetors to(speak%on either")side
of an argument - despised by Socrates as a sign both‘of ignorance and
immorality - can be seen as a natural development from this pessimistic
ontology, rather than an inherent opportunism. There is a need for the
conscious deception of rhetoric, for without it the paralysis of
knowledge inhibits action. Against the Socratic notion that rhetoric
requires ignorance there runs the counter that the truly wise
appreciate the value of rhetoric. Such an argument does not appear in
Plato; but then his task is_to‘make his opponents plausible, not
convincing.

The other surprising absence in the Gorgias is the 1lack of

any sense of the fallibility of the rhetor. There are, after all, two
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obvious reasons why he cannot simply impose his will as a tyrant might,
so that the dialogue’s persistent analogies between the two are highly
misleading. In the first place, no threat of violence emanates from
the rhetor. If his speech is to work, it must win the voluntary assent
of its addressee, and there is nothing to prevent this being
withheld. Ellul has pointed out this feature with respect:to modern
propaganda: it is not possible for an individual 'simply to be directed
from above through the medium of language. He 1s not a’'passive'victim,
since he must in some sense desire the message he is being given, 'or

68 Effective rhetoric cannot ‘be the

else it could not affect "him.
imposition of something totally alien; at the maximum, it can allow one
drive to dominate (for a while at least) the others. It can alter the
balance of forces; nothing more. : 7

. But the rhetor’s ability to do as he wills is also inhibited
by the likelihood that he will be pitted ‘against ‘an opponent. This is
clearly the case 'in law-courts and the (democratic) political arena,
the two most common rhetorical stages,Land’is perfectly compatible with
Gorgias’s pessimistic ontology. When one understands the universe as a
scene of conflicting forces, there can be no grounds for denying the

opposition the chance to present its case: in marked contrast,' Plato

insists that-there is only one way, the task being to find ‘it. o

.

hkk

It would be a mistake to conclude from this discussion that Nietzsche’s
texts have somehow "solved"” the problem of manipulation, and the idea
that poléﬁics"ﬁight)provide some kindlof model for a "heaiéiy;;;noh-
manipulative communication is qui;e untenablé;‘égmmunication is a

relational activity, 'and as such there can be no models to allocate
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heroes and villains to their roles in advance.

I g
B &

It is not even a case of arguing that Nietzsche’s texts aré,
contrary to all expectation, of educative, rather than manipulative
nature, for nothing is "educative in itéelf". To speculgle' it may be
that education has two contrasting sides to it, each with attendant
dangers. One side is the learning of fﬁe laﬁgdagé, c;nvehtioﬁé,
traditions, knowledge and wisdom that éﬁéivilizétionmh;s'developed over
centuries, perhaps millenia; a136 tﬁe metho&s.fbf*pro;réséi;g‘further.
It teaches the individual how to 5ecome a responsibié\citizen; Thé
other side is in conflict with this, for it is the development of an
"internal opposition", the questidniné,'dou£tihg and challenging’of
everything apparently certain and estabiished{‘the insistence on ﬁhe
individual’s right to travel in a different &irectibn. it gibes the
individual a cutting edge, establishes it qua‘individuél, rather than
merely a "part of society". The‘potential daﬁgers of the fifst type
are: indoctrination and stultification of ihe$individdal; complacency
and sterility of a society. The pétential dangéis of the second type
are: isolation and recklessness on the part'of Ehe individﬁal: chaés
and conflict at the social level.

Nietzsche himself was ;ot dogmaticﬂcbncerningnfhe Ealanée
between these two forms of education: tﬁe needs both of socieéy and
individual will éhange from epoch to epoch, and in aﬁy case‘eéch
reducator™ will view the terrain differehtl&. Not&ithst;nding his
general hatred of the Socratic téndency; he is prepared to accept that

it answered a real need at the timé:

Shrewdness, clarity, severity and logicality as weapons against
the ferocity of the drives. These must be dangerous and threaten
destruction: otherwise there would be no sense in developing

shrewdness to the point of making it into a tyrant To make a
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tyrant of shrewdness:-but for that the drives must be tyrants. In
those days it was a very timely problem., Reason became = virtue =
happiness...To be reasonable or perish was the alternative before
which they all stood. The moralism of the Greek:philosophers
indicates that they felt themselves to be in danger.®®

.
By way of contrast, he believed that in his own epoch the drives had
become ‘M3¢ewH5{ weakened and attenuated. Instead of powerful
instincts producing a threat both to individuals and society through
rash activity, he diagnosed a pervasive fear of ac;ion, a¢dislikeiof
anything not first sanctioned by one’s peers. Under thesg
circumstances, Nietzsche’s rhetorical shock tactics might be the only
way of shaking addressees out of a terrible caution, out of the
expectation that their teacher will:."talk sense" to them and tell them
what to do, or at least how tozdecide.yIf the addressee 1s extremely
passive, only an irresponsible teacher is likely to induce him to ask
his own questions and thence perhaps find his own answers.

The complaint that Nietzsche'’s agitational rhetoric is
irresponsible is therefore correct, but uninteresting. It amounts to no
more than pointing out that Nietzsche does not fulfil a role to which
he never aspired in the first place.‘What this chapter has been about,
in short, is to agree that there are great dangers involved in the wa§
Nietzsche writes, but to emphasize that theAagitational rhetoric cannot
somehow be detached from his "real thinking", and that there is ﬁo
magic formula for the writing of philésophy which is correct from all
perspectives. Texts that cannot be "used" in any way, and which do not
confront the reader, are better for purposes of instruction; but this
is not the only educational value.

The dark possibilities conjured up by Nietzsche disturb those

they do not delight: the question then is the response to this
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disturbance. His well-meaning defenders claim he did not really intend
to disturb anyone; his equally well-meaning critics declare that he
did, and censure him for it, because philosophers have a duty to think
of the consequences of their writings. There 1s no point going further
into this claim: at any rate, they have.told us what kind of education
they prefer, and consequently the sort of risks they find acceptable.
It can hardly be putting words into their mouths to say that they would
rather be right than be stimulating; one need only flick through the
latest volume of any journal of philosophy to see how many subscribe to
this order of values! Nobody should doubt the profound contempt with

which Nietzsche regarded such a set of priorities:

it is of course clear why our academic thinkers are not dangerousa
for their thoughts grow as peacefully out of tradition as any tree
ever bore its apples: they cause no alarm, they remove nothing
from its hinges; and of all their art and aims there could be said
what Dliogenes said when someone praised a philosopher in his

presence: "How can he be considered great, since he has been a

philosopher for so long and has never yet disturbed énybody?"7°

With rhetoric, the value of "disturbance" goes all the way down: it is
not a matter of initiating controversy in order to reach a pfafgundér
consensus, but of valuing the struggle between rival pérspectives in
itself; to argue on both sides is an honourable,'notva cynical
undertaking. And so if rhetoric is, as I have suggested, a rival
educational force, then that rivalry is about not only the means of
educating but also and above all the goals of that education - the

people and society it wants to help shape.
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To raise the question of pragmatism with respect.to Nietzsche and
rhetoric is, to say the least, something of'a puzzle. In each of the
other chapters we take suspicions ‘that already exist and subject ‘them
to a critical re-examinatlon: to the extent that ‘there is a method
guiding the project:as a whole, that is it. Here, however, the
connections are for once not .obvious. In-everyday use, rhetoric is a
way of making one’s ideas more appealing, whereas "pragmatism" denotes
a particular way of looking+rat the world. It is therefore quite
possible to contrast the two, for example in the political cliché:
"we’re hearing a lot of impressive.rhetoric, :but the Government isn’t
actually doing anything..." Moreover, the prospects look scarcely more
promising for connecting Nietzsche with pragmatism. Although some
commentators have attributed to him a pragmatist theory of truth,‘1 4t
seems highly implausible that- the ‘prophet of Zarathustra could be a
pragmatist in any more general sense. Can these initial impressions be
overturned? Can it be shown that Nietzsche and rhetoric are pragmatic?
As we shall see, pragmatism is central to the historical
struggle between philosophy and rhetoric, since it lies behind all the
teaching methods and educational goals that differentiate rhetoric from
philosophy; but because there is no obvious link between Nietzsche and
pragmatism it will no doubt be suspected that the general theme of
"Nietzsche and rhetoric" breaks-down here. However, while it is
certainly true that Nietzsche displays a fierce hostility to many
aspects of pragmatism, I'shall argue that on the crucial points he is a

pragmatist, and for the: first. time presents pragmatism as a nobler
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alternative to the -philosophical- ideal -of contemplation. Of course,
talk of divergent senses of pragmatism inevitably sounds like the old
dialectician’s trick: when in trouble, change‘the word’s meaning. But
the etymological root. rof the-term =-.the Greek pragmata ("actions™ or
rdeeds™) - leaves great scope:-for interpretation, .and it would be
unhelpfully restrictive ‘to pick one of the narrower ‘meanings and
implant that as the definition. When I use the term "pragmatism™-I
therefore take it to mean simply "belief in the overrilding importance
of action", which covers all the nuances considered here. To av;id
confusion, the subordinate meanings gathered under this definition-are

then clearly distinguished as I proceed, and the differences between

them, far from belng covered up, ‘are-the. prime concern in the

concluding stages of the chapter.

It is worth emphasizing-at the outset what this prospectus
has perhaps in a small way already helped to indicate: that the main
concern of this chapter will not be to establish that pragmatism-=
Nietzsche = rhetoric, which in itself is . an insignificant matter, but
to ‘use this triad to-ask new questions about the relationship between

philosophical contemplation and practical life.

*kh . Lo

whatever the final course of the discussion, the first task must be to
re-establish the coﬁheétibn between rhetoric and pragmatism which has
just been put in quesﬁion; it(is no more than a ré-establishment. The
two have been disconnected because of the modern tendency to reduce
rhetoric to ihe expressive use of 1affguage,2 and as soon as one begins
to explore the role of rhetoric in thé ancient world, £he‘im§ortance of

pragmatism becomes transparent. The reason why this should concern us
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is that it is fundamental to the dispute between philosophers-and
rhetors in ‘one key area: their rivalry as educators. At the end of the
previous chapter ‘it was suggested that a difference in educational
functions - rather than a contrast between "propaganda™ and "truth" -
could account for the more polemical tone of rhetorical discourse. But
even in thelr acknowledged role-as educators, the rhetors were harried
and criticized by Socrates and Plato; it is appropriate at this point
to consider why.

A dispute over education - may sound like a' fairly
insignificant matter to modern ears, accustomed as they are to an
educational debate that rarely questions beyond how to achieve more
examination passes, But in the fifth and fourth centuries at least, the
argument transcended technicalities (although it did not ignore them),
because the rival programmes and methods of education were inextricably
tied to more general ideas about the nature of society and the educated
individual’s relationship to it. Disputes concerning quantity and
quality did not occur in an ideological vacuum, as is all too often the
case today, but were governed by the fundamental question: what Is
education for?

An education in rhetoric was primarily for a new social and

political situation that had arisen in Athens, as the historian Henri

Marrou explains: : ‘ . .

The problem that faced the Sophists, and which they succeeded in
solving, was...how to produce capable Statesmen. In their time
that had become a matter of the utmost ﬁrgency. After the collapse
of tyranny in the sixth century most of the Greek cities, and
democratic Athens in particular, developed an intensely active
political life; and exercise of power, the management of affairs,
became the essential concern...in the eyes of every Gréek, the

ultimate aim of his ambition.?
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For all the-differences in detail between the Sophists, they shared
this ' common educational ideal or paideia:‘ the purpose of education
was to equip the individual for a leading role in politics and civic
life. This thoroughly pragmatic concern is in marked contrast to
Socrates and Plato, whose palidela can be described in general terms as
the discovery of the true and good life for man.

While pragmatism was crucial to the educational disputes
between Socrates and the Sophists in the fifth century, its importance
is perhaps most clearly visible in three concrete distinctions between
the rival schools established by Plato and Isocrates® in the fourth
century. The first is that Plato’s education lasted longer. It took the
teaching of abstruse subjects such as mathematics and astronomy far
more seriously; although they were not excluded from Isocrates'’s
syllabus, their importance for the practical man was naturally strictly
limited. It is not-simply ‘that Plato was "more thorough"™ - he had a
different goal. The programme described in the Republic could quite
literally last a lifetime: acquiring knowledge was an end in itself,
rather than simply the preparation for a "life outside". The second
obvious divergence concerns Isocrates’s heavy emphasis on practice
within the educational framework, which had no equivalent in Plato.
Students of rhetoric were taught -only a few guiding principles before
they were encouraged to start composing and practising speeches of
their own. Such a flexible and undogmatic approach was not universal
among the rhetors - Gorgias, who was well-known for his immensely
technical training in rhetoric, offers an obvious contrast.®
Nonetheless, it can be considered a natural element of ‘an education
designed to help students to deal with unpredictable events in public
life; the philosophical quest for pure knowledge did not impose any

equivalent requirement for a practical element in education. Plato
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clearly regards this stress on practice and experience as-a weakness,
since he has Socrates define the rhetoric taught by Gorgias as ’a sort
of knack gained by experience (empeiria)’,” which is contrasted with
things done according to a techne - art or reéular method. The
complaint is more appropriately addressed to Isocrates than to-Gorgias
and his pupils; it seems likely that Plato sensed a defect in‘his
contemporary’s educational system and ventriloquized Socrates to make
the charge against another Sophist. A

The final distinction between the tdo\séhools is thé“'most
decisive. Each taught both rhetoric and dialectics, but in a different
order and with different justifications. Plato placed rhetoric below
aialectics, claiming that a true art of spéech required more than the
manipulative tricks beloved of the teachers of rhetoric; it needed
knowledge of the‘truth, which oﬂly di#leétics was capable of
attaining.' Isocrates; on the other haﬁd, regarded dialectics as
essentially trivial, and useful 6n1y as a tiéining:in aEéuﬁentative
dexterity. For him, the pinnacle of the educative process was to
acquire the skills of eloquent speech and writing, thereby to influence
one’s peers. Here} yet again, the conflict between the idealistic
philosophical and the pragﬁaﬁic rhéﬁériéal'pafdela p}oducea'a concrete
distinction betweeﬁ“their representative institutions.

This is only the barest outline of the rivai approaches,
which serves as an introduction to the evaluative questions with ﬁhich
the remainder of thepchapter is occupied. Perhaps, giGeﬁ the nature of
the dispute, it should come as no surprise that those adjudibaﬁing
between the rival péideias have tended to aéknowiédge a distinction
between success in pfacticevénd success in thedry. In terms of
practical success, the rhetorical paideia appeafs to be the undisputed

victor. Isocrates’s school attracted far more pupils than the hcademy:
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but his triumph was far greater than that. Marrou puts it brutally:

On the level of history, Plato had been defeated: posterity had
not accepted his educational ideals. The victor, generally
speaking, was Isocrates, and Isocrates Eecame the educator first
of Greece and then of the whole " "anclent world. His

success...became more and more marked as the generations wore on.9

These comments apply to the ancien; world,.but the struggle does not
end there. In our “postmodern")socig;y the syllabus may not include
rhetoric, but there has never been an epoch in which "pure knowledge"
has been so discredited, or in which the pragmatic ideal of equipping
people for social roles has been more dominant ,2°

I shall postpone further consideration of this apparent
historical triumph of the rhetorical paideia until the end of the
chapter; it is, after all, relatively uncontroversial. What has always
given defenders of the philosophical paidelia some comfort is the
conviction that, outside narrowly practical criteria, their ideal is
demonstrably superior: if the rhetors can.be lured into debating the
value rather than the success of their approach to education, they can
be defeated. This shift from success to value arguably describes the
basic trajectory of the Gorgias: Gorglas’s extravagant claim that ’the
art of rhetoric is the art of speech par exbellence’u is "shown"
under the pressure'éf Socrates’s cross-examination to be quite hollow,
Thus it has often been-argued that, while the rhetors may have best met
the practiéaltﬁeeds of their society, they only partially’educated the
individual, and their training lacked any organizing principle; that,
in truth, the rhetorical paideia was no paideia at all.!? . In the era

of State funded education it is perﬁapé of little cohseqﬁénce if no

higher Jjustification of the system can be found than its social
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utility, but-for the Sophists, who had to attract fee-paying 'private
students, 1t was absolutely necessary to-  respond to the
Socratic/Platonic suggestions that their educational-r programme was
unworthy of an Athenian citizen. This 1s in fact the central question
confronted in this éhapter: whether the pragmatism of the rhetorical
education can be defended on principle, as well as on purely pragmatic
grounds; or whether, as the consensus sapientum supposes, its high-
sounding claims can only satisfy those who have never seriously

considered the philosophical alternative. Ca

o . ki

The essence of any serious defence of rhetoric as a paideia must be the
attempt to show the superiority of the practical 1life, for which
rhetoric presents itself as the ideal preparation. To the puzzlement of
many commentators, the most.:eloquent expression of ‘this viewpoint was
written by Plato and given to-Callicles. as part of a long speech
attacking Socrates. It challenges him to abandon philosophy in favour

of nobler activities:
I ;ike philosophy in a young lad; it is thoroughly suitable and
the mark of a liberal nature...But when I see an older man still
at ﬁhilosophy and refusing to abandon iﬁ, that man seems to me,
Socrates, to need a whipping...such a person, however great his
gifts, will never be a real man...Take my advice then, my good
sir; "abandon argument, learn the accomplishments of active life",
which will give you the repﬁtation of a man of sense. "Leave
others to dispute the niceties" of what I don’t know whether to
call folly or nonsense; "their only outcome is a barren house".
Take for your models not the men who spend their time on these
petty quibbles, but those who have a good livelihood and

reputation and many other blessings.®
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For once, Plato-cannot be accused of'caricatu;ing'his opponents, since
there are passages in Isocrates which bear an uncanny resemblance to
this one.* Indeed, the vehemence with which Callicles is allowed to
put the rhetors’ case has led someiinterpreters to suppose that the
Gorgias was written at a stage in his career when Plato retained some
sympathy for thelr cause. This is going too far: it is a genuine
dialogue (a distinction shared with the Protagoras and the Symposium,
the rest being no more than disguised - often thinly-disguised -
lectures) but, as we shall see, Socrates ultimately trounces Callicles,
through a mechanism far more powerful than nit-picking dialectics:
Nevertheless, Callicles raises doubts that Plato could scarcely ignore.
On the one hand, the maturity and virility of the philosopher is
impugned: he remains a child, he is not "a real man®", he wastes his
time on "petty quibbles". Perhaps he is a bit of a coward, afraid of
the adult world and the "accomplishments of active life"? Furthermore,
Callicles emphasizes the importance of ‘winning a reputation (mentioned
twice in the passage cited). This would have impressed Plato’s earliest
readers far more than it does today, because virtue was then intimately
tied with public reputation. In Homeric times, the highest value was
arete, which means "virtue" but also had connotations of ‘"valour" and
vprowess", and was something to be earned through heroic ‘deeds. The
rhetors claimed that they could teach arete, which by the fifth century
had become political in the dual sense that it was virtue appropriate
for the city-state, and that its model ‘was the statesman ‘rather than

15

the warrior. Despite these changes, they could legitimately claim to

belong to a centuries-old tradition that placed the highest value on

public action; Socrates, lost in thought, could not.

< kk%k
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The case which philosophy was called upon to answer can be summarized
quite easily: the active life is best and the rhetorical education is
the appropriate preparation for such a life. Responses to this claim
have been many and varied, but to make discussion of them coherent,
they can be sorted into three basic strategles. The first essentially
accepts without qualification the superiority of active life, but
argues that philosophy, too, is relevant to it. The second also
acknowledges the superiority of aétion, but not without qualification:
action is only good if it is guided by serious philosophical thinking;
otherwise, it is stupid and self-defeating. The third strategy, the
importance of which cannot be over-estimated, marks a more radical
departure from rhetorical pragmatism. It accords a value - indeed, the
highest value - to "thinking for its own sake", ungoverned by practical
ends of any kind. Remarkably enough, it is this withdrawal from active
life that has always constituted philosophy’s most powerful appeal,-

The uncomplicated defensive strategy - to accept the primacy
of pragmatism - is relatively modern, and can be identified in two
quite different forms. The first consists in the various efforts to
show philosophy’s "relevance™ to practical life and social utility. At
its most extreme, this means creating courses in business ethics and in_
other ways relating traditional philosophical debates to the "outside
world". But quite apart from these developments, philosophy as an
academic discipline has not escaped the general trend towards
regulation and homogenization imposed by practical interests. A degree
in philosophy is an indication that certain socially useful skills have
been acquired, such as the ability to summarize and analyse data;
increasingly, it 1s this aspect of a philosophical education that is
prized by students and employers rather than the "content".l®

But philosophers can also acknowledge the primacy of
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practical life in doctrine, thereby producing a specifically
philosophical pragmatism, which has been particularly inflﬁential‘in
America. Philosophical pragmatists couch theilr answers to traditional
philosophical debates about truth and meaning in terms of practical
human interests: if two theories have identical practical consequences
then they have the same meaning; if a belief is proved successful in
practice and accords with the totality of experience then it can be

17 This doctrine effectively abolishes any serious

pronounced true.
distinction between the rhetor’s concern with active life and the
philosopher’s quest for truth. If truth i1s in active life, then the two
are allies rather than opponents. I suspect that it is precisely for
this reason that most philosophers have rejected philosophical
pragmatism: they cannot accept action as the criterion that shall
decide all things.

If philosophy is to reject rather than appease pragmatism, a
critique of the Calliclean case needs to be developed; the remaining
two strategies offer alternative ways of doing this. The first retains
the idea of political arete but questions the interpretation of this
concept offered by the rhetors and suggests that rhetoric is not the
appropriate vehicle for arriving at such a goal. The basic case is that
serious philosophical thinking 1s required to‘duide actions and
political decision-making. Rhetoric may teach decisiveness and how to
persuade others towards one’s decision, but it does not provide any
framework for deciding which decision is the right one. If anything,
the need to win over popular assemblies will produce an inbuilt
tendency to pick easy options and to avoid hard choices whenever

possible. Socrates, who points out exactly this sort of problem,

introduces a favourite analogy to strengthen his case:
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Do you think that when men act they will their act itself or the
object of theilr act? Take, for example, patients who drink
medicihe by doctor’s orders. Do you think that they will the act
of drinking the medicine with its attendant disagreeableness or
the object of the act, that is, health??!®

The moral islplain: actions which may seem unpleasant or undesirable

when considered in isolation are often recognized as necessary in
pursuance of a desired goal, just as intrinsically enjoyable actions
may have disastrous consequences. Socrates is pleading for knowledge -

or, to put it more modestly, foresight - as a vital component of

prudent decision-making. This is a powerful argument: antlike activity,.

incessant and irrational, is as unappealing as the "petty quibbles" of
philosophical discourse described by Callicles.

But philosophy’s criticisms go beyond the relatively
uncontentious call for prudence and foresight. For Socrates, it is
insufficient to ask whether one’s immediate activity is leading towards
desired goals; the process of reflection must go on to test the
desirability of the goals themselves. Political activity must be more
than just prudent; it must be ethical, it must aim for the good. If the
rhetorical paideia excludes such concerns and is in its teaching
indifferent to those who wish to exploit the political system for their
own cynical purposes, then can it seriously claim a value other than
helping its adherents to line their pockets? This is one part of a
wider failing of the rhetorical ideal, as seen from the perspective of
philosophy: its version of political arete is restricted to an
essentially practical guide to using the system, which structurally
ignores possible abuse. But this implies silence not only - about
exploitation of the political system‘by unscrupulous §arties, but also

concerning the system itself. Is it just? Does it produce good results?
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For all their emphasis on politics, the rhetors do not offer a coherent
political theory, or even acknowledge that such a theory has a value.
This gap 1s filled by the production of political philosophy, a genre
in which Plato’s Republic and Aristotle’s Politics are seminal texts.
Thelr specific proposals concerning ideal states and the principles
that should guide the reform of existing institutions are still widely
discussed today; but the more remarkable sign of their influence is
that the validity of this type of question and this sort of discourse
is largely taken for granted. However reactionary some of Plato’s
political ideas may seem, the step taken by his radical critics is
usually to seek better principles of political philosophy; to avoid
such questions altogether appears either naive or deeply conservative,
The rhetors, by ignoring institutional questions, seem from this
perspective to condemn the individual to serve whatever system is in
place. In other words, the lustre has today faded from the rhetorical
njdeal": it now looks complacent and cowardly.

Desgite the effectiveness of these criticisms, they do do not
constitute the primary philosophical response to the rhetorical
paideia. So far, we have seen ways in which philosophical thinking
would reform and redirect political action; but the more radical
approach is to assert that public action, however it is guided, is far
less important than the inner qualities possessed by individuals. This
order of priorities is attested by a famous passage in the Republic.
Socrates 1is asked whether the intelligent man will engage in politics,

and replies:

Oh yes he will, very much so, in the society where he really
belongs; but not, I think, in the society where he’s born, unless
something very extraordinary happens...Perhaps...it is laid up as

a pattern in heaven, where those who wish can see it and found it
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in their own hearts., But it doesn’t matter whether it exists or
ever will exist; it’s the only state in whose politics he can
participate.? :

The'withdrawal frdm public life is justified on thé'grounds of the
imﬁeifection of existing soclety, which makes it impossible for the
would-be sfhtesman to act morélly. Ultimately, peisonal rightéouéhéss
musgttaké precedence: "it;doesn't matter" whether the ideal state is
realized in practice. ) ' o

It migﬁt be afgued that Plato is‘at‘thé extreme, ﬁtopian end
of philo;ophical thinking; and that higrpriorities are atypical. But
these value;jﬁdgements are pervasive in Western philosophy, even if
they are not always éxprés;ed so directly. fhﬁgvﬁhey are shafed, in
particular, by Aristotle, the great political realist. Granted;
Aristotle concentrates less on the structure of an ideal state than the
qﬁalities required By”the good stéteéman,‘chief of which is phronééis
or "practical wisdom™ - the ability to apply theoretical knowledge to
practical affairs.?® It is also true that he is far more genefoﬁs to
exlisting statesmen than Plato: Pericles, who was Aisparaged in the
Gorgias as a rhetorical panderer, is praised by Aristotle as a man of

1 But none of this implies.that Aristotle accepts the

phronesis.2
priorityAaCCOrded the active life by rhetoric. Even though he is
perhaps the closest that philosophy coﬁes to rhetoric, he remains
distant, for two crucial reasons. First, the notionﬂof phronesis'is
thoroughly ethical in its formulation. It is not Jjust "capacitylto
act", but a "true and reasoned state" which aims at "human goods™; in
other words, it is action informed by ethiﬁal knowledgé: the latter
value takeé pridrity. But in any case, practical wisdom is not thé

ideal of Aristotle’s philosophy,“despite‘its desirability; it is

trumped by sophia (wisdom) which contemplatés the eternal; the object
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of metaphysics. Aristotle states that ’sophia must plainly be the most
finished-of the forms of knowledge’ and adds, by way of explanation,
that ’it would be strange to think that the art of politics, or
phronesis, is)thé’bésﬁtknoﬁledée,ngindé man is not the best thing in
the world.’zz, o | " | o
Granted, then, that Plato and Aristotle both in their
different ways suggest that the actiye life is only of secondary
importance, it is all the more necessary to find out what they regard
as of ultimate importance, and why they wanted to change a hierarchy of
virtues that had, after all, stood at leas; since Homeric times and was
imbedded in Greek culture. .
The revolution undertaken by Plato and deepened by Aristotle
is to accord pride of place to nous (mind), to make thinking the
highest virtue. This does not just mean that thinking is recognized as
an invaluable guide to action; if that were the case, action would
still be primary. To the philosophers, thinking is‘rather(an end‘in
itself and does not need to be jus;ified as a means to achieving
practical goals; indeed, the highest form of thinking is precisely that
which is free .and outside pre-established objectives of any kind; to
avoid confusion with other types of thinking, I shall refer to it as
contemplat.ion.23 L
The most prominent arguments in support of the primacy of
contemplation are overtly theological. Plato divides the human being
into soul and body. and declares that ‘the souliis most like that‘which
is divine...whereas body ;samost lixe that which is human';z‘ hence
for us to come closest to the gods will entail privileging the soul.
The problem is that the body corrupts and misleads the soul: the senses

distract us from perceiving the Real; the bodily desires distract us

from wanting the Real. Philosophy’s true mission is thus not to
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criticize:and adapt our common modes of activity, but to transcend

bodily activity altogether:

Every seeker after wisdom knows that up to the time when

philosophy takes it over his soul is a helpless prisoner, chained
hand and foot in the body...?3

;hristotle also privileges contemplation through a connection
with kh;:divine, although he moves away from the Socratic "care of the
soul"” towards a subtle metaphysical idea of participation in the divine
nature. There are two main arguments here, The first is that intellect

is the divine element in man and therefore the essence of man, so that

26 The second stems from some

to egercise it is to be most fully human.
cénsiderafiggs about the nature of divine activity. If God’s actions
wére Airected towards external goals, this would imply that he had not
PR

yét achleved those goals, and was therefore imperfect; consequently,
pure tﬁinking, which aims at nothing beyond itself, is the only

e : 4

propgr;y givine activity and, as such, it is the most perfect form of
actiq;. éontemplation is thus the most divine activity of which man is
;apable; which means that Aristotle squares the circle: thinking is

action, and the complete action at that.27

Of course, I have only very briefly outlined arguments which

AT R RS B

could be considerably expanded and deepened. Nevertheless, whatever the
i&p?ﬁ#ements, they could hardly be sufficient to support the claim I
madeiear;ier that the withdrawal into contemplation ’has always
constituted philosophy’s most powerful appeal':28 arguments from the
nature of God and the human soul are of little more than historical
interés£ £§day. So how can the case be made more compelling? .

The key here is in Plato. My earlier outline of Callicles’s

polemlé ‘against the philosophical life omitted one eleﬁent which not
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only is full of dramatic irony but also tilts the balance of the

dialogue; without it, Callicles would be dangerously convincing. He

T

Al . -
warns Socrates:

. -
o v

As things are now, :if anyone were to-arrest you or one of your
sort and drag you off to prison on a charge of which you were
innocent, you would be quite helpless - you can be sure of that;
you would be in a daze and a gape and have nothing to an, and
when you got into court, however sorry a rascal the prosecutor
might be, you would be condemned to death, if he chose to ask for
the4death\penalty...what kind of wisdom can we callvit,)Socrates,
that...a man...cannot defend himself or another frbm mortal

danger...?29

No direct response to this point is made until the end of the dialogue.
But there is no "defence" anyway; everyone knows that. What Callicles
offers as a warning, to cajole Socrates back to the practical life, is
what actually happens, what Socrates allows to happen. For it 1s not
just that Socrates’s death reflects back on Callicles’s warning:
Callicles’s warning equally reflects on to Socrates’s death. Socrates
was forewarned, he knew the consequences; yet he took no notice and
moved inexorably towards his self-sacrifice. Why? What kind of wisdom
can we call it?.'The answer 1s revealed in Socrates’s extraordinary
closing speech. One may lose one’s reputation, and even one’s life; but

Socrates offers the magnificent counterweight of freedom from guilt:

the defence which consists in never having committed an offence
against God or man either in word or deed...is the best of all
kinds of self-defence...If I were to come to nmy end for lack of
the pander’s type of rhetoric, I am sure that you would see me
facing my fate with serenity. The mere act of dying has no terror
for anyone not utterly devoid of sense and manliness; it is

wrongdoing that is terrible; for to enter the nexE world with
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one’s soul loaded with sins is the supreme misfortune,®’

Here is a powerful piece of psychology, to supplement the unconvincing
metaphysics. The contemplative life can be a balm to those suffering
from "the supreme misfortuneﬂ”ofna troubled conscience, for the less
one does, the more confident one can be of "never having committed an
offence...in word or deed". The inverse is also the case: the active

life increases the likelihood of wrongdoing:

s - ~ -

the majority of...exemplary sufferers are drawn from among
dictators and kings and poten%ates and public'men, whose powéf
gives them the opportunity of committing the greatest and
deadliest sins.®!

The moral: better to remaln a private citizen! Whatever external
misfortunes arise, you will be guaranteed inner peace.32 -

‘These lines of thinking (or, rather: these instincts) clearly
have a much broader appeal than the metaphysical arguments outlined
above. But how influential have they been and do they remain among
philosophers? fhroughout the Christian centuries, the value of the
contemplative lifé went virtually unchallenged, and so it is only in
our own times that its advocacy and defence has re-emerged - most
notably in Heideéger. To what extent does this thinker "at the end of
metaphysics™ follow Plato? There can certainly be no doubt about
Heidegger’s commitment to contemplati?n, for he not only praises
thinking, he privileges withiﬁ that éategory what he terms
"meditative™ (besinnliches) thinking, which ’contemplates the meaning

.33

which reigns in everything that is. His metaphysical defence of

meditative thinking is highly Aristotelian, so I will not add to my

kY |

earlier discussion on that score.”” The most novel and interesting
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aspect of Heldegger’s argument for contemplation is the use it makes of
very modern neuroses. Atomic energy; computers and hydro-electric dams
are among the developments regarded as manifestations of a pervasive
ncalculative" -(rechnendes) thinking, which always seeks to exploit
situations to gain an advantage. Heidegger’s descriptions of technology
play on two powerful emotions: fear and shame. Technology’s
relationship-to the earth is one of domination, but far from being to
mankind’s advantage, -Heldegger suggests it is doubly dangerous. In the
first place, technology is presented as a sort of Frankenstein’s
monster, no longer under mens’ control; increasingly it will dictate
the tasks, and we will serve 1t.3%. But this relationship to the earth
of master to slave is not just a mistake in Heidegger’s eyes; it is-a

sin, as his lurid descriptions make plain:

s

The world now appears as an object open to the attacks of

calculative thought, attacks that nothing is believed able any

longer to resist. Nature becomes a gigantic gasoline station...%

Mother earth, out of which humanity emerged, in which it dwells, has
become something mahkiﬁd uses rathe} than respects and reveres. The
modern world is characterized by rootlessness and homeleséness,37 but
that is because we have dug up the roots "for our advantage", and are
busy "exploiting” the earth on which we live. The fear and the shame
are linked, therefére:‘both together belong to the wilfulness that has
characterized ;he western world. So it can come as no surprise that the
objective,of‘the return‘to contemplation is to find a more reverent
relation to things: ‘in answer to your question as to what I really
wanted from our meditation on the nature of thinking, I replied: non-
willing.’3®

With these‘aonsiderations, Heidegger has effecfively
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radicalized and modernized the Platonic defence of contemplation.>3?

By
making the connection with technology, Heldegger transfers'a problem:of
individual conscience to a world-historical crisis, and focusses-on
offences against the world rather than "against gods and men"™. But by
retaining the fundamental structure of rash activity, guilt, and
redemption through meditation, he demonstrates that the ultimate
philosophical reaction to pragmatism is not dependent on theism or
ingenious metaphysics, -but rather on deep-rooted psychological affects
that are as powerful today as they were ‘in Plato’s time., ™"

< An interim report on the rival paideias of rhetoric and
philosophy would ‘have to conclude, on the strength of the evidence
reviewed so’'far, that the pragmatism of rhetoric makes its appeal very
much to the "lowest common denominator™: to individual vanity, greed,
and narrow-mindedness. When the allegedly high ideals espoused by
Callicles are interrogated more thoroughly, they appear superficial and
fatally flawed. There is no more-eloquent testimony to the weaknesses
of rhetoric’s ideal than the tactics employed by Isocrates in " his
critique of the philosophers: rather than engage in ‘reasoned argument
with their views, he appeals to the prejudices of the common man
(idiotos) concerning the ‘impracticality and hypocrisy of the
philosophers, and on that basis alone advises that they and their
education be avoided.!’. The philosophers’ sense of moral-intellectual

superiority is perfectly expressed by Jaeger’s response to Isocrates:

His invective is entirely realistic. He never makes it a
theoretical refutation of his opponents’ position, for he knows

‘that if he did he would lose his case. The terrain he chobses is

that’ of ordinary common sense. !

Cow - f R . TR , e R n o #

The philosophical ideal’ may not have the support or even the
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comprehension of the majority, but it stands convinced of its
superiority, for all that: against democratic opinion it can hold out
the consensus sapientum, the judgement of those fit to judge. Even

while it loses out "in practice", it always has this solace.

1

ek k - . -

As a candidate for defending pragmatism from the philosophical
onslaught, Nietzsche does not appear to have very convincing
credentials. It ‘is not simply that he never describes himself as a
pragmatist; there are many passages in which he-attacks pragmatic
trends quite savagely, and any account which ignored them would retain
little credibility. Nevertheless, there 1is an equally prominent
emphasis on action throughout his work, which also requires some
explanation. To try to resolve this paradox, I will situate Nietzsche
in relation to the three philosophical responses to pragmatism outlined
above; my suggestion is that the highly qualified pragmatism that
emerges-under this analysis 'is not a compromise with philosophy but
rather a necessary sharpening of the attack upon-it,

. The first category - the philosophical compromise with
pragmatism - is where those who have hitherto considered Nietzsche a
pragmatist have located him; due to certain comments on.truth and
meaning, he has been labelled by some commentators a traditional
(philosophical) pragmatist. Danto, for example, asserts that ’Nietzsche
advanced a pragmatic criterion of truth: p is true and q is false if p
works and g does not.’%? what gives rise to this interpretation is
Nietzsche’s tendency to discuss truth in anthropological terms; perhaps
the most striking example is his comment that 'Truth is the kind of

error without which a certain species of life could not live. The value
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for life is ultimately decisive.’*®

Danto suggests that "the kind of
error™ is a typically flamboyant but somewhat misleading phrase, which
can safely be ignored; in which case one has the clearly pragmatist

i

theory that truth is what serves human interests.

Notwithstanding the ingenuity witﬁ which it 1is executed, this
interpretation of Nietzsche as a traditional philosophical pragmatist
is a complete mistake, arising from two basic misunderstandings. First,
it is seriously misleading to talk of Niet;sche as "advancing...a
criterion of truth" of any kind. Rather than participating in the old
philosophical debate'about<the nature of truth, Nietzsche casts doubt
on the value_ofvtruth: his answers:to the question "what is truth?” are
quite tangential to his main concern - "what is truth worth?"4* But
even if this point is put to one side, Danto’s interpretation does not
stand up to scrutiny. Phrases like "the_kinduof error" (in the passage
cited above) are not meaningless extravagances, for they point to a
paradox that Nietzsche asserts with almost monotonous regularity:
mankind’s basic,ftruths" are what the species needs - but they may be
mistakes, for all that. So, while things may tend to become established
as true because of their utility, that does not mean that they are
true; pragmatics are relevant to, but not the criterion of truth,4
Nevertheless, although this pragmatist interpretation of Nietzsche is a
failure, it does at least bring to light a concern with pragmatics that
will heea to find some explanatory framework; all too often, rejeétién
of Niet%sche's "pr#ématic téuth theory"” becomes the excuse for dropping
discussion of pragmatism altogether,

There is certainly no question that Nietzsche indulges in
that other philosophical compromise with pragmatism which consists in

asserting philosophy’s usefulness for a life in society. The essay

vSchopenhauer as Educator™, for example, is-an impassioned demand for
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the integrity and independence ‘of philosophy from all' practical

interests:

., of what concern to us is the existence of the state, the promotion

of the universities, when what matters above all is the existence

of philosophy on earth!4® '

O;e of thé 63359'5 major themes is ﬁhat'ﬁhe éuest fof trufﬁ is
coﬁpfoﬁised by ;ﬁy 1nvol§eh§nt of the sfaté ianhilosophy, let alone
the hiéﬁi& 6rganized modern inétitutiongl ;fructure. The focus on
exémih&tions, iﬁézéélue dééorded toaééholarship, the increasing
tendency to teach the h;story of philosophy, and indeed the very fact
that phiiosoph; is taught within a university4system; all these are
regarded by Nietzsche as signs of the degradation of philosophy.!? 1In
the séhse that making philosoph}’praggatic means making it useful to
soclety, Nietzsche is an implacable opponent.

So'faf, Nietzsche’s reépoﬂses to pragmatiém are.in harmony
with thé'majé;ity of philosopheré, and the saﬁe appears to be fhe case
Qhen we turn to the second basic résponse té the rhetors - to Eriticize
the ﬁarréﬁheés'and conservatism of their "adﬁive life". No philosopﬁer

eGervtreaﬁed the stupidity of action Qith loftier disdain:

*1'It is the misfortune of the active that their activity is-always a
little irrational. One ought not. to ask the cash-amassing banker,
for example, what the purpose of his restless activity is: it is
irrational.'The active foll as the stone rollé, in obedience’to

the stupidity of the laws of mechanics.*®
As we have seen, the "irrationality™ of restless activity is used by
other philosophers to justify the study of ethics and political

philosophy: in such a way, action can be directed towards truly
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rational -ends. Nietzsche, however, does not develop the argument in
this manner; indeed, his criticisms of the traditional "idealist"™
responses to pragmatism are Jjust as thorough as his attack on the
narrowness of-practical life. It is worth highlighting these
criticisms, to show that Nietzsche does not fit neatly into either of
the categories considered hitherto.

Nietzsche’s pragmatic instincts are most obvious when he
insists that theorles - especially "moral" theories =-.are only of any
value if they can be tested in practice.  There is more-than a hint of

the Calliclean disdain for "petty quibbles"™:

I-favour any skepsis (inquiry, doubt) to which I may reply: "Let
us try it!™ But I no.longer wish to hear anything of all those
things and questions that do not permit any experiment. This is
the limit of my "truthfulness”...%?

As’well_ag insisting on the primacy&of_action (the fundamental tenet of
any pragmatism), Nietzsche is alsqicautioning here against unrestricte@
flights of philosophical fancy. Nevertheless, this alone would not
constipute a radical departure from philosophy’s moral and political
theorizing; philosophersha;e always concerned with how their ideas can
be put iﬁto practice, and even if they would not state the point as
bluntly as Nietzsche, many would‘agree that problems of implemgntation
have been unjustifiably neglected. But Nietzsche’s dissatisfaction with
the versions of "rational actiop" peddled by philosophers goes deeper
thaq tpis. The fundamental principle guiding“philosophical reforms of
act;on has been that knowledge of r}ght action is possible and can be
used to direct personal and public 1life; by the same token, one
ofwtheﬁrhetpyical paldela’s greatest failings was seen to be its

unconcern about which actions should be undertaken and why.
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Nietzsche’s interventions suggest a justification for rhetoric’s
silence on this question by insisting that the sort of rational action
dreamed of by philosophers i{s an inpossibility,‘and that the results of
ethical thinking hitherto have been thoroughly undesiraole. It is
impossible to talk of objectively-rational action, Nietzsche argues,
because none of the various ways of“assessing an action’s vaiue‘pass
any kind of scrutiny. The origins and consequences‘o; an_action are
always obscure and, even 1f "the situation were otherwise, the action

still could not be "objectively assessed", as the utilitarians naively

suppose, since

we must first know what is useful:...(the utilitarians) look only
five steps ahead - They have}no conception of the grand economy,.
which cannot do without evil...®°

. *

NI N
¢

Nor is the subjective pleasure or displeasure produced by actions any

i

better guide - ‘that would be like assessing the value of the music

ES -

according to the pleasure or displeasure...it glves its composer'
Taken together, these criticisms lead Nietz;che to the conclusion that
the whole project is hopeless: 'If therefore an action can be evaluated
neither by its origins, nor by its .consequences, nor by °its
epiphenomena, then its value is “x", unknown -’

On the strength of this assessment, the field of ethics and
political philosophy has nothing to do with "rational action":  that
claim is ﬁerely the cover for a“certain set of instinctgiand value~
judgements to come to the fore. The philosophers’ demand for abstract
general justifications for actions and political institutions marks a
preference for security and order: life will be made less arbitrary and

capricious, regulated to as great an extent as possible. For Nietzsche

at least, this way of determining action marks a serious decline in
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strength and reason:

_ spinners.

The great rationality of all education in morality has always been
that one tried to attain to the certainty of an instinct: so that

neither good intentions nor good means had to enter consciousness

-as such. As the soldier exercises, so should man learn to

‘act...Positing proofs as the presupposition for personal

excellence in wvirtue signified nothing less than the

' disintegration of Greek instincts. They are themselves types of

disintegration, all these great "virtuous men" and word-
51

All this amounts to a considerable revaluation of the aspects of the

rhetorical paideia most thoroughly criticized by the philosophers.

Action that is instinctive, unconscious, and ungoverned by ethical

principles and political ideals is accorded the highest honour once

more; Nietzsche aims to undo the work of the moralists, and this means

an pncompromising affirmation of pragmatism, against the onslaught of

philosophy. Ideals are seen not as a way of improving action, but as a

decline from the heights reached by action, as a sign of weariness:

to

" deeds...

One cannot have too much respect for man when one sees how well he

understands how to fight his way through, to endure, to turn
circumstances to his own use, to overthrow his adversaries; but
when one looks at his desires he appears the absurdest of
animals__

It is aé "if he required a playground of cowardice, laziness,
weakness, lusclousness, submissiveness for the recreation of his
strong andumanly virtues: observe human desiderata, his "ideals"™,.

Desiring man recovers from the eternally valuable in him, from his
52

3

"This is an eloquent affirmation of pragmatism, but it seems

conflict with Nietzsche’s insistence on the stupidity and
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irrationality of the active type of human being. Given the problems
Nietzsche identifies with the traditional~ideas of "rational action",
what justification can he retain for his ‘own attack on irrational
activity? The paradox disappears when it is recognized-that the
pragmatisms Nietzsche attacks and defends are not one and the same. The
pragmatism he detests is the very British type, noted in the Oxford
English Dictionary as ’‘matter-of-fact treatment of things’:%® ‘one
limits-oneself to "what can be done"; one does not entertain
"unrealistic™ possibilities. This commonsense pragmatism, as I shall
call‘lt} is ‘a very paiticular way of intérﬁreting/the priority of
actioﬁ,lfor it assumes that action pertains to a fairly consistent
pattern, so that precedent, rather than principle or desire, is the
best guide. This type of pragmatist simply does what has always been
done, 'and sees the alternative as doing nothing. For Nietzsche, the
contrast is rather with another kind of activity, which is not pre-
determined -by a fatalistic view of the world and one’s role within it:
This contrast is nowhere more clearly expressed than in the same
aphorism (A, # 283) from Human, All Too Human which was cited above as

prima facle evidence of Nietzsche’s anti-pragmatism:

', s »

Active men are generally wanting in the higher activity: I mean
that of the individual. They are active as officials, businessmen,
)Scholafs, that is to sa& as éénefic creatureé, but not as disﬁlnét

~ individual and unique human beings; in this regard they are lazy.

E e

That Nietzsche’s pragmatism gives priority to a certainytype of action
- dndividual action - is not in itself a criticism, since a pragmatism
which excluded no interpretation of "action” would be completely
meaningless. But why is individual activity "higher"? This requires

further explanation, if Nietzsche’s complex position is to be
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understood. ‘ T T e

Whereas the defence’of pragmatism usually takes place against
an alternative of "idealism"™ of some kind, Nietzsche’s affirmation of
action is contrasted first and foremost with re-action.. This explains
how the most superficially "active™ types - the busilest - can be
disparaged despite all Nietzsche says in favour of action: the
involuntary response to a stimulus is a sure sign of being acted upon,

not of activity.

A strong nature manifests itself by waiting and postponing any
reaction: it is as much characterized by a certain adiaphoria

(indifference)'as weakness is by an involuntary counteimovement

and the suddenness and inevitability of naction". 54

The inverted commas signal quite clearly that Nietzsche does not
consider reactive haste to be true activity. His pragmatism can thus be
qualified as individualistic; he affirms action to the extent that it
exhibits the individual’s uniqueness and self-reliance. But it is
equally necessary to insist that his individualism be qualified as
pragmatic, because individuality is something that is achieved through
action, not any kind of inalienable right: ’your true nature lies, not
concealed deep within you, but immeasurably high above you’.%3
Nietzsche’s pragmatism can thus be seen as the polar opposite of
commonsense pragmatism, which suggests that people do "the done thing":
on the contrary, the challenge is to do what has never been done before
and to press autonomy into ever more spheres of activity,3®

Nietzsche, then, rejects ethics and political theory as ways
of "gquiding”™ action: it is up to the individual to determine the course

his activity will take. But this does not touch the fundamental

philosophical response to pragmatism, which is to reject activity
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altogether 1in favour of -‘contemplation. To make pragmatism
individualistic will not deter this rejection; on the contrary, it -is
precisely the world . of arrogant, self-assertive individuals ‘that
philosophers have most despised and sought to evade. Their action
causes suffering and has no justification; where 1is the virtue in that?
It remains to be seen whether Nietzsche has any response to this level

g

of critique.

-The most blunt response, one which seems to make this entire
discussion look a little fooiish; is to say éhét there never wag a
problem in the first place, beceuse Nieezsche_isfas;committed to the
contemplative life as any other philosopher. What is more, there is no
need for any elaborate argumeht‘tb‘jﬁséify this cleim{”éinee‘ﬂe says so

directly himself, in a number of places.57

This is clearly a potential
embarrassment for the claim that Nietzsche is a pragmatist, but it is
not a refutation. For what these statements cannot conceal is the
extent to which Nietzsche diverges from traditional interpretatiens and
justifications of the contemplative life; what therefore remains to be
seen is quite how Nietzsche differs from the philosophical defences of
contemplation outlined'earliei, ehd to what effect.

Nietzsche’s affirmation of the lvita“'contemplétiva is
certainly not dependent on the sort of‘metathSicai<arguments we saw
produced by traditional philosophers; indeed, he goés out of his way to
reject all the usual techniques for exalting contemplation. The
argument that thinking most nearly approximates the divine essence
clearly cannot survive the death of~ggd?Hbﬁ£‘the more mundane
justificatioﬁs} that "man’s essence is thought” and that "thinkKing is
the highest form of action", are just as firmly contradicted.

The idea of a "thinking essence” to man is most visibly

rebuffed in the course of Nietzsche’s speculative forays into
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anthropogeny. These thoroughly materialist accounts consider mankind as
a gradually evolving animal species, to which conscious thought came
very late and as a result of its weakness, not as the mark of its

exaltation:

Where need and distress have forced men for a long time to
communicate and to understand each other quickly and subtly, the
ultimate result is an excess of this strength and art of
communication...Consciousness is really only a net of
communication between human beings; it is only as such that it had
to develop; a solitary human being who lived like a beast of prey
would not have needed it...As the most endangered animal, (man)

needed help and protection, he needed his peers, he had to learn

to express his distress and to make himself understood. . .5*

On this model, thinking cannot claim any primordial "essence". It could
of course still be argued that conscious thought is essential in the
sense that it distinguishes man from other animals. As a statement of
fact this distinction is difficult to dispute, but as a statement of
fact it can hardly be seen as an argument in favour of the
contemplative life. It could only play such a role if "distinction"
were to be understood in the other sense, as a mark of superiority =~
and it is precisely such an understanding that Nietzsche’s account sets
out to deflate. Moreover, Nietzsche’s insistence that conscious thought
above all served the practical function of communication completely
detaches it from its philosophical function of leading mankind to
knowledge of or attunement with Being. It might still be claimed that
thinking is the profoundest element of man, even if it developed very
late in the day; but Nietzsche suggests that it is, on the contrary,
the most superficial - it is the "herd element™ that lies on top of

everything truly individual. As for the special type of thinking known
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as contemplation, Nietzsche is 1f anything even more scathing

concerning its origins:

In rude ages...the individual in the feeling of possessing all his
powers is always intent upon...translating idea into action...But

" if his powers decline, if he feels weary or ill or melancholy or
.~ satliated...his pessimistic ideas discharge themselves only in
fwords and thoughts...In this condition he becomes thinker and
prophet...but whatever he may think about, all the products of his
thinking are bound to reflect the condition he is in, which is one

in which fear and weariness are on the increase and his valuation

of action and active enjoyment on the decrease...>®

Far from being the essence of mankind meditative thinking is,
in its origins at least, an indication of sickness - the pathological
condition of a few individuals. Given the additional claim that
conscious thought of any kind originated in the collective weakness of
mankind, this hardly amounts to a prospectus for the contemplative
life. Even so, it would be a mistake to jump to the opposite conclusion
and assume that Nietzsche is hostile to contemplation. It is almost a
matter of brinciple with him to "show" that the greatest ihiﬁgs have
foolish or unpleasant origins, but this only undermines the thing
itself in the eYes of those who, unlike Nietzsche, demand a broper
pedigree. What this exercise does ‘indicate is that the contemplatives
will have to do without supercilious references to "essences” when they
come "to justify themselves, which is in itself no minor reform for
philosophers to have to accept.

As well as rejecting the 4innate superiority of the
contemplative life, Nietzsche strongly resists the conflation of
thought and action. Against the Aristotelian (and Heidéggerian) idea

that "thinking is the highest form of action™ Nietzsche pfésehté the
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opposing view that thinking is deeply antagonistic to action. This, ‘of
course, has echoes ‘in the Calliclean criticism of philosophy’s "petty
quibbles" distracting people from making decisions and engaging in
active life., But Nietzsche quite explicitly goes beyond this idea: it
is not simply that thinking occupies time which could otherwise be
engaged in action, the fruilt of any serious meditation is the

inhibition of action:

Knowledge kills action; action requires the vells of illusion:
that is the doctrine of Hamlet, not thst'cheap wisdom of Jack the
Dreamer who reflects too much and, as it were, from an excess of
possibilities does not get around to action. Not reflection, no -

true knowledge, an insight into the horrible truth, outweighs any

motive for action...S® )

It could be said that the dispute betueeﬁ‘Nietzsohe‘aﬂ&'tﬁe
Aristotelians is merely a matter of semantics: the latter are inclined
to redefine "ection" to include thinking, whereas Nietzsche prefers to
retain it as a contrast to thihking. But this'oojection misses the
point, which is that to treat thinking as a spebies of action removes
action as a problem for philosophers'to face: "we do act; where is the
conflict?* Nietzsche, uniquely‘among the adherents of the Jita
contemplativa,uchooses to dramatize rather than defuse the principal
objection of the active man to philosophers, that they do nothing.
"Knowledge‘kiils action”: with this, he not only discards part of
philosophy’s armour, he even)sharpens its opponént;s sword. So how does
he overcome this conflict?
In the first place; he refuses to display the usual

philosophical hostility towards active types. One of Nietzsche’s

distinctions is his effort to find merits eveniiﬁ opponents and
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enemies, so it is hardly surprising that he says much in favour of the
vita activa despite identifying himself with the vita contemplativa,

warning:

Let us, as men of the vita contemplativa, not forget...what
counter-reckoning the vita activa has in store for us if we boast

‘too proudly before it of our good deeds.®

Théfieliéious t}pes} in pérticulaf, 'have at all times had the effect
of ﬁéking life hard for practical men and, where possible, intolerable
for them.’ This AOes not mean that Nietzsche "really" affirmed the
préctiéai life; rather, it is a case where the valuation ‘of the same
évéhﬁqis doubaea, because there is much to be said in favour of both
sides.® " The clearest mark of Nietzsche's respect for the active life
is his admiration for certéinwbery practical men, most notably
Napoleon, whom he had occasion to describe as 'the noble ideal as such
made flesh’.%® This recalls one of the distinctions between Plato and
Isocrates: while the former educated his pupils to become philosophers:
believing philosophy to be the highest achievement possible for man,
the iattéf h;a no édﬁi?aléﬁt determinatiod to réproducé’teacherswof
fheé&ric.“ﬁith his fulsome pfaise'forVnon-phiiosophérsg- including
those who are the antithesis of philosophers -'Nieﬁzsché approximates
the broader"edﬁéational ideal of rhetoric,

’ﬁevértﬁeless, despite his géherosityjtowar&s the achievements
of the éétive’life, Nietzsche recognizes that he himself does not
belong to that category,® which leads inevitably to the question of
whether his own ideal therefore implies a reﬂeétioﬂ“of'action. My
argument in what follows is that it does rot: Nietzsche maintains a

Versioﬁ 6f’£he\contemplativ€ life radically différent fromﬂthét

espoused by other philosophers, because it retains the primacy of
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action; the commitment to pragmatism is indeed central to the
Nietzschean project.

The question of how to reconcile the desire for insight. with
the goal of a rich and active life (which can be termed the "problem of
action") preoccupled Nietzsche throughout his career, but the most
sustained and concentrated treatment of this problem is the second of
the Untimely Meditations, "On the uses and disadvantages of history for
life" (henceforth abbreviated to "UDHL"™). The title is apt-to mislead,
so that the essay’s full significance has often been missed;
Nietzsche’s concern is not the role of the academic discipline called
"history", but of the relationship between life and learning. The term
wissen could be substituted for Geschichte without distorting
Nietzsche’s purpose; "history" in the more specific sense is at most a
concrete example of the general theme.

The Goethean epigraph in fact makes the-essay’s primary -
pragmatic - objective unmistakeable: ‘"In any case, I hate everything
that merely instructs me without augmenting or directly invigorating my
activity."’ To this, Nietzsche immediately adds his own assertion that
fknowledge not-attended by action...must...be seriously hated by us.’
Unfortunately, knowledge unattended by action 1is the norm in our modern
"historical culture™; the world is out of joint. The essay then
presents a two-fold solution to this problem. First, Nietzsche outlines
three ways in which history/knowledge can be useful for life -~ the
famous triad of monumental, antiquarian and critical history. However,
he warns that it is quite possible for any of these modes of treating
history to become unproductive and inimical to action; and that, in any
case, modern societies have become obsessed with turning history into a

scientific understanding of the past, and have lost sight even of the

goal of turning history to use. Nietzsche therefore develops a second
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requirement: beyond making history useful, there is a need‘ta get away
from all forms of historical awareness and to return to the
"unhistorical®, which he defines at one point as ’‘the art and power of
forgetting and of enclosing oneself within a bounded-horizon’.®®
Although the overall objective is a balance between these two forces,
the virtual disappearance of the unhistorical sense in our own age
means that, for a time at least, it is more important to develop this
side of our nature than to make use of history.“ The upshot.of this
bilas in favour of the unhistorical is that knowledge will have to be to
a certain extent restricted: ’‘science requires superintendence and

67 There

supervision; a hygiene of life belongs close beside science’.
will need to be a decline in the absolute amount known, until the
drives are once more sufficiently strong to cope with knowledge and
make use of it.-

This essay constitutes one of the most remarkable attacks on
the véiue‘ofvthé contemplative life ever made by a philosopher. For
Nietzsche goes beyond suggesting that the acquisition of knowledge must
be directed towards action, and asserts that it must be (to some
extent)'sacrificed in favour of the needs of healthy life: we must
learn to forget. Perhaps because of the sheer extremity of this demand,
even commentaibrs as distinguished as Heidegger have tended to ignore
it'éhd discuss only the three types of historical thinking, as if the
question were how to do history properly.®® 1In fact, the essay marks a
pragmatic commitment to subordinate history and knowledge to actioh}
and thus stands as Nietzsche’s most clearcut affirmation of the
rhetorical paideia. The "contemplative life" is not a genuine ideal at
all: "life” demands that limits be set to contemplation.

" But while "UDHL" marks an unequivocal commitment to

pragmétlém,‘the essay’s positive programme is itself highly
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problematic, as Nietzsche rapidly realized. The whole conception of
antiquarian history which "reverently preserves" tradition and allows
nationalistic self-satisfaction over past achievements is completely
inconsonant with everything he wrote after that time, and even with
much else in the essay; it is almost as if a couple of:pages of
Heidegger had found their way in from a later epoch of Being. More
importantly, the central theme of a "superintendence of science" is the
doctrine of reactionary Romanticism, which wants to turn back to’'a
simpler, stronger age, "untimely"” only in the sense of being behind its
contemporaries, and not at all uncommon in late nineteenth century
Europe. After this period, Nietzsche was never again to consider an
anti-Enlightenment solution to his "problem of knowledée“:"‘ indeed,
he was later to claim that even’at the time of writing the essay he ‘had

already overcome its conclusions: e - e

- - - . oo - . R T e o

One should speak only when one ﬁaypnot stay .silent; .and.then only
of that which one has overcome...what I had to say against the
~"historical sickness“ I said as one who had slowly and toilsomely
‘learned to recover from it and was in no way prepared to give up

"history™ thereafter because he had once suffered. from it

Given Nietzsche’s rejection of his own youthful proposals, it
might be argued that his "pragmatism"™ was a passing phase and does not
extend to the mature and more significant work. Certainly, the.simple
affirmation of action above.knowledge and as substitute for knowledge
disappears, . but . the .. problem of the conflict between
knowledge/meditation. and life/action remains. I think that the
responses to it offered.do still constitute a kind of pragmatism, which
I shall term Promethean because the my;hic_figure of Prometheus best

encapsulates Nietzsche’s ideal. As will become clear, this type
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presents a .radical alternative to the traditional philosophical ideal
of the contemplative life.

wWhile Prometheus appears sporadically throughout Nietzsche’s
work, his meaning is thoroughly explored only in The Birth of Tragedy.
Nietzsche takes the figure from the Aeschylus play, Prometheus Bound,
in which the Titan Prometheus is chained to a rock for stealiﬁéAfire
from the gods to give to mankind, and then later punished further twith
the infamous eagle) for daring to express his defiance of Zeus, How
this mythiéal tale can be formed into a pragmatic ideal in oﬁpcsitiéh
to philosophi;al contemplation is a matter I shall deal with presently.
But the immediate question is how Prometheus can symbolize the mature
Nietzsche’s response to the problem of action when the ideal arises in
The Birth of Tragedy, his first published work. The answer to this is
that, while Nietzsche'’s exegesis of the Prometheus story in The Birth
of Tragedy is entirely consistent with the pragmatism developed in the
later works, the context of the description makes it clear that he had
not at that stage alighted on the problem of action,-let alone-the
Promethean response to it. For in The Birth of Tragedy, the variations
in plot petween the various Attic tragedies are not accofded particular
significance: in each case, the hero is not an individual but rather a
‘pionysian mask’ - one way among many in which the suffering god
reveals himself.” So the focus is on Dionysus, not Prometheus, and
the ’active sin’’? which is the latter’s ’characteristic virtue’.is no
more than one facet of the Dionysian: the ’'glory of passivity’ which
Nietzsche finds in the Oedipus tragedies is just as important, for in
1872 the "Dionysian™ stands above all for the Schopenhauerian insight
into the "primal unity of being" and the illusory nature of
individuality. The Dionysian hero-god suffers from individuality

whatever he does or does not do: the purpose of tragedy is to give the
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spectator an insight into the awfulness of this suffering from
individuation that nonetheless is also redemptive through the awareness
of the indestructability of life and its triumph in individuation’s

dissolution:

we are...to regard the state of individuation as the origin and
primal cause of all suffering, as something objectionable in
itself...But the hope of the epopts (the.initiates) looked toward
a rebirth of Dionysus, which we must now dimly conceive as the end
of individuation...it is this hope alone that casts a gleam of joy
upon the features of a world torn asunder and shatt;red into
individuals...”

In passivity we can still participate in the true world of the unified
life-force. Indeed our situation, as particles of this holistic
universe, is essentially passive. We can hope at best for a redemptive

self-awareness, but not for action:

we are merely images and artistic projections for the true author,
and...we have our highest dignity in our significance as works of
art...while of course our consciousness of our own significance
hardly differs from that which the soldiers painted on canvas have
of the battle represented on it ™

As these motifs of The Birth of Tragedy either disappear
altogether or undergo a revaluation in Nietzsche’s later work, so the
Promethean and the pragmatic gain in importance. The single most
significant change is the abandonment of the basic "message" of the
Dionysian as it is conceived in The Birth of Tragedy - the notioﬁ of a
primal unity of being and of individuation as a problem in itself,
overcome in ecstatic moments in which the "truth" is glimpsed. For

once, it is not a matter of refinement or development but of complete
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abandonment: this framework is in direct opposition to Nietzsche’s
later thought. The degree of the break is perhaps— 'obscured by
Nietzsche’s .disingenuous claims in Ecce Homo that his first work
manifests ‘a profound hostile silence with respect to Christianity’.75
On the contrary, the idea of the suffering individual who requires
redemption and receives it in union with his "god" is thoroughly
infected with Christianity; if Nietzsche had been-more honest he would
have recognized the nihilism at the heart of The Birth of Tragedy.7s

" With the disappearance of this "Dienysian" framework, the
myth of Prometheus inevitably becomes more than Jjust. another "Dionysian
mask"™ -and instead takes on significance for its own specific
characteristic of "active sin". More importantly, the relationship of
Prometheus to 'the spectators .of his fate changes., Nietzsche had
stressed ‘in The Birth.of Tragedy that Prometheus - and the other tragic
heroes - are really only incarnations of the god Dionysus; ‘this
symbolism is, moreover, recognized by the spectators of the tragedy, so
that :the art form performs primarily a religious-function - to bring
the God to his worshippers, so that they can participate in his
suffering and redemption. 'There 1s thus no - such thing, " ‘strictly
speaking, as a Dionysian man or even'a Dionysian hero: there are only
Dionysian states in which individuality is mysteriously experienced as
overcome. The "Dionysian"™ therefore means primarily participation in a

religious cult: - . x "

Yes, my friends, believe with me in Dionysian life and the rebirth
of tragedy...Only dare to be tragic men; for you are to be
redeemed. You shall accompany the Dionysian pageant from India to
Greece. Prepare yourselves for hard strife, but believe in the

miracles of your god.77
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In the later Niletzsche there is above all a change of voice., from
passive to active: no longer the promise of redemption but the call to
become redeemers; no longer the individual as "work of art"™ of his god,
but rather the artist who himself creates hils gods; no longer witnesses
of the sufferings of Prometheus, but potential Prometheans.’®

But if Prometheus becomes an ideal attainable by men, what:
then is the content of that ideal? It is certainly very different  from
the relationship between knowledge and action 'suggested in - "UDHL".
In the first place, Prometheus’s original act of deflance was to give
knowledge to humans - "fire"™ is only the symbol for astronomy,
mathematics, language and all the other types of reasoned activity of

which mankind is capable.79

‘This presents actlon in the service of
knowledge as supremely noble, in contrast to the insistence on
knowledge in the service of action. Secondly, Prometheus himself is
given the epithet "farsighted": for him at least, it was not necessary
to draw a vell of "unhistorical™ forgetting in order to act, even
though he foresaw his own nemesis as the consequence of that action,
Moreover, this nemesis 1s the third distinctlon from "UDHL": whereas
there Nietzsche foresees in action a "restoration of health” and a
return to a secure and well-founded existence, the action of Prometheus
leads into conflict with the gods. This is perhaps the most important
difference of all: rather than the simple-minded optimism which
supposes that modernity is in.an fevil’ state which can be returned to

a ’'paradise of health’®° by restoring life and action, Prometheus

offers the warning - there is a price to pay: Co

The best and highest possession mankind can acqgire is obtained by
sacrilege and must be paid for with consequences that involvé the
whole flood of sufferings and sorrows with which the offended
divinities have to afflict the nobly aspiring race of ‘men,®
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There is no greater issue than this conflict between men and gods over
knowledge: Nietzsche describes it as ’‘the very first philosophical
problem’ which stands ‘before the gate of every culture, like a huge
boulder.’ . S % s
o We can see from this that there is a crucial difference in
meaning between the Promethean and the Socratic sacrifice. Prometheus
foresees his fate, Jjust as Socrates foresaw his; ‘but while Socrates met
his fate by doing nothing, Prometheus meets his through his -deeds; and
while Socrates suffers at human-hands in the sure and certain hope of
divine salvation, Prometheus ‘is punished by the:gods themselves. As
soon as one starts to make these comparisons, it becomes plain how
important an advance this Promethean ideal is on the pragmatism of
"UDHL". For the latter cannot meet the Socratic challenge head-on: it
tacitly acknowledges the premise "if you knew all the motives and
consequences of your action, you would not act'", and is thus forced to
impose limits on -the commandment "Know thyself!"™, in order to preserve
scope for action.’ But Prometheus is not intimidated by the possibility
that he will do wrong: on the contrary,'he'knows that he is doing "the
wrong thing" and that he ‘will suffer dreadfully for it; but he carries
on regardless. He 1s prepared to do what Socrates finds unthinkable:
knowingly to sin, -« . - . o o C o

Prometheus is thus the true opponent of the Socratic outlook
- that much is clear; but the nature of the-opposition still- remains
mysterious, shrouded in riddles about gods and 'sin.. This is
unsatisfactory, especilally for such an-uncompromising materialist as
Nietzsche; some effort must be made to translate the opposition into an
irreligious language. In particular, it still remains to be seen in

what sense this Promethean ideal is pragmatic, and how that pragmatism

contrasts with the philosophical justification of the contemplative
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life.‘&ﬁsxiﬂitial problem is how Nietzsche’s sws commitment to the
contemélatiyeﬂlife can be reconciled with an§ type of pragmatism; but,
at least in his own-‘terms, there is an answer to that. Earlier, we saw
the individualistic nature of Nietzsche’s pragmatism: those "acts"”
which are not individual but merely conform to roles established by
others are, strictly speaking, mere reactions. To act means among other
things "to exert energy or influesce“, and the relevance of
conte@plation a;d the insight‘éained through i; is thas’it improves the
individual’s chance’of acting as an individual. This is in contrast to
an education that limits the understanding, which makes action easy and
attended by a good consclence, but still essentially always what:is

sanctioned by the community: ' < -

The environment in which he 1is educated seeks to make every man
unfree, inasmuch as it presents to him the smallest range of
possibilities. The individual is treated by his educators as
though, granted-he is something new, what he ought to become is a
. repetition...by placing itself on the side of the fettered spirits
the child first proclaims its awakening sense of community; it is
on the basis of this sense of community, however, that it will

later be useful to its state or its class.%? -

Nevertheless, this only seems to suggest that "action" and the
individual’s interests are in conflict: it is still not obvious how the
contemplative life can contribute to action. The latter problem is
overcome in a cruclal passage which suggests how- -the "contemplative”
misunderstands himself, ‘and has no cause to feel that ‘he is merely an

observer of life:

He fancies that he is a spectator and listener who has been placed
before the great visual and acoustic spectacle that is life: he

calls his own nature contemplative and overlooks that he himself
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..is really the poet who keeps creating this life. Of course, he is
( different from the actor of this drama, the so-called active type;
but he is even less like a mere spectator and festive guest in
front of the stage...he has...above all vis creativa, which the
active human being lacks, whatever visual appearances and the
faith of all the world may say;.:This poem that we have invented
is continually studied by the so-called practical human beings
(our actors) who learn ‘their roles and translate everything into
flesh and actuality, into the everyday. Whatever has value in our
world.;.has‘been éiveﬁ Galne at some tine, as a present - and it

was we who gave and bestowed it. Only we have created the world

that concerns man.%? . . .

oy A P P ) . i
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The "so-called" active, practical types are merely "actors"™: the real
movers are the playwrights who possess.the creative force to?write
values into the world. But how does the Prometheus myth fit this
account? In the first place, he was prepared to defy the existing
authorities‘in order toftransform the future., According to Nietzsche,
"the gods" are the products of}the enormous debt felt by successful
tribes<towardsﬂtheir ancestors: to make one’s ancestors into gods is a

way of honouring‘them.°‘

. Prometheus’s defiance of the gods is thus the
defiance of the\community, its ancestors, traditions, and values.
Prometheus is not prepared to accept that he should "“act" according to
the rules set down by his "god"; he is not prepared simply to be an
actor. But does he have vis creativa, the crucial element? After all,
according to the Greeks Prometheus committed sacrilege: he "took
possession of what was sacred". He thus appears as thief and criminal
rather than creator and inventor. But "criminal"™ and "creator" are
merely two different designations of the same type! It is the fate of
the creator of new valuations to be seen as criminal by all those

committed to the old deities, which is to say by the "community".

perhaps,‘under this weight, the individual even sees himself in this
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lightgkfor‘eil'that,rhg”is a creator:

EE I -

Did Prometheus have to fancy first that he had stolen the light
-+ and then pay for that - -before-he ‘finally discovered that he had
created the light by coveting the light and that not only man ‘but
also the god was the work of his own hands and had been mere clay
in his hands? All mere images of the maker - no less than the
- fancy, the theft, the Caucasus, the vulture, and the whole tragic

. :VPrometheia of all seekers after knowledge?®®
To change values and shape the future are properties that belong to
gods, yet at the same time they are the truly active functions to which
an individual can attain; they are what ralse him above the level of
the "actor". To act means: to attack the community and its values, to
usurp, the functions of a god, to destroy gods - /for what would there
be to create if gods -Rexisted?'°‘

This should indicate the gulf that separates Nietzsche’s
conception ofwthe,“contemplative,life" from those ph;losophical
versions we considered earlier. Nietzsche does not view it as a means
of avoiding the guilt involved in activity; on the contrary, he sees it
as a means to take on a larger guiltﬁtban is possible for a "fettered
spirit” involved in repetitive activity; it is the very antithesis of
the Socratic demand to do the right thing. The hardest yet
simultaneously most necessary part of the task is to overcome the sense
that a "divine sanction" is required for all thought and action. This
is absoiutely not an outmoded t;sk, rendered obsolete by the death of
god. ‘For the "divine sanction™ is an integral part of the modern

S '

project;of hermeneutics, which ﬁeidegger“states is

referable to the name of the god Hermes by a playful thinking that

is more compelling than the rigour of -science...hermeneutics means

115




not just the interpretation but, even before it, the bearing of

message and tidings...%

+ PR - o v

Heidegger's praise for this "messenger god"” encapsulates the role

accepted by philosophers from Socrates onwards, as interpreters of
divine wishes, followers of the gods’ commands: philosophy’s long
association with plety is not &et ended. It is thus of no small
interest that Hermes plsys an important role in Prometheus Bouné: he
brings the‘messagejto Prometheus to mend his ways, accept zeus’s role,
or else face an even worse fate. Prometheus, though,.meets these
entreaties with contempt: ’‘Lapdog of the gods!...I look at this. I look

-

at you./ Torment or slavery? I wouldn’t change.’°°

Prometheus versus
Hermes: there is the real antithesis. Against the traditional
. . - : .

justification for the contemplative life, that men have been too proud
and rash in their activity and need to learn to obey, Nietzsche
suggests the opposite justification: that men have never been proud
enough, and need to take time for themselves if they are to gather
sufficient pride for the highest tasks of revaluing values and usurping
the gods. lt is above all not a final escape from action, but a

temporary absence, a departure that always promises a return; this is

the only "contemplative life" Nietzsche can accept as an ideal:

he must yet”oome to ﬁs, the redeemiog man of greaﬁ love and
~+ . contempt, the creative spirit whose compelling strength will not
.let him rest in any aloofness or any beyond, whose isolation is
misunderstood by the people as if it were flight from reality -
while it is only his absorption,‘imﬁersios, penetration into
* reality, so that, when he one day emerges again into the light, he

may bring home the redemption of this 1:eali1:.y...°9

S0 : | s

In this ideal of. Promethean pragmatism Nietzsche provides a
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match to the philosophical vita contemplativa at the level of the
paidela or cultural ideal. The philosophers have always. oversimplified
the choice, to a straight contest between:"worldly success™:and "inner
satisfaction™, Their trump card was the asseétionrthat the-rhetorical
paldela could only triumph among the ignorant:.the rhetors offered a
limiting education quite deliberately, to prohibit full, philosocphical
awareness of the practical life and the "true nature" of action. In the
face of its defamation by philosophers.Nietzsche was, after The Birth
of Tragedy, ‘always committed to rehabilitating action: first, .by
arguing (in "UDHL") very much -along the lines of the rhetors; but
ultimately,. by embracing the search for :knowledge- and the
"contemplative life™ that the philosophers had claimed - -as' their
privilege, and demonstrating that it, too, could serve a practical

purpose.

. kkk
- C iren

It is clear, then, that-Nietzsche offers a powerful alternative-to-the
traditional philosophical defences of contemplation. Nevertheless,
doubts must remain over the status of this alternative, since it seems
far distant both from the pragmatism of-the rhetors and from the
"common sense™ understanding of pragmatism as practical success, I will
therefore conclude this chapter by considering Nietzsche’s pragmatism
in these contexts. - ~: : . L . o

So far:.as-the rhetors are concerned, it is certainly true
that they were inclined to appeal to the common sense of the common
man,®® which is utterly alien to Nietzsche. But it would be a grave

mistake to deduce from such moves that the rhetorical education

reproduced uncritically all the banalities of "common sense"™ and saw in
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them universal truths of existence. After dismissing the unworldliness
of the philosophers, Isocrates immediately opens a second front against
the narrow-minded-"teachers of politics" who assume that-everything of
importance can be transmitted unproblematically straight from- teacher

to pupil.91

Against them, he insists on the dmportance of individual
experience (empelria) and practice, as the only way of attaining kairos
- the abllity to respond appropriately to' a unique situation. By
arguing that the meaning of empeiria cannot be taught, Isocrates
diverges dramatically ‘from all pragmatists and dogmatic empiricists who
assume that they know what experience is and can determine in advance
the "matter of fact™ course of action. He therefore 'stands in close
proximity to Nietzsche’s individualistic pragmatism, which insists that
once the uniqueness of the individual’s situation is appreciated it can
no longer be governed by rules and formulae,%2

Notwithstanding this affiliation it is, of course, hardly
plausible to claim that the rhetors 'valued scientific inquiry in the
manner of a Nietzsche, but it would be just as great a mistake to
assume that they were social conformists of the type that Nietzsche
despised, who evaluatéd according to éalcuiatiénstbf ﬁsefulness to the
state, of prudence, and of the "possible". The object of their
education is rather to instil an independence and stern pride that asks
how the world can be set to work for the individual’s exaltation. In
the Gorgias, Callicles remains completely immune to the argument that
it is better to suffer than to commit wrong. Socrates supposes a case
where' a powerful man commits crimes and claims that, by way of
compensation, ‘he will be a villain and his victim an honourable man’;
to which Callicles replies: ‘Isn’t that exactly what ‘is so

revolting?"3 ‘The virtuous man as "victim", as the passive sufferer of

fate, is beyond Callicles’s comprehension, and can be regarded only
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with contempt and disgust; it.offends against pride and dignity. The
great .contrast with Nietzsche .is perhaps' that Callicles’s reaction is
the instinctive rejection of -a monstrous proposal: Socrates is.ahead of
his-time. The task with which Nietzsche is faced is to regain the
spirit that informed Callicles’s Jjudgements,'and bring it into-an
altogether subtler age.-Today, blinded by the transfigurations-of
"suffering wrong" effected .by the martyrdoms o£ Socrates and the god-on
the ‘cross for whom-he was:a prophet, it is difficult to see any virtue
in:Callicles, ‘anything beyond a.defence of Realpolitik. But Callicles’s
refusal to offer a."higher™ defence was no aberration: suffering wrong
was for him almost a vice; how could he know that it would one day be
accounted a éirﬁue'worth§ of a god? Neﬁertﬁeiésb, given ﬁhé’g}eél
burden 6%ﬁcﬁris£i§n histo;y it is inadequatebnow £o'gi;e théiéaﬁ;
peremptory response that Callicles gave then. What is required is a way
to overcome the great fear of doing wrongAthat pervades‘thelmodern
world, by giving this "evil", too, its virtuous defenders, prophets -

and gods:

" .

If one is rich enough, it

T

is even fortunate to be in the wrong. A
god come to earth ought to do nothing whatever but wréng: to take
upon oneself, not the punishment, but the guilt - only that would
be godlike."

-

This suggests a continuity petween’the ideals of Nietzsche
and the rhetors,ﬂbut isn’t there a fundamental paradox about any
"ideal"” of pragmatism? What if the moral:intgllectual ideal of the
philosophical lifeAturns out to be less alluring on closer examination?
Thg realypragmatists are onlynconcerned about what happens "in
prac;icef;Aqu there, even the philospphe;s arefagreed on tge

outj.come,95 But if the institutions of the worla'worklby\and large along
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practicalrlines, -and the philosophical paidela remains the preserve of
a'monkish minority, then what need does Nietzsche’s pragmatism and its
attack on the idealists serve? Is it,: after all, a purely academic
question? - S ; ' e R . is

“ :+The answer to this will depend, in large measure, on the
extent to which pragmatism is reckoned to have won the ancient argument
over ‘cultural ideals; perhaps the situation is less clearcut .than has
so far been suggested. Nietzsche, after-all, reserved his greatest
disdain for the idealism of-the modern "active men", which he regarded

as their distinctive vice:

-, il

..The place one is most certain to find idealist theories is with

1

unreflective practical men; for their reputation requires an
“" idealist lustre.® Y

»

et : -

FolloQiA;.grom_tgis;\i£’mus£1be seriously‘doubted whether our ;racéical
men and society bear much similarity to the ancient rhetors and their
ideals. Lat%erdaf praémagism receives its justification in its social
utility: things get done, wheels keep turning, and the productive
éconéﬁ&aadvahéeét fhéiindividualisticvideal of political arete tau&ﬁt
by’tha‘fbetors hasyutterly disabpearéd:!sb how can pragﬁétigﬁ have
triumphed?

Set against this, of course, is the continuing sense of
philosﬁéhers that they are surrounded by ; wa;téland of pragmatism,
which today even penetrates into the once sacred space of the
univeiéiéy,:tesﬁlné all institutions through "perforﬁanée criteria” and
demanéing the usefulness of all skills: there has, it woﬁid'séem, neve;
been a time when worldly, practical forces have been more dominant. But

it is interesting to see where these critics of "postmodern

performativity™ locate their enemy. Within the university, it has often
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been observed that the contemporary syllabus places a heavy emphasis on
direct contact with lecturers: so many courses are undertaken on such
wide-ranging matters that the most conscientious student is only ever
capable of surveying a small quantity of:the available information, and
has to rely on the lecturer to give a fuller picture. This has been
depicted as the real fact-value distinction: the teacher has the facts,
while all the student has is values. From a performative perspective;
there is nothing inadequate in this education, since it prepares the
student perfectly for the situations he will encounter-as a '"second-
class citizen" in which the important decisions will be taken by those
with power-knowledge, and he will be left only :with ancillary

97

functions. Applying the same-idea to society 'generally, Lyotard

views the growth of computerization as the potential

"dream" instrument for controlling and regulating the market
system, extended to include knowledge itself and governed
exclusively by the perforﬁativity principle."Iﬁ that case it would

inevitably involve the use of terror.%®

But this scenario could be avoided by an-alternative which at the same

time seems to present the one potential weakness of an otherwise all-

embracing pragmatic performativity: - - S

it could also aid groups discussing metaprescriptives by supplying
them with the information they usually lack for making

knowledgeable decisions. The line to follow for computérization to
take the second of these two paths is, in principle, quite simple:
give the public free access to the memory and data banks. Language
games would then be games of perfect information at any given

moment .

This outburst of optimism has often been lampooned for its failure to
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provide any account of why the "second path"™ might be taken: But'it
deserves to be treated seriously, if for no other reason than the
relationship it and other radical critiques (re)identify between
philosophy and pragmatism: not the former’s oppression by the latter,
but -~ their mutual dependence. For if the battleground is.the access to
knowledge and the restrictions on it imposed under the present systen,
then both sides believe that knowledge = the power to act and that
absence of knowledge = impotence. But to emphasize the necessity of
knowledge for decision-méking is implicitly*to }epeat the basic
Socratic critique of the rhetorical paideia: the individualrdare not
take responsibility for acting without the rea;surance of knowledge., -~

Naturally, it will be said that ouf.agé allows individuals'to
do whatever they 1like; that never befor; was action. so
"individualistic™, Yet at the same time "individual action" is
increasingly governéd by regulation and protocol; one acts when one
finds a justification for that action and preferably with as little
"exposure"” as possible. The scope for truly individual action is found
in the frivolous, the unaccountable, and the inconsequential. For
anything that matters, what has value is information - not opinions.
Expressing values and discussing opinions is what anyone can do, even
the most impotent; thus little care is taken with them, and the most
powerful men may have utterly puerile opinions. If the individual acts
through knowledge, then he acts according to what is least individual
about him, according to the universal, or at any rate to the socially
testable; he does what anyone would do, given the available knowledge.
The Socratic guilt-complex dominates, whether it drives on; to the
contemplative or to the practical life: action without knowledge, let
alone Promethean action in spite of knowledge, 1s to be avoided

whenever possible.
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In sum, then, it is not pragmatism that has emerged
victorious, but a framework  of impersonal questioning - "what is to be
done?™ -~ to which today both the contemplative and practical lives in
their different ways respond. Rhetorical pragmatism stands outside this
framework; it "Jjustifies"™ actions not according to norms of ethics or
performativity, but through the pride taken in them, and it insists on

asking the most personal questions, whatever the consequences:
"What am I really doing? And why am I doing it?" - that is the
question of truth which is not taught in our present system of
education and is consequently ﬂot asked; we have no time for
it...But what, after all, are seventy years! - they run on and are
soon over; it matters so little whether the wave knows how and
whither it flows! indeed, it could be a piece of prudence not to
know it. "Admitted: but not even to ask after it is not a sign df
possessing much pride; our education does 'not make:people

proud”. - S0 much the better. - "Really?"99 ]
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Asserting that Nietzsche’s texts are rhetorical is always liable to
fuel the prejudice that they: substitute eloquence for argumentative
rigour and represent another triumph of style over substance. There are
indeed those who see in Nietzsche - and not just in Nietzsche - a
serious threat to rational inquiry which needs to-be put in its place,
namely "literature™ or “entertainment™, or in fact any category which
reveals the essentially non-rational nature of his writings. At best,
he has some interesting ideas which can be made into philosophical
arguments; but he himself does not bother. To these guardians of logic
and rationality, Nietzsche’s biggest fault 1s that he- lacks proper
argumentation. This chapter consists of an analysis of this notion of
"proper argumentation", and a two-pronged attack on the sort of
position I have just outlined. - -:.

Firstly, it is no longer credible simply to assert that
rhetoric "lacks argument"™ and consists merely of aﬁpeal to the
emotions. A new wave of thinkers, most notably Perelman and Olbrechts-
Tyteca,1 have gone back to Aristotle and rediscovered the central place
of argumentation in rhetorical theory. The general tendency of this
revaluation is to minimize the differences between philosophy and
rhetoric, and to describe those that remain in terms of context and
assumed audience rather than the absolute polarities of
rational/irratioﬂal'and argument/style.

However, both the Aristotelian and neo-Aristotelian accounts
leave philosophy as the highest -and purest form of rational

argumentation, even if no longer the only form, and so with respect :to
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Nietzsche the problem is modified and rephrased, but not dissipated.
His quirky argumentation- could-be commended by the Aristotelians as an
appropriate form of address :to-a less academic audience, but this
"legitimacy®™ would be 'bought for it at the price of recognizing-its
inferior rationality - and Nietzsche makes: no such bargain. < 7 "~ -«
The bulk of this chapter is thus devoted to.a second line of
defence - or rather attack - which repudiates the "live and let live"
approach of-the first. My thesis is that Nietzsche’s form of
argumentation is, for now at least, the one most appropriate to
rational, scientific inquiry and - to recall an old-fashioned phrase -
to the search for wisdom. As we shall see, this® cannot be the case
according to the Aristotelian,conceptions of science and wisdom, which
must therefore themselves become the subject of dispute. This is as it
should be: it is Jjust as important to dispel'the image of Aristotle as
the "protector of rhetoric"™ as it is to counter the all-out Platonic
attack which he is taken to ward off. Nietzsche, and rhetoric, neither
desire nor require such patronage, for they want to be masters - over
their "patrons", too! o | a
: - Yoems L .
.
Whatever the ultimate deficiencies of themneo-Aristotelians, they have
unquestionably performed’a valuable function by reecuing rhetoric from
the ghetto of "style" and "eloquence" to which it has for many
centuries been confined. Historically; the blame for this lies,
according to Perelman, with sixteenth century figures such as Peter
Ramus, who distorted the traditional tripartite Aristotelian scheme of

logic, dialectic and rhetoric. Logic for Aristotle consisted of

procedures of demonstration through valid reasoning, dialectic laid
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down the rules and tactics for questioning and answering in a dialogue;
and'rhetoric dealt with the methods appropriate when-addressing an
audience. Crucially, all three employed structured arguments - a point
which Ramus ignores. He reduces Aristotle’s-three categories to two,
with the major category of dialectic becoming'the "one .method" for
reasoning well which, in its all-encompassing scope, ’‘presides over
mathematics, philosophy, opinions and human conduct.’? Rhetoric,
conversely, gets squeezed ocut of the realm of rationality. As Perelman
puts it: - “ : . : , . "

The scope that was now given to dialectic, as embracing both the
study of valid inferences and the art of finding and discovering
arguments, deprived Aristotle’s rhetoric of its...essential
elements..., leaving only elocution, the study of ornate forms of
language...this rhetoric of figures...led progressively from the
degeneration to the death of rhetoric.?

A

An interesting and by no means purely academic question is

)

why this relatively impoverished conception of rhetoric came so rapidly
to dominate. Perelman offers the fascinating suggestion that since the
end of the sixteenth century there has been a turn quite generally in

European thought towards settling debates by providing evidence of
various kinds (Cartesianism, Protestantism and empiricismrbeing three
prominent examples). Given that rhetorical argumentation comes into
play precisely‘where evidence does not, for whatever reason, settle a
dispute, it was perhaps inevitable in such circumstances that its
importance would diminish and its role become redefined.* One might add
that, conversely, twentieth -century disillusionment over optimistic

claims for the panacea of "evidence" provides fertile ground for. the

regeneration of rhetoric. However, another reason for the widespread
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acceptahce of Ramus’s views was that the dismis;ivé attitudes tdwards
rhetoric which they embodied were not at all new. The criticism of
rhetoric as no more than the presentation of pre-established opinions
goes back at least to Plato’s Gorglas: Perelman 1s exaggerating when he
describes Ramus’s trivialization of rhetoric as an ’innovation’.®

In the end, though, it ﬁétteré mbrézwhere rhetoiid is éoing
than where it ﬁas come from. For Perelman, it is mdfé than é qﬁestion
of publicizing Aristotle’s Rhetoric, dés;iéé his debts to that work.,
Perhaps surprisingly, he too ﬁergesMcertain'of‘Aristotie’sméééegories;
just as Ramus had done before him. Instead of inéorporaiing 1ogié
within dialectic and leaving rheforic on the outside, Péréima;
incorporates dialectic within a widened catééoryléf rhetéric; 1éa§iﬂg
logic on the outside. The juétification for this procedure is that
dialectic and rhetoric both involve argumentétion, ﬁhereas logic'is
simply concerned to demonétratk, ihdependént of what ahyonefé'épiniéns
are on a given subject. Since deﬁdnstration occurs oniy ih féfmal
logic, mathematics and tﬁe sciences,—all other areas of aiscourse‘ﬁust;
according to Perelmén, be ‘considered the realm of rhetoric. This is no£
to say that the same standards of argumentation wiii aﬁply aéroés the
board in undifferentiated fashion, but it broadens rhetoric from the

traditional image of the orator in front of a cfoﬁ&; As Perelman

explains:

In contrast to anclent rhetoric, the new rhetoric is concerned
with discourse addressed to any sort of audience - a crowd in a
public square or a gathering of specialists, a single being or all
humanity. It even examines aégumehts'addfessed to oheself in
private deliberation...The theory of argumentation, ' conceived as a
new rhetoric or dialectic, covers the whole range of discourse
that aims at persuasion and conviction, whatever the audience

addressed and whatever the subject matter. The general( study of

127



argumentation can be augmented by‘qucia}izeq'methodologies‘
according to the type of audience and the nature of the

discipline...In this manner we can work out a juridical or a

philosophical logic that would be the specific application of the
new rhetoric to law or philosophy.®

It does not require too much imagination to see what sort of
defence of Nietzsche’s argumentation could be mounted from this
starting-point. If formal logical demonstrations argktakeqmas the
measure of proper philosophical reasoning, then clearly Nietzsche willz
fail the test. But what work of philosophy would pass.such a testz The
excuse for the failure is often the notorious difficulties of
translating natural languages into formal languages, with the promise
appended that in time a workable solution to these problems will be
found. Perelman’s case is that such an "answer™ 1is in principle
unavailable, and that the search for it stems from a misunderstanding
of the nature of philosophical discourse. Lacking the possibility of
secure foundations, philosophy has to abandon demonstrationjin favour
of argument. In practice, according to Perelman, it hasha;waysidone
this and will continue so to do, whatever its aspirations to
ngcientific™ status. On the other side of the coin, eloquent and ornate
speeches and writings have always been accompanied,by,serioug
argumentation - otherwise they are simply'bad (i.e. ineffective)
rhetoric. Consequently, the antithesis melts away: philosophy is always
less than logical proof and involves elements of persuasion; (good)
rhetoric is always more than mere style and involves an appeal through
argument to the rational faculties. Or, to put it_another\way('the
difference is largely a matter of presentation, of elocutio. Philosophy‘
likes to dress up in what Nietzsche described as ’the hocus-pocus of

1

mathematical form’,’ whereas rhetoric prefers to dress down in
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emotional appeal and aesthetics; but, either way, the-core of good
argumentation is essential. The attack on Nietzsche thus collapses,
since it was based on a false dichotomy.®

I have already argued that Perelman’s central contention -
that philosophy is a form of argumentation, not demonstration - is a

® and I shall not-discuss it further. But even if this is

good one,
granted, I do not:think-that the suspicions of Nietzsche’s
"unphilosophical™ argumentation can be dismissed as lightly as I have
just now suggested. In particular, there are two key points at which
Perelman’s departure from the Aristotelian schema suppresses important
doubts, most obviously against Nietzsche but ultimately, I shall be
arguing, against the whole neat separation of logic/science from
rhetoric which underlies all the hitherto-existing accounts.

The first point concerns the elision of -Aristotle’s distinct
categories of "dlalectic™ and -"rhetoric",. which Perelman defends by
claiming that, set beside the fundamental divide between an argument
directed to an audience and a .demonstration that is entire unto itself,
all other divisions pale into insignificance. This is surely to assume
what requires some-sort of argument: is there not, for example, -a
profound difference between the framework of dialectical inquiry among
those seeking truth and knowledge, and the framework of debate within
courts and political.assemblies, which manage practical affairs?-Even
accepting that 'philosophy does not "demonstrate", there remains a
strong inclination to claim:that its argumentative procedures indicate
a seriousness about discovering the truth which Nietzsche’s (for
example) lack. The urge to insist on profound divisions within the
sphere of argumentation therefore remains, and Aristotle’s

dialectic/rhetoric distinction could be a useful guide for remaking it.

However, the second point i1s in many ways even more
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important. Perelman’s concern to differentiate argumentation from
demonstration seems to blind him to the affinities between dialectic
and science. Indeed, according to Aristotle, the main difference is
that the-initial ‘premise in a dialectical procedure does not have the
status of "truth" accorded to the first premise in a scientific
demonstration, but is rather the "probable opinion™ adopted by the
interlocutor and subjected to probing. The fundamental logical
structure of the argument is still, according to Aristotle, the
syllogism, Even in rhetoric, the syllogism remains the model, although
it is altered in the guise of the "“enthymeme". This in turn raises two
big doubts against Nietzsche which Perelman’s account would not allow.
Filrst, i1f the big distinction is between valid arguments and less~than-
valid arguments, -rather than between demonstration and argumentation,
it becomes possible to resurrect the case against Nietzsche, since he
clearly despised the pretensions of valid argumentation, which could be
seen as "proper"™ to philosophy. Secondly, it returns the question of
logic centre-stage. For if the syllogism is the model for the highest
forms of reasoning, it would seem that the less strict one’s reliance
on the syllogism in argument, the less reliable one’s conclusions
become, and the less rational in the highest sense one’s argument. In
fact, I suspect that Perelman implicitly accepts something like this
graduated view, but because its source in logic and science is kept out
of the discussion, offstage, it is impossible for any alternative
paradigm to argue its case; he presents just the tip of the
Aristotelian iceberg and makes us think we see it whole. To sharpen up
the debate, therefore, and to avoid confusion, it is the Artistotelian
framework and not any modern derivative that will provide the basis for

our discussion of argumentation.

130

bRms . mome



v ey e a S M . Kk k

; ‘ , . -
A critique of the "inadequacy"™ of Nietzsche’s argumentation could quite
easily use the Aristotelian schema as its starting-point, -and indeed,
to do this might well give greater definition to the often.rather
nebulous distrust of his presentation. For ‘it is hard-to read the
Rhetoric without belng struck by the applicability to Nietzsche of many
of the key-elements of rhetorical. argumentation as Aristotle sets them
out. And since Niletzsche is supposed to be a philosopher, he ought,
according to the Aristotelian division of intellectual labour, to be

R

employing scientific or dialectical forms of argumentation, where
stricter standards iof rationality are required. 10 1 will concentrate
here on four respects in which Nietzsche;s"argumentation seems to
belong to Aristotle's rhetorical,'rather than scientific or dialectical

categories.

¢

The first two issues relate to the enthymeme, which Aristotle

asserts is the core of rhetorical argumentation. Despite this, its

precise nature is never clearly defined. It is described as the

11

*rhetorical syllogism’ which suggests the fundamental deductive

framework common to the whole of Aristotle s Organon, but of course

leaves unanswered the question of what makes the rhetorical syllogism

Ay - ¢

distinctively rhetorical Some commentators have suggested that it is

)

impossible to achieve the formal definition possible for the scientific

.

demonstration simply because of the essentially pragmatic nature of
rhetorical discourse. According to this position, Aristotle only

defined the enthymeme functionally, as "argumentation appropriate for
persuading an audience to accept a thesis" - precisely what is
appropriate will depend on the circumstances.? Unhelpful as it may be

for comprehending the nature of rhetorical argumentation, this
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pragmatic element is an important and distinctive feature, which I
shall be returning to later. However, even these commentators admit
that Aristotle provides a formal description of enthymemes too, which
is alleged to apply at least in the great majority of cases. It will
not distort Aristotle’s account greatly to concentrate on this aspect.
wWhat distinguishes the enthymeme from its equivalent in
dialectic is the truncated nature of the reasoning, best expressed in

«+

Aristotle’s restatement towards the end of the Rhetoric:

¥ v . .

It has alxeady,ﬁoeen, po;nted out . that the enthymeme is a
deduction...We have also noted the differences between it and the
deduction of dialectic. Thus we must not carry its reasoning too
far back, or the length of our argument will cause obscurity; nor
must we put in all the steps that lead to our conclusion, or we

shall waste words in saying what is manifest.!?
There are actually two distinctions marked here. The first concerns the
reduction of the syllogism, which normally consists of two premises and
a conclusion. In rhetorical argumentation, the major premise is
frequently omitted, leaving a leap from premise to conclusion which is

justified by what 13 tacitly "understood™ by the audience.1

But Aristotle also mentions that we ‘must not carry our
reasoning too far back’, which is presented as a different point from
that about particular syllogisms. A demonstration or argument is never
just a single syllogism but rather consists of a whole series of them;
moreover in science and dialectic they form a chain, in which each
conclusion forms one of the premises for the next syllogism. Aristotle

suggests that the rhetor will use a shorter chain, not wishing to

overtax his audience by reasoning up to or down from basic general

principles.
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What is abundantly clear is that for Aristotle the attenuated
nature of rhetorical argumentation has no rational justification, but
stems from the requirement of persuading a non-specialist audience.
From this pragmatic perspective, complete syllogisms are too boring,
and long chains.of argument are too difficult,

The striking thing about Nietzsche,’ of course, is that much
of his work consists of "defective™ deductions of exactly this type. So
far as the truncated syllogism is concerned, an extreme example would
be one of Nietzsche’s maxims.}® Thus ‘What does not kill me makes me
atzonger"‘ could be rewritten along the following lines: "Reflection
on every new experience makes me stronger; what does not kill me is a
new experience I can reflect on; therefore what does not kill me makes
me stronger.” The last part alone is a maxim, the first and last
together an enthymeme, and all three together form a syllogism.

But, even more pléinly, the chain of reasons is neverﬂvety
long in Nietzsche. The aphoristic f;rm dominates his work, so that his
development of an ldea rarely exceeds a couple of paragraphs, and is
often just a few lines. No-one accuses this procedure of being boring,
but it means that the thesis lacks the grounding in first principles
assoclated with science, and the subjection to critical inquiry

.

associated with dialectics.

Besides the enthymeme, Aristotle’ considers the example to be
the other form of argumentation appropriaté to rhetoric. It has a
similar relation to induction as the enthymeme has to deduction - it is
a truncated version. Whereas indﬁction‘wb}ks up from particular cases
to a general proposition, and then "deduces™ from that proposition{
example moves from particular case(s) to particular case(s). Aristotle
gives as illustration the attempt to prove that war against the Thebans

would be an evil for the Athenians. Since this is a case of "war
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against one’s neighbour", argumentation by example would operate by
showing that, in another instance, a war against a -neighbour turned out
badly; the 'p:oot"’ would reside in the comparison between the two
cases, Argumentation by induction, on the other hand, would seek to
establish the general proposition that "war against one’s neighbours is
an evil™, and assert the Athenians’ situation as a particular instance
of the rule.!* Strictly speaking, induction has only been completed
when all known instances of one type have been shown to have the
relevant qualities.

As was the case with enthymemes and complete deductions, the
justification for using examples rather than inductions is pragmatic
rather than rational. Aristotle suggests that examples are often more

popular than enthymemes, because men

like to learn and to learn quickly, and this end is achieved more
easily by examples and stories, since these are familiar to them
and are of the nature of particulars, whereas enthymemes are

proofs based on generalities, with which we are less famillar than

with the patticular..."

[

Here once again the emphasis is on ease, speed, and familiarity, rather
than accuracy and reliability. As a result, two concrete theoretical
problems may arise for the example that are not difficulties for the
completed induction: first, is the analogy between the two cases
sufficliently accurate?; and, secondly, are there counter-examples which
would suggest different conclusions? Both these questions show up
apparent weaknesses of the example when considered from a purely
scientific perspective.

While Nietzsche occasionally introduces examples of the

strict Aristotelian description, in which "particular justifies
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pazticular',’° it is far more common for examples to be used in support
of a general thesis. Even then, however, there is no attempt to
construct an inductive proof and establish the general statement: it is
quite foreign to Nietzsche’s argumentation to -justify a universal
statement by a complete or even thorough enumeration of particular
instances. Consequently, many of the aphorisms fit the broader
Aristotelian description of "learn(ing) quickly...by examples:and
stories™, with all the problems that entails from the perspective of
n ., )

P
%

science.

A8 well as the length and thoroughness of rhetorical
argumentation, its other prime distinguishing feature is the
potentially vertiginous freedom at its disposal in the choice of
material with which to construct an argument. And this relative freedom
applies both with respect to the starting-point of an argument, and the
development which that'&iéhmene foliows.'The &3E£ingent ataéting-point
is in facéiaﬁared with dialectics: whe?éaq science has to start from
universal, necessary truths, dialectic and rhetoric operate in an
argumentative context, and so it is only an accident if the p}emisé
with which £hey begin happens to Se a‘necessa¥y proposition; In
general, it will simply be a "commonplace™, that is to say a reputable
opinion.

Though rhetorical and dialectical discourses might start from
the same proposition, they are unlikely to continue in the same manner.
Dialectics probes the opinions presented by asking whether they assert
essential or accidental predicates; whether they could be used as
definitions and if 'so whether the definition would be abpropriate:
whether éh; opinions would be asserted in other cases from the same
genus and species and, if not, whether that undermines them. Rhetoric

does not "test" opiﬂions in such a methodical manner, and employs the

135

it o T



material of history, political science, psychology, and even literature
and fable in order to justify the opinions asserted.??

This contrast between the logico-linguistic critical analysis
of dialectic and the more diverse and unsystematic processes of
rhetoric can be explained by reference to their differing interactions
with the audience. The dialectician must bring a real or imagined
respondent round to his point of view through posing a series of
interconnected questions. It 1s the logico-linguistic implications of
whatever attitude .he adopts that are significant. And these will have
significance not only for "winning an argument™, but for establishing
the truth of certain propositions, if they withstand the testing

procedure. Aristotle asserts the two-fold importance of dialectics for

the philosophical sciences:

it is useful, because the ability,to“puzzle on both sides of a
subject will make us detect more easil} the truth and error about
the several ﬁéintﬁ that arise. It has a further use in relation to
the principles used in the several sciences...it is through
. reputable opinions about them that these have to be discussed, and
this task belongs properly, or most appropriately, to dialectic;
for dialectic is a process of criticism wherein‘lies the path to

-

the principles of all inquiries.z’

Through its procedural rules, dialectic-can hope to produce common

ground from the initial diversity of opinions and perspectives. As one

o

commentator has put . it: - Co L

The faculties are engaged scientifically when these differences
between individuals have been eliminated and the object is the
same for all faculties which are directed towards it. Dialectic is
the activity which effects the passage from the prescientific to
the sclentific use of the faculties.?

136



Rhetoric has no such horizon. The rhetor is concerned only to win the
audience over, so that any material which may tend to do this, however
useless as a preparation for science, will be employed.

One of the most distinctive features of Nietzsche'’s
philosophy is the variety of sources and resources he brings to his
inquiries. He uses historical events, famous people, cultural
stereotypes, fables, parables, and his own "psychological insights" to
back up assertions. On the other hand, he studiously avoids the usual
recourse to arguments about concepts and ‘linguistic structures which
dominate much of modern philosophy. The diversity of material is
evident in all the works from Human, All Too Human onwards, but in Ecce
Homo it has often been taken as a sign of Nietzsche’s incipient
madness, the process is taken to such an extreme: while the major
themes of Western philosophy are dismissed with little more than
slogans, infinite care is taken with trivial matters such as when and
how to drink one’s tea. Even 1f this does not indicate an unbalanced

mind, it certainly bears no relation to the serious testing procedures

of dialectics.?®

To summarize this section: I have tried to bring out the
distinctive features of rhetorical argumentation as presented by
Aristotle, and at the same time I have argued that Nietzsche’s
argumentation is primarily rhetorical rather than dialectical or
sclentific. Given that philosophy 1s scientific (according to
Aristotle) or scilentific-dialectical (to use the Arlistotelian
terminology to describe Plato’s position), the suggestion may be made,
and has often been, even if not in precisely these terms, that
Nietzsche’s argumentation is inappropriate for philosophy, and lacks

the scientific and critical rigour required.

137

., g g | —pagaimas



1 2 £

The usual ways of dealing with this paradox are unsatisfactory. The
first is to claim that Nietzsche was interested in emotional effect and
art only, so that the rhetorical nature of his argumentation is
unsurprising: he does not aspire to the “higher rationality™ of
philosophy and sclence. Against this, I shall indicate Nietzsche's
passion for science and enlightenment - which, of ‘course, only brings
the paradox of his argumentation back into sharp relief.?® The second
approach is to attempt to turn Nietzsche into a scientific-dialectical
philosopher by filling in the gaps and employing the more traditiocnal
forms of argumentation to defend his “concepts". This accomplishes even
less than the first defence, since it does ﬁothing to challenge the
notion that Nietzsche argues badly, and removes the excuse that the
wartistic" interpretation had provided. The third approach - the one I
adopt - is to challenge the "inappropriateness™ of rhetorical
argumentation for scieﬁtitic apd philosophicaltinqqiry. I develop this
approach in two ways: first, by attacking the presuppositions on which
the Aristotelian schematism rests; second, by reinterpreting the
allegedly "“less rational"™ features of Nietzsehean argumentation to
1llustrate the powerful reinforcement they in fact provide for his
revalued ideals of science, reésoh, and wisdom.

In tﬁ? first instance, then, it must be stressed tgat there
ls a problem about Nietzsche’s argumentation, 'as there would not be if
he were, as has sometimes been thought, a Romantic irrationalist and
anti-scientific “poet-philosopher". If that ihterpretation}were true,
the rhetorical argumentation could be dismissed (or welcomed) as
consistent with Nietzsche’s disdain for reason. However convenient and

reassuring such a reading might be, it conflicts with a great deal of
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what Nietzsche actually wrote, and shuts out any wider debate about the
relationship between reason and argument.

Improbable as it may seem, there iavdbetwheimind evidence
that Nietzsche was deeply committed to the Enlightenment, to
rationalism (in the broad sense of trust in reason) and to science. The
allegiance was advertised by the conspicuoﬁs choice of Preface for
Human, All Too Human - a quotation from Descartes’s Discourse on

Method, including the famous comment: /X thought I could do no better

27

cultivatiﬁg ny teison;..'

than...devote my‘vhole life to Just how

%

seriously Nietzsche takes this to heart can best be measu:éd by
considering two particularly striking passages which are worth quoting
at length. The first extols the virtues of logical, rational thinking;
the second explicitly aligns Nietzsche with the Enlightenment, against

German Idealism, Romanticism, and Kant. .

Reason in school. Schooling has no more important task than to
teach rigorous thinking, careful judgement, logical concluéions:
that is why it must refrain from every thing which is not suitable
for these operations...schooling should force into being what 1is
essential and distinguishing in man: "Reason and science, the
supreme strength of man,™ in Goethe’s judgement, at least. The
great natural scientist von Baer finds all Europeans’ superiority,
compared to Asians, in their learned ability to give reasons for
what they believe, which Asians are wholly incapable of doing.
Europe has gone to the school of logical and critical thinking;
Asia still does not know how to distinguish between truth and
poetry, and does not perceive whether its convictions stem from
its own observation and proper thinking, or from fantasies. Reason
in the schools has made Europe into Europe...In the middle ages,
{Europe) was on its way to becoming a part and appendage of Asia
again, that is, to forfeiting the scientific sense that it owed to

the Greeks.z.

139



The second passage 1s entitled: German hostility to the Enlightenment.

The whole great tendency of the Germans was against the
Enlightenment...The cult of feeling was erected in place of the
cult of reason and...there was no small dangér involved when...the
movement...- in the words Kant employed to designate his own task
= "again paved the way for faith by showing knowledge its
limitations." Let us breathe freely again: the houf of this danger
has péssed...rhls Enlightenment we must now carry further forward:
let us not worry about the "great revolution" and the "great
reaction™ against it which have taken place - they are no more

than the sporting of waves in comparison with the truly great
flood which bears us along!?®

-

Given such unequivocal statements it becomes tempting to
turn the tables and ask how Nietzsche’s commitment to Enlightenment
might be contested or explaihed away. One common response is to accept
that for a while Nietzsche did indeed have some kind of faith in the
possibilities of reason and science, but that he later became more
sceptical. And, indeed, both the passages just quoted come from the so-
called 'positivist' period, reckoned by those who employ the phrase to
comprise the works Human, All Too Human, Daybreak, and the first four
books of The Gay Sclence: the period 1876-1882.

Even 1f such a neat division were clearly Jjustified, the
astonishing neglecﬁ of the middle-éeriod by the modern Nietzsche
industry would be worthy of redress. But in fact, while there is a
change of emphasis and étyle, there is no obvious repudiation of the
doctrines of the middle period by the later Nietzsche; at most, the
earllier works are seen as transitional steps along the path taken -
they are never almply "wrong"”. Besides, there are plenty of indications
that Nietzsche retained a positive commitment to science and

Enlightenment throughout his career{ and not jﬁst for a brief phase of
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Despite this weight of evidence, it would be quite
unsatisfactory to oppose the prevailing view of "Nietzsche as artist™
with the stark alternative of "Nietzsche as scientist™, It is not just
that such an interpretation would immediately run up against the
apparently anti-scientific comments in the early and late works, the
praise of artists, and the central problem of Nietzsche’s
*unscientific"” argumentation; the real disadvantage is that such a
reading would preserve the validity of the science-art opposition and
the traditional categories into which all works are shovelled. For my
main thesis is that it is the traditional hierarchies and divisions -
represented here by Aristotle’s schematism - that need changing, not
the place Nietzsche occupies within that system.

According to the  Aristotelian framework a scilentific
programme and a rhetorical procedure are simply incompatible; they

belong to different fields of human activity:

it is the mark of an educated man to look for precision in each
class of things just so far as the nature of the subject admits;
it is evidently equally foolish to accept probable reasoning from

a mathematiclan and to demand from a rhetor scientific proof.n

Clearly, this judgement lends a paradoxical air to Nietzsche'’s
sclentific pretensions, Of course, it might be objected that
"Aristotelian science™ is not science as we now understand it, and that
the "problem™ I have set up here has vanished in the course of history.
Certainly, it 1s worth considering the changes that Aristotle’s
framework has undergone; and I outline these very briefly below. But I
think that none of them would amount to a reconciliation of science and

rhetoric so that the "problem"™ not only remains but becomes more
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pressing - it is not just Nietzsche contra Aristotle, but contra
mundum.

The most intractable difficulty with Aristotle’s system has
concerned the strict notion of demonstratlon outlined in the Posterior
Analytics, according to which genuinely scientific knowledge must
consist of valid deductions from true, necessary, primary premises.32
While this has some plausibility for mathematics and geometry, it is
supposed to apply to all the sciences - including ontology - and this
aspect has always puzzled commentators. Not only does it bear no
resemblance to the procedures of practical science, it is even
contradicted by Aristotle’s own treatises-on the individual sciences,
none of which adhere to his strict theoretical standards.’?

So far as the historical development of natural science and
philosophy are concerned, Aristotle’s dominance was almost total
throughout the middle ages. Thereafter, a gradual process of revision
has occurred - notably earlier and faster in the sciences than in
philosophy. Not only the strict rules set out in the Posterior
Analytics, but also the individual Aristotelian scilentific
investigations became discredited during the Renaissance. They were too
classificatory, and too reliant on metaphysical notions such as the
formal cause, which could furnish explanations without the need of any
experiment. As early as 1560, Ramus was defending the thesis that

"everything Aristotle taught was false", As one historian of science

has succinctly put it:

Giordano Bruno had to be burnt and Galileo condemned before
doctrines which were derived from Aristotle, rather than from the
Bible, could be overthrown. The subseéuent history of science 1is
largely, in fact, the story of how Aristotle was overthrown in one

field after another.3!
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In philosophy the model of a complete system, derived more
geometrico from unquestionable first principles, has had a far longer
life, but even here the retreat from foundationalism has gathered pace
in this century. The problem is that Nietzsche’s argumentation is
still incompatible with much philosophy and philosophy of sclence even
after the demands for perfect deductive systems are dropped - the
standards of rationality remain resolutely non-rhetorical, 1Ideals
of proof and consistency are intimately linked to deductive -logic,
and many philosophers who reject foundationalism retain a faith in
necessity in the logical sense: they try to ;show" that one judgement
follows necessarlly from another, and regard this as a triumph of
philosophical method.3® Nor does the move to induction mark a break
with deductive logic: the inductive generalization serves as the major
premise in a syllogistic judgement; it 1is part of the rationality of
proving and establishing, not an abandonment of it. In sum: even if the
model of demonstration no longer holds, rationality is still strongly
associated with deductive logic and "rigorous™ critical method similar
to that outlined in Aristotle’s Topics.

Against this can be counterposed the stark Nietzschean thesis
that science and logic are oppositional forces, and that science has no
need of proof and refutation, necesslty and consistency. I want to
argue that Aristotelian principles have only been withdrawn on an ad
hoc basis, which will never be good enough to meet the fundamental
problem, that the faith in logic itself is a éiece of unreason, and
that until this is recognized and practice adapted accordingly, the
progress of scientific knowledge will continue to be held back.
Acco;a1ng1y, I will consider what is "unscientific"™ about traditional

forms of argumentation, and then look at the scientific qualities of

Nietzsche’s,
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While Nietzsche’s attacks on logic are well-known, they are
nevertheless frequently misunderstood as Romantic bleating about the
rigours of rational thinking. In fact, Nietzsche does not attack logic
in the name of art and poetry, but in the name of sclence. Moreover, he
does not attack the forms of logic themselves but the interpretation of
them and the uses to which they have been put. Stated crudely, it is
the suspicion that the justification for "logical method” is not
scientific but metaphysical. Where sclience simply manifests the will to
£ind out, logic manifests the will to find unity.

The critique of the irrationality of "faith in logic"
proceeds along various paths. The first and best-known of Nietzsche’s
criticisms is that the laws of logic do not present any insight into

the nature of reality but are a system for organizing that reality.

The "A" of logic is, like the atom, a reconstruction of the thing
- if we do not grasp this, but make of logic a criterion of true
being, we are on the way to positing as realities all those
hypostases: substance, attribute, object, subject, action, etc;
that is, to conceiving a metaphysical world, that is, a "real

world~3¢

Though they would not use Nietzsche’s language, this is a judgement
with which many modern logiclans would concur. Thus for example the law
of contradiction is no longer expressed in ontological terms - "no-
thing can both be and not be™ - but as a rule governing propositions -
*"not (p and not-p)*.

However, Nietzsche’s criticisms extend beyond a caveat
concerning the interpretation of logical terms. Granted that logical
"laws™ govern propositions and not reality, the question of their value

and appropriateness for organizing and guiding science still remains.
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Nietzsche’s opposition to such a role can be gauged by taking three
examples of the alleged virtues of logical method: drawing valid
conclusions, refuting erroneous hypotheses, and checking:.the
compatibility of various elements of a system of scientific belief,
Without much difficulty, one can compile a list of Nietzschean
criticisms of all these "virtues™. In the first place, Nietzsche

declares that ’‘conclusions are consolations’,3’ and pillories the value

of proof:

Honest things, like honest men, do not carry their reasons
exposed...it is indecent to display all one’s goods. What has
first to have itself proved is of little value.*

Likewise, he dismisses the value of refuting alternatives: ’‘what have I
to do with refutation?’; 'l do not refute ideals, I merely draw on
gloves in thelir presence'.” He also famously rejects the value of a
systematic organization of knowledge = ’I mistrust all systematizers
and avoid them. The will to a system is a lack of integrity’.%°

What is the rationale for these comments and the hostility to
logical virtues that they express? There are basically two, closely
related elements to the suspicion of logical form. The first is an
anti-ontological perspective: given Nietzsche’s assumption that the
world is a world of becoming and development rather than an ordered
totality, it is impossible for any systematic "body of knowledge™ to
express a descriptive truth about it. The ideal of scientific knowledge
as pure and perfect description and explanation of phenomena - so
obviously the paradigm envisaged by Aristotle - presupposes a world
without historical and geographical variation. Of course, one can
continue to defend logical method from a non-eplistemic perspective by

claiming that it has a practical value in organizing and structuring
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otherwise useless and bewildering information - and, indeed, Nietzsche
does in places explain and defend logic along precisely these lines.*!
However, if this is the real value of deductive logic, it can be asked
whether it is the best, or at any rate the only way of structuring and
developing thinking about the world., As a matter of practice,
“organizing the chaos™ may not be our only need, and even if it is,
there may be a multiplicity of ways of going about it.

But in any case, Nietzsche’s anti-ontology cannot be
separated from his revaluation of values: he does not want a world
capable of pure description, precisely because faith in such a world
always threatens the death of science and fosters antl-scilentific
forces, For Aristotle, by contrast, science and philosophy are
once-and-for-all projects of finite duration; there is a teleological
horizon in all ontology. He describes this basic trajectory of
philosophy in a famous passage in the Metaphysics: ’‘all men begin...by
wondering that the matter is so...But we must end in the contrary and,
according to the proverb, the better state...’‘? The disturbance of
wonder is cured by the narcotic of philosophy.

Against this reassurence, then, Nietzsche offers a view of
science that stresses above all else its restlessness and infinity.
Sclence is not associated with "body of knowledge™, "system", “rational
understanding®™, or any other static term. His conception is essentially
sclence as a process, comprising activities such as doubting,
experimenting, questioning, observing and exploring. Nietzsche does not
assoclate science with obtaining truth but with the refusal to accept
the finality of any alleged "truth™: inquiry must carry on, most of all
where everything seems settled and determined. The contrast with more

conventional conceptions of science is highlighted by an extraordinary

passage in The Will to Power:
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The development of science resolves the "familiar"™ more and more
into the unfam;liar...In summa, science is preparing a sovereign
)?lgnaréﬁce,\arfeeling that there is no such thing as‘"knowing",
‘that ‘it was a kind of arrogance to dream of it, more, that we no
. longer have. the least notion that warrants our ccnsideripg

"knowledge™ even a poss:l.bil:l.t:y...‘3

Lo e

Nietzsche, of course, was well aware of the radicalism of these views;
they underlie his rejection of more traditional and conservative

87 -

philosophies of sclence. For example, he attacks

'théﬂf;iéhlwith which so mény materialistic natural sclentists rest
content nowadays, the faith in a world that is supposed to have
its equivalent and its measure in human thought and human

valuations - a "world of truth" that can be mastered completely

" and forever with the aid of our square“little reason.*

éhese’arguﬁenﬁs are as relevant today as they were in the
i8§6'a.mind€ed, Nietzsche may be Eégarded as "ahead of his time" in
this ﬁétiéé. since the sort of fundamental rethinking of the nature 6f
science‘whiéh his woik implies has stfong links with radical idéas‘puﬁ

forward by‘kuhn and Feyerabend in the last thirty years and which are

45 The

now at the centre of debate in the philosophy of science.
éducatisﬁaf\im;ilcétlons of Nietzsche's philosophy of science are
équally iﬂporténf.JIf science is:En ongoing process of exploratioﬁ, it
ﬁﬁst be'tadéht and presented in‘éuch a way that encourages its students
to forwafd that proéess, rather tha; in ways that suggest that science
is‘;} can éééome a stabie‘body of doctrine. Nothing should‘be presented
as certai;, not eééﬁ a method, not even a goal,“ if dogmatism is to be

avoided.

On the basis ofvthis\fé;aluation of science, it is poséible

to return to the question of Nietzsche’s argumentétion and reinterpret
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the rational force of those rhetorical structures identified earlier.
According to the Aristotelian conception of scilence, these structures
are less rational than formal deductions; however, within the framework
of Nietzschean science, they have distinct advantages, which logic
lacks. This review entaills in its turn a reappraisal and critique of
the Aristotelian depiction of rhetoric (which until this point has been
taken for granted), since the general app;oach, as well as mani of thé
specific elements of the Rhetoric, is dictated by Aristotle’s
ontological convictions. So let us return and re-examine the four
specific areas outlined above: the elided syllogism, the diminished
chain of deduction, the use of examples, and the unrestricted choice of
topics for argument. All these, I want to argue, perform functions
outside or supplementary to those suggested by the Aristotelian
account.

The elided syllogism omits one (or, in the case of maxims,
both) premises. According to Aristotle, the motive is to avoid boredom
on the part of the listener, the hidden prémise(s)‘beiﬁg tacitly
understood by both rhetor and audience. In the cése.of’NiéﬁzScﬁe, this
interpretation can be challengéd in two reépectéL Fiistly, it is
doubtful whether the sole expiénatlbh is entertainment, even if the
"missing premises" are thoroughly obvious., An énélogy Ean be drawn with
educational methods, which have moved away from Gradgrindian "£illing
with facts" towards more active student participation in the
acquisition of knowledge-skills. "Leaving gaps" turns the audience
towards making connections for itself, rather than having a
demonstration laid out before it.

But the more éiénificant objection is that the whole
description of "syllogism-with-gaps"™ misrepresents the character of

maxims and enthymemes. Both Nietzsche’s explicit remarks concérnihg his
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argumentation and an analysis of his practice suggest the inadequacy of
such an interpretation. There is no question of premises "waiting to be
grasped” by the audience: the whole point of the exercise is to make
reading and thinking as hard as it can'be.” - - e

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'maﬁlded,'has not been vdeciphered”
when it has simply been read; rather, one has then to begin its

exegesis, for which an art of exegesis is required.

I

A good aphoriSm is too hard for the tooth of time and is not
consumed by all millenia, although it serves every time for

nourishment...

v . * ' o, ’ e o~

' Nowadays it is not only my habit, it is also to my taste - a
malicious taste, perhaps? - no longer to write anything which does

not reduce to despair every sort of man who is "in a hurry".?
These thoughts are borne out when one studies Nietzsche’s aphorisms and
maxims: rarely is an obvious "reconstrpc;%pn" ava%lable, and even when,

as in the example cited earlier, '’

one could produce some sort of
syllogism,‘it is completely irrelevant to the .force of the idea. The
reason for this 1s that, unlike Aristotle’s examples, Nietzschean
maxims do not rest on generally accepted notions or "commonplaces".
This misrepresents the logic of such maxims, which do not make obvious
implicit appeéls to "grounding; 5;6pdé£tlgh31 If énytﬁing;‘the maxims
contradict a commonplace; they draw attentionfto ;heir 1ackdo£ ground.
It is surely no accident that Nietzsche entitles the 'section in
Twilighf of the Idols "Maxims and arrows" (my emphasis): they are

shooting at targets, they are blows and assaults, According to the

Aristotelian formula, the best maxims would be uncontroversial and
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banal, ﬁgereas Nietzsche wants the opposite effect: In tﬁe”book’s
foreword he asserts that ’‘eternal idols...are here touched with the
hammer as with a tuning fork - there are no more ancient idols in

existence...Also none more hollow...’%

Seeking Justification for the
hammer-blow in a syllogistic "proof™ would be seeking to turnzthe
hammer-blow into an idol; the “apparent™ arbitrariness of the maxim is,
after all, no illusion. This is what Aristotle mﬂ{mﬁ understand:
reasoning that does not seek something secure and reliable as its
starting-point and basis. But such reasoning exists,‘and good maxims
number among its highest achievements.

.This point is developed if one considers the aphoristic form
more generally and the idea that it demonstrates an "incomplete chain",
because of,the:non-spec}alist audience which would find ; complete
deduction too difficult to follow. This assumes that the model for a
rational argument can only be a decisive "proof"; but Nietgsche.has
arguments against the scientific and dialectical methods, as well as in
favour of his own. A demonstration is supposed to start from
universally true, highly abstract first principles, which "the people"
may find too hard to grasp; against this, Nietzsche for once takes the
side of the common people,’rejecting the mysteries of "Reason" and with

them the Aristotelian theory of science:

We possess scientific knowledge today to precisely the extent that
we have decided to accept the evidence of the senses - to the
'extehﬁ that’we have learned to sharpen and arm them and to think
- them through:to their conclusions. The rest is abortion and not-
yet-science: which is to say metaphysics, theology, psychology,
epistemology... ' |

The other idiosyncrasy of thekpﬁilesephers is no less perileus: it
consists in mistaking the last for the first. They put that which

comes at the end -~ unfortunately! for it ought not to come at all!
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- the "highest concepts”, that is to say the most general, the
emptiest concepts, the last fumes of evaporating reality, at the

beginning as the beginning.

*

e

‘In dialectics,‘of course, the chain of reasoning does not go
back to established first principles, but there is a clear traﬂéctorv
of proof,‘from’ccmmohplacesraccepted by the respondent. Through‘a

process of question and answer, dialectics shows unforeseen

o .

consequences and“presuppositions&oé such commonplace opinions, leading
to a greater "understanding“ of the overall scope of apparently
restricted judgements. The most common use of dialectics is to get the
respondent to modify his initial opinions because of the conflict with
other commonplaces which they are seen to produce.

‘ Nietzsche s comments on dialectics are full of disdain: it is

= y o~

seen as a logical game, rather than a scientific endeavour. It is a

means to gaining power over one’s opponent rather than to uncovering

an

the truth:

As a dialectician one is in possession of a merciless instrument;
with its aid one can play the tyrant; one compromises by
- conquering.' The dialectician leaves it to-his opponent to prove he

is not an idiot: he enrages, he at the same time makes helpless.

The dialectician devitalizes his opponent's intellect.51

]
5

The “logical chain" of the dialectician is a means of compulsion,

r Lot

rather than persuasion. The traditional assumption is that rhetoric
persuades because it cannot compel; in its sphere, compulsion, the
"higher form" of argument, is unavailable. But Nietzsche s comments
suggest rather that the cause of the different forms of argumentation

is the spirit in which they are conducted. Does one desire to overcome

all opposition? To force the opponent to admit agreement? What, on the
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other hand,: if one does not wish to obliterate one’s opponents but
merely to convince them? Does this make one’s reasoning weaker, or just
less tyrannical?- - All these questions are-given the fullest
consideration in section 381 of The Gay Science, the key to which is
the opening sentence: ’One does 'not only wish to be understood when one
writes; one wishes just as surely:not to be understood.’- This dictates
the brevity of Nietzsche’s argumentation, which is clearly not a matter
ofr "avoliding difficulty". And he~"goes on to insist on the

reasonableness of this procedure: - £

[P

1eoer Y ey - o . . ) Ue ' * R TR
I approach deep problemsuiihe,cold‘baths:ﬁquickly into them and
quickly out again. That one does not get to the depths that way,
:’not deep'enough doﬁn, is the superstition of those afraid of cold

.. -~ water...And to ask this incidentally:  does a matter remain
ununderstood and unfathomed merely because it has been touched
only in flight, glanced at, in a flash?‘Is it absolutely

. imperative:that one settles down on it? that one has brooded over

it as over an egg?...At least there are truths that-are singularly

shy and ticklish and cannot be caught except suddenly - that must

be surprised or left alone,

N N - -
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A fascinating feature of this passage is its metaphors of water ("cold

baths"™) and air ("touched only in flight"), which are of tremendous

T

importance not just here but throughout Nietzsche s work One of the

ki ¢ Comg e

advantages of "speaking in metaphors" in this case is that it

14 -

highlights the nature of the opposition provided by those critics who

complain of the superficiality of Nietzsche 8 argumentation. This

t

opposition 1s not rational, but instinctive; for they, too, have their

- . : LR >

guiding metaphor, of painstaking, step-by-step uncovering, which no

reasons will persuade them to give up. Granted, it works for

archaeologists' but Nietzsche s point is that not all problems are

Y :
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inaccessible because they are fixed deep in the earth, as foundations
are. . - - . ‘ - e
-« What we have here i1s:a whole series of scientific reasons for
the "incomplete chain™ of Nietzschean argumentation.:'The truths may be
obscured or.lost or never even seen in the first place if they are
brooded over; the alleged "first principles™ of -a founded demonstration
are bogus; the concern: with dialectics is a concern to overwhelm an
opponent ‘rather than to-'inquire honestly, and-a-concern to compel
rather than to persuade; the brief argumentation leaves many lines of
inquiry for .the reader, who-is not simply "fed information®; likewise
its adoption as "method" allows researchers to -concentrate more on new
explorations rather than the laborious "testing and justifying” of any
nuggets of wisdom they may have brought back; and, perhaps most
importantly of all, scilence as an endless process, restless and mobile,
is confirmed and-forwarded by these tactics. All this is an attack-on
the Aristotelian:depiction of the enthymeme as a diminished deduction:;
for it is no kind of deduction at all, but i1s reasoning according to a
different logic, which I will consider further:below, when the other
characteristics of rhetoric’s-distinctive argumentation have been
(re) considered. : ‘ : - Lo S
- Argument by  example. is, according to Aristotle,» the
alternative form of rhetorical argumentation.to the enthymeme; and as
the enthymeme is related to.deduction, so example is related to
induction. Though Nietzsche does not often employ example in the strict
Aristotelian sense of "argument from particular to particular", he does
employ: examples in ways which are clearly very similar to the
Aristotelian description, and certainly are nothing like induction,
which-is the important peoint.

~ -- The ~notion that: an -example is a sort of "poor man’s
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induction”™ is actually undermined by some of Aristotle’s own comments
on the forms,. His examples of examples«actuglly suggest a different
kind-of logic, while the official ' account insists on the 1link with
induction. A perfect induction is perfectly enumerated, according to
Aristotle, which makes it almost unattainable, A case of ‘induction
might be a statement like:."all mountains are less than ten miles
high.™ But most inductions will be imperfectly enumerated, both because
not all cases have been investigated, and/or because cases will occur
in the future, which cannot now be investigated. T
There are two primary respects in which Aristotle’s depiction
of "example"™ is unsatisfactory. In the first place, 'there is a
difficulty over the relationship with induction. Induction seeks to
establish a general principle through an accumulation of particular
cases of the same type, whereas example bypasses the:general rule. As
we saw, Aristotle gives the impression that this is simply a weaker
form of induction, in that only one or-two cases are given rather than
a complete or near-complete enumeration. However,” this cannot account
for cases in which the "example" is not' in-the same class or category
as the other particular for which it is an argument. Aristotle himself
states that a fable ' is one legitimate form:of example, but in that
case, the link with induction breaks down, since-one cannot claim that
the .-fable is another instance of the same class of events. Moreover, to
multiply the number of fables would in no way strengthen the case, as
it would if the example were simply a reduced induction. What occurs
here 1s argument by analogy:-reasoning wﬂich seeks to establish
parallels between cases recognized as fundamentally different.>?
" Nietzsche does not discuss the contrast in these terms, but
from his perspective it would be more accurate to describe induction as

a specles of analogy, rather than analogy as a species of induction.

154



For if-no two objects or events are the same, the 5lav"wasserted by the
inductive generalization will always be a fictitious construction
placed upon events to give them some order. Argument by analogy-is a
far more fluid form of reasoning than induction; for while the latter
seeks to establish a correct general description,.from which the case
under examination can be deduced as a particular instance, argument by
analogy allows a case to be viewed from a potentially infinite variety

of perspectives - as many as imagination will allow., To assume that

PO

this is a less rigorous form of thinking is to assume that the highest

objective of reason is to assign a perfect description to each

4 e B

particular case; to give it a definite form. If, on the other hand, the
same event can be described and explained adequately in many different
ways, each adding a new and different insight into the event, then it

is arguable that argument by analogy is the more scientific
procedure.53

The other aspect of Aristotle’s description of argumentation

by example which needs investigating is his insistence that the example
must be more familiars‘ than the case under discussion to which it is

applied. Once again, this has nothing to do with rational insight,

e

< ¥

everything to do with the effectiveness of an argument on an
unsophisticated audience: a simple fable or a well-known historical

*

example will make the case at'hand seem‘much easier to grasp.
Nietzsche’s practice turns this rule on its head, since the cases he
chooses to discuss are generally more familiar and uncontroversial than
the "examples™ through which he discusses them. Instead of resolving
the unfamiliar through the familiar, he dissolves the familiar through

the unfamiliar. He could hardly do otherwise, given his critique of the

alternative:
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‘ what 1s it thatwthe common peopleytake for knowledge? What do they
u‘want when they want "knowledge"? Nothing more than this: something
’ strange is to be reduced to something familiar...Error of errors!

What is familiar is what we are used to; and what we are used'to
is most difficult to "know" =- that is, to see as a problem; that

is, to see as strange, as distant, as "outside us" 33

ot -1
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Here again, then, we have a case in which rhetorical structures of
argumentation perform an entirely different function from that

envisaged by Aristotle. Nietzsche argues "by example" but instead of

being the crudest form of reasoning, suitable only for the mob, it

[ . £ oe

takes on the sophisticated functions of multiplying descriptions and

challenging familiar assumptions, neither of which can be achieved

s

through the traditional organizational logics of deduction and

’

induction.

The last question mark against Nietzsche s argumentation

) v

concerned the sheer variety of topics it discusses and deploys. Here,
too, the Aristotelian categorization on which the criticism rests is
suspect in two respects, which are by now familiar: thelrestriction of
eclectic argumentation to the “practical sphere"™ of rhetoric is a
prejudice; and, in any cise, Aristotle’s description of how topics are
employed has serious flaws. o

Through his flouting of the rules,vNietzsche poses in the
starkest possible way the question of uhether there are, should be, or
must be any rules for building up and defending a thesis’in science or
philosophy; for him, it seems, anything goes. As.we have seen, this has
led to charges of frivolity, and even insanity; more than any other
philosopher, Nietzsche invites the response -y"but what has this to do
with philosophy?" | |

It is worth considering the Aristotelian roots of such
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accusations.  In -rhetoric’s proper sphere, it 1s perfectly legitimate to
talk about anything under the sun, because the only restriction-on
topics ‘of argument is whether they will have the desired effects on the
audience. The matters under ‘discussion are practical, the requirement
is to reach:a decision, and so criteria“of validity and truth need-'not
apply. However, "the dialectical and scientific situations are
different. Sclence consists-~of pure‘dem;nstration from first
principles, so there is no question of "topics of argument”, merely of
formal validity. A closerrcomparison is possible ‘with dialectics, 'where
the horizon of truth leads to the development of proceéuralxrules.
Dialectics is essentially about testing opinions against’ often hidden
background assumptions. Will the opinion still be asserted once it has
been taken to pleces and compared with other commonplaces? B

P It is not hard to see the attractiveness of this process: no-
one likes to hold contradictory opinions. However, the procedural rules
of dialectics have certain very important rational defects, which the
mfreer™, unmethodical processes of rhetorical argumentation can
overcome. There are two main difficulties. The first is that what
Aristotle terms the ’dialectical problem’ is not itself sufficiently
open to criticism. The criteria for acceptance are minimal: the
question must admit a "yes"™ or "no"™ answer, and it must be capable of
serious disputation - matters of universal acceptance or rejection are
not candi&ates'forrdialectic;.'Aristotle'giveé as ékamplés, among
others: "Is éhe life of virtué pleasanter than the life of self-
indulgence?™ and "is justice always a virtue?"®® once it is established
that these questions have the correct form, they are tackled by
analysing the nature of the concepts,involyed. Thus in the first case
one would ask whether virtue and self-indulgence are never, sometimes

or always pleasant, and then reflect on the nature of pleasure. In the
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second -case, one has to-determine.-whether virtue belongs to the
essence, and therefore to the definition of Jjustice, or merely numbers
among its occasional: attributes. . :

Interesting as such procedures may be, they lack any
suspicion concerning the-problem:itself, To proceed towards an answver
to such questions is'already to have assumed that justice, virtue,
pleasure etc. can be furnished with-definitions and fixed in relation
to one another. One takes it for granted that such questions have a
serious purpose, which means that one assumes a rational order of
things, into which these abstract concepts can be fitted. There is no
mechanism for questioning whether these terms have any referent, or can
be given any general definition. We may laugh at the mediaeval
Aristotelians’ discussions of the nature of angels,’ but the
dialectical procedures which7allowed such absurdities are still very
much in play. In centuriles to come, many of our concepts will be
regarded asveqnall& duaintliﬁnt; of oourse, this will be iﬁpossible ror
us to see while we are still asking questions which presume that such

N . . PN Nt R ! ; © -
concepts have a role, and do not ask where they come from, who uses

P o . PN . - [
.

them and to what end.

The importance Nietzsche attaches to asking the right

®

questions is stressed in Ecce Homo:

s . - - v -

. Why do I know a few more things? Why am I'so clever altogether? I

have never reflected on questions that are none - I have not

squandered myself.s'

2% <

The point is that procedural method like that set out in the Topics is

P i

capable only (and this only does not minimize the value such procedures

may at times have) of reaching resolutions of the problems already set

by the existing system of concepts and values. In contrast to this, the
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mixing;oé'"inapproﬁriafe" shbjects'hés“the!cépacity téwhe§£abiliz;'thé
traditional frameworks of concept-analysis. Thus Nietzsche's exéended
discussions of climate, nutrition and other "mundane" details are a way
of mocking the dialectical problems associated with Being, soul and
existence - for to discuss them along traditional lines would already
concede too mﬁch to idealism. Nietzscﬁé'ggaitérha£1§é'ié‘hotp;‘Sign of
madness, bﬁt the only way of rejecéing iﬁéwébnceﬁtsliHVOIQéd;'it seems
"inappropfiate“ only to the extent that we remain under the grip‘Sf

idealism:

The concept "soul", "spirit", finally even "immortal :soul",
invented so as to despise the body, so as to make it sick - "holy"
- 80 as to bring to all the things in life which deserve serious

attention, the quesfions of nutrimént, residencé, cleanlinesé}

weather, a horrifying frivolity!59

The other "blind-spot" of dialectics is equally important for
understanding Nietzsche’s argumentation. As well as being restricted in
the ways in which it can approach a given "problem", dialectics is also
incapable of regarding certain things as problems at all; there are
issues which simplylcénﬁbt be discussed. This is actually‘inevitéble
once one insists on having a method = any metho&‘- for testing
opinions. A method has to rely on certain things being fundamentally
agreed; otherwise the method becomes what is tested, as well as what
does the testing. In dialectics, the procedure is to weigh
controversial opinions against the background oﬁ'commonplace,
reasonable opinions. For this to work, the dialectical problem must’be
something in the "middle range™ of values; if it questionsﬂsomething
which everybody either accepts or rejects, the method will be

paralysed:
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it is not every proposition nor yet every problem that is to be
set down as dialectical; for no one in his senses woula make a“
proposition of what no one holds, nor yet make a problem of what
is obvious to everybody:; for the latter admits of no doubt,.while

to the former no-one would assent.%®

This is an absolutely correct judgement on Aristotle’s part: such
problems cannot be given dialectical treatment. However, the reason is
not that one would have to be mad to consider such a problem, but that
the procedures of dialectics could not cope with it. One cannot have a
dialectical discussion of a question such as "is virtue good?" because
all the commonplaces upon which such a discussion would be based are
less certain than the belief that virtue 1is good. Dialectics can only
work where the disputants can hope to appeal to opinions that are not
disputed. When it is clear that everything will be disputed, dialectics
becomes inoperable.

This 1s of obvious relevance to Nietzsche, for whom theychie{
fascination lies precisely in those cases that fall outside the limits

of dialectics as demarcated by Aristotle:

I attack only causes that are victorious - under certain

circumstances I wait until they are victorious...I attack only

causes against which I would find no allies...® .,

one might say that the distinction of Nietzsche’s philosophy is. to
"make a problem of what is obvious to everybody", and therefore the
procedural method of dialectics is unavailable to him. To bring into
question "fundamental truths" simply requires a bombardment of all
commonplace opinions, and this is only likely to be achieved by going
outside the normal confines of discussion and introducing "foreign"

material in order to stimulate a reappraisal.

160




The key idea here is that the deployment of multiple sources
of argumentation' is not simply to do with "crowd pleasing”™ as Aristotle
would have it and, conversely, it is not -necessarily "more-scientific"™
to adopt a step-by-step approach in the examination of hypotheses. It
is only scientific in the sense that it helps to define and clarify the
existing conceptual and evaluative frameworks within which inquiry
takes place. Any more radical application of rational thought is ruled
out by this very insistence ontstrict method. Of course, to suggest the
scientific value of such unmethodical and free-ranging thinking is
effectively to break one of ‘the great taboos of Western philosophy -
that reason and imagination are essentially separate faonlties. But in
the end this means no more (though also no leas) than to recognize, as
many scientists have already done, the value of possibility and the
corresponding disadvantages of seeking only what is necessary in
things.‘2

*

. So far, I have beenwarguing that rhetorical argumentation has
a role to play in science and philosophy..However, this role could not
be fulfilled by retaining the structures outlined in Aristotle:s
Rhetoric and_simply{broadening their scope. The main reason“for this is
that the Rhetoric is not Jjust a handbook for rhetors but also an
important part of Aristotle’s general theory of discourse; one which
cannot be separated from the rest. To take rhetoric as outlined by
Aristotle as the master-discourse of politics, ethics, or science,
would be an impossible exercise, precisely because Aristotle’s
understanding of rhetoric is fundamentally reliant on these other
wdisciplines™: rhetoric employs-the knowledge gleaned. elsewhere. I
think it is possible to strip away the basic ontological prejudices

masquerading as a descriptive account, thus opening the way for a more

distinctive role for rhetorical argumentation, which does not see-it as
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closely allied to logic and dialectics.
4 B ‘

_ That rhetoric is nothing radically different from other modes
of reasoning is made clear-in the first book of the Rhetoric.- The
seriodEmSthdent of rhetoric is enjoined to make a close comparative

study of logic,

et bl

For the true and the approximately true are apprehended by the
same faculty; it may also be noted that men have a sufficient
natural instinct for what 1s true, and usually do arrive at the
truth. Hence theﬂman who makes a good guess at truth is 1ikeiy‘to
.. .'make a.good guess at what '1s reputable...Rhetoric is useful

‘because things that are true and things that are just have a

natural tendency to prevail over their opposites...63

L] I ' #
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In seeking to defend rhetoric against Plato’s charge of immorality,
Aristotle emphasizes the extent to which it partakes of the moral
order. If truth and right have a "natural. tendency to prevail" then the

rhetor will be‘weli-ééuiﬁpédkéﬁly when he knows what is right in

whicheverifigld he operates =~ deliberative, forensic, or epideictic.“
And, indeed, Aristotle’s detalled accounts of the various spheres of
rhetoric concentrate almost exclusively on exactly these questions. The
rhetor must know what makes for good government and what the means are
for achieving it:fhe must know~whatpmotivates good and bad actions
respectively; and he must be able to recognize the qualities that
cpnstitute,upright and low characters. These must be known, in order

that the rhetor can argue for the good in general:

hwe must be able to employ persuasion, just as deduction can be
employed, on opposite sides of a dﬁé;tién, hbt in order that we

n# may in practice employ it in both ways (for we must not make
_ people believe what ;s wrong), but in order that we may see

clearly what the facts are, and that, if another man argues
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unfairly, we on our part may be able to confute him...the
underlying facts do not lend themselves equally well to contrary
views. No; things that are true and things that are better are, by

> thelr nature, practically always easier to prove and more

Spersuasive.ﬁs

“ . - &} "o
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Given this privileging of thex“underlying facts", it is hardly
qurprising to find that Aristotle’s descriptions of the materials
needed for rhetorical argument read like extracts from his works on
politics and ethics. However, since rhetoric is addressed to a
relatively uneducated audience, only "extracts" .are required: the most
basic points willﬁsuffige,to convince the crowd., Thus, at the endlof
his discussion of the knowledge required for deliberative oratory,

Aristotle comments:

We have now considered the objects, present or future, at which we
are to aim when urging any proposai, and the groﬁndshoh which we
'are to base our persuasions in favour of its utility...only,
Ahowever,rto the extent demanded by the present occasiqn; a

detailed account of the subject has been given in the Politics.%®

Itlwould appear;ithén, tgat there is not much for the rhetor to do, so
f;r as argumentation is conce;ned.‘ﬁe merely has to learn the relevént
faets and apply.them to the particular circumst;nces. His‘rolé is
passive and subservieng: Aristotle even defines rhetoric as ’‘the
faculty of observing in any given case the available means of
persuasion."7 Small-wonder, therefore,.that his treatise on rhetoric
has remained of réla;ivél§ minor interest to philosophers.

What isamiSSing_ffom Aristotle’s account? In a word, it(i;
the element of creativity in rhetorical argumentation. This is at least

suggested by the term given in Latin to rhetorical argumentation,
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namely dinventio - the invention or discovery of suitable means iof
persuasion. According to Cicero, the key requirements for this
"discovery of arguments" are acuteness or natural talent (acumen,
ingenium), theory (ratio), and diligence -(diligentia), of which the

most important is the first,®®

Though Cicero was heavily influenced by
Aristotle, his awareness of the importance of acumen is indicative of a
different emphasis (as is his typically Roman belief inipraétice); Why
require acumen if there are fixed and discoverable rules for g;oa{aﬁd
bad government and for good and bad actions?

The problem i1s that Aristotle gives the impression that the
job is done, and that after him there is no need to "invent" but simply
to learn. That he was exgiéméli effective in this regérdliskhitﬁéssed
by the degeneration of much rhetorical teaching into the mere learning
of a vast "stock" of facts andjargumehﬁs.’The cosy assumptioﬁ is that
the world is basicélly fixed and ultimately amenable to description, in
which case invention is not needed. But at its best, the inventio of
rhetoric i3 capable of aﬁproaching subjects with a breadth of outlook
which 1s‘unavailablebfb "scientific method". Because it arises out of
the concern to persdéde and is not dominated by iagical or ontologiéal
rules and restrictions, any material may be used, and it is up to the

rhetor to jhstify'iﬁs inclusion. Cicero moves towards this idea of a

more active use of material:

I hold that all things relating to the intercourse of fellow=-
citizens and the ways of mankind, or concerned with everyday life,
the political system, our own corporate society, the common
sentiments of humanity, natural inclinations and morals must be
mastered by the orator; if not in the sense that he is to advise
on these matters one by one, as the philosophers do, yet so far‘at

least as to weave them skilfully into his discourse...%®
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There is no need-for Cicero to be so apologetic about. this ‘"weaving
in", for 'it may be-that insights which cannot be gleaned from a
systematic "one by one" study can be produced by the mixture of
subject-matter appropriate ‘to rhetoric. Compare this with what

Nietzsche "says about his own use of Wagner and Schopenhauer:: -

VWhat”I did by and large was to take two famous and still
altogether undetermined types by the forelock, as one takes an
opporﬁunity by the forelock, in order to Say sometﬂing, in order

* to have a couple more formulae, signs, means of expression in my

,han§3.7°

Here is the essential difference: while the Aristotelian rhetor remains
an observer of the means of persuasion, Nietzsche is concerned to forge
an argument through the use of his knowledge about various subjects.
Moreover, this willingness and ability to create is not reliant on the
possession of genius:,Aristotle(s account systematically excludes
creativity, because in an essentially ordered world,“reason does not
require it; but if the world is a chaos, then to understand it will
always involve a creative element, which is present neither in the
demonstrations of Aristotelian science nor the testing procedures of
his dialectics. The inventio of rhetoric has great potential for
playing the required role, but not when limited by the Aristotelian

world-view,

kk*k

I will conclude this chapter by summarizing the main implications, as I
see them, of this 1long rg-interpretation of the nature and

possibilities of rhetorical argumentation. There are consequences both
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for the 'role of rhetoric-in general, and for the way in which Nietzsche
is ‘approached and used,” which flow from the line of argument I have
adopted here. i -~ T S S Co
"¢+’ 8o far as rhetoric is concerned, some elements of my account
merely echo the consensus of ‘"rhetorical ‘theory" in :the past few
decades. This applies particularly to the basic assumption of this
chapter, which is that argumentation 1s an ‘important part of rhetoric:
Here, I am in complete concord with'the overturning of the ' Platonic
prejudice that rhetoric is about "mere style"; the return to Aristotle
has helped to break down the centuries-old prejudice that rhetoric does
not engage-the rational’ faculty. However, .the:significance of ‘this
rediscovery will depend on the answers to two further questions,- which
today are:far more controversial: first, given that rhetoric does:use
argumentation, ‘to what extent does that argumentation work ‘along
patterns already understood and explored (i.e. demonstration and
dialectic), and to what .extent is it different? Second, what is the
wproper sphere" of rhetorical argumentation? Does-it ‘apply only to the
realm of "practical decisions™, or can itlinvade the provinces ‘of
science and philosophy? - - 2 e e 10 e oas
The question that 'is often. posed by contemporary discussions
of "rhetorical ‘arguments is whetherithey can be assessed in terms of
soundness, or merely in terms of effectiveness. Since the goal of
rhetoric is to persuade, 'an extreme version of the latter view might
assess an argument by whether it actually succeeds in persuading an
audience: one looks ‘at the interaction between audience and ‘text. At
the opposite extreme the audience is excluded altogether, and the
question becomes whether the arguments meet the "required standards".”*
Aristotle tends to mix the two approaches together: the fundamental

requirement of rhetoric is to persuade, but the-best way of persuading
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is to'employ sound argumentation. Hence the stress on arguing correctly
which pervades the Rhetoric. R s T
:--* " The approach I have taken here has been to follow this notion
of "rational soundness™ of ‘argumentation rather.than-to start
researching the .empirical effectiveness of rhetorical arguments.
However, -1 have come tO*éonclusions very different from Aristotle’s:
For -he clearly takes the measures of.rational soundness to be the logic
of deductionr-and induction and the careful method of dialectics;
rhetorical argumentation-retains the:outlines of these sound
procedures, but .ls able to weaken'them because of-the rational
deficiencies of its audience. Thus, to the extent that rhetorical
argumentation is "reasonable™ it is because of its affinities with
othér, more clearly rational forms; and to the extent that ‘it is not,
it is because it does not need to be.  What I have hoped to suggest,
through the explorations of Nietzsche’s argumentation, 'is- the
possibility of argument that is rational-in ways that Aristotle cannot
consider, due to the ontological prejudices of his framework of
rationality. Aristotle’s procedures are all-about the creation of a
unitary-and systematic description: they test hypotheses; they rule out
and they establish.- Against this, ‘I argue that the resources of
rhetoric are not weaker versions of ‘these unifying procedures: they
tend in a different direction. The "gaps""of the enthymeme, the
imaginative  connections of-analogy, and the infinite multiplicity of
material all go towards making many hypotheses reasonable,” rather than
making one-canonical and discarding ‘the rest.:They offer the
possibility, in other words, of "rationality"™ disconnected from
"soundness”. ° L R
. A.possible collective name for these formsi of rhetorical

argumentation-is:"productive logic™..This contrasts with deductive and

167



inductive, and suggests the important princlple of "leading forwards"
(which would be a straight transliteration from the’ latin "pro"
"ducere") ., Deductive and inductive logics grip us with the 'presumption
that rational criticism means simply to establish a theory. This,
according to-Nietzsche, implies-a basic complacency: find something
that "works", and stick with it, accept it as the truth. Thus it would
be a mistake to conceive of a new organon for productive logic, because
it is not a logic that tests and satisfies and ends thinking, but one
that drives it forward, showing it new opportunities and -reasons for
dissatisfaction with explanations that'  may be "sound" according to
traditional norms. R

The second question I asked was whether this rhetorical logic
applies only to the accepted "rhetorical sphere" of political decision-
making and legal judgements. It 1is certainly understandable why more
flexible forms of argument should arise in.areas of practical decision-
making, quite apart from the considerations of a non-specialist
audience. Aristotle himself admits that the traditional:application of
rhetoric is to situations which-allow many possible outcomes, and he
contrasts this with science and its search for the necessary and
eternal features of existence. A form of reasoning which allows many
possible courses to emerge and enter serious consideration is therefore
in no way superfluous and diversionary, but a natural outcome of the
feature of choice which governs such situations.

Of course, if one adopts-a°positivist conception of
philosophy and science, the productive logic of rhetoric will become
»unsound"” outside the practical sphere, because it encourages the
multiplication of hypotheses and interpretations, when the task of
science and philosophy is to find the true description of the world.

However, if we assume either that there is no stable true world and/or
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the weaker hypothesis that there is no unlque accurate description or
explanation of the world, then the relevance and soundness of
rhetorical argumentation starts to emerge: it enforces the conception
of science as a process, it counteracts all tendencies towards dogmatic
world-interpretations (including the doématic faith in the power of
traditional logics), and it produces material for the multiplication of
perspectives and interpretations, which other forms:of argumentation do
not. To summarize, then: not only is rhetorical argumentation
reasonable, it has its own distinctive standards of rationality, and
they are standards which have a relevance far wider than the
traditional practical concerns of rhetoric,’?

The remaining 'questions concern *the. consequences  -this
detailed study of Nletzsche’s argumentation and its relationship to the
rhetorical tradition might :have for - interpreting Nietzsche. The first,
obvious implication of almost everything I have said here is the
futility of producing "logical reconstructions" of Nietzsche’s
arguments, which unfortunately.has.been all too typical ‘a manoeuvre,
particularly in Anglo-American Nietzsche-interpretation. This mistake
(it is really nothing less than that) stems from exactly the same
prejudices which have led to the widespread underestimation or
dismissal of .rhetorical argumentation. Not only do these
reconstructions ignore everything Nietzsche wrote about the weaknesses
of logical and dialectical argument, ‘they exclude the possibility of
alternative structures of rationality and assume that Nietzsche was
simply a bad or careless logician, not considering that he might be a
different kind of logician.

However, there are gy - WAYS of ignoring _ Nietzsche'’s
argumentation other than simply rewriting his arguments. Under the

influence of Heldegger, there has been a tendency to focus discussion
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on Nietzsche’s "great themes™ of Ubermensch, will fo'po;er; and etéfﬁél
recurrence. There is a grave danger that th; more se¥iously a;a
earnestly these thought-experiments are taken, the more pervasive will
become the notion that they are metaphysical descriptions; this,
indeed, is exactly Heidegger’s understanding of them. But according to
Nietzsche’s own understanding of the universe .as a process, such
"descriptions” would be an impossibility. The nature of the world, even
as a world of becoming, simply cannot-be fixed in thought. As a
corrective measure it is preferable to go to the other extreme, ignore
the "themes" altogether, and concentrate on the endless process of
scientific inquiry.™ ~ : . S o 2

What I have tried to glean from Nietzsche’s' comments on
sclence and the model of his argumentation is in a sense a demand to
restrict interpretation to what we can use for ourselves, and to
disregard the rest. What matters 1s:to be "doing science™ in
Nietzsche’s sense - inquiring and advancing; whether or not Nietzsche
can act as model for such a procedure is a subsidiary question. At any
rate, perhaps one of the greatest of all links between Nietzschean
science and rhetorical argument is the intellectual necessity of strife
and opponents, which all master-descriptions, systems, and the
assimilating forces of logic and dialectics, set out to overcome.
Nietzsche’s comments on the ageing philosopher indicate not' just the
dangers for the individual, but what Western philosophy has almost

always been - or, at least, wanted to be:

It is all over now with the self-surpassing desire that filled him
in earlier years for genuine pupils, that is to say genuine
continuators of his thought, that is to say genuine
opponents..;now it torments him that he éannot be the last

thinker; he ponders how, with the inheritance he will bestow upon

{
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mankind, he can also impose upon them a limitation of independent
thinking...after him:'none shall have full power over his own
intellect, he wants to stand as the bulwark against which the

surges of thought in general shall ever afterwards break...’!

Despite the countless warnings and exhortations, this aspect
of Nietzsche’s thinking has not yet been taken seriously, or lightly
enough; and that in spite of the prominence of the phrase that
encapsulates it: gay sclence. Even in this presentation, though, there
has been much about scilence, but little gaiety. This scientific spirit
is eager and earnest and thirsts for knowledge, but its joyfulness and
frivolity as yet remains a mystery. There is an air of paradox about
the thesis so far: can Nietzsche after all be a sober sclentist, and
his rhetoric the very embodiment of rationality? I do not wish to
repudiate these conclusions just as I have reached them, for this
element of serlousness and earnest science exists in Nietzsche, even if
it is the side of his work which calls forth mockery: ‘"No! Not such
tones! Let us strike up more agreeable, more joyous tones!"’7> But
this is the point: without the mockery and the.laughter, the impression
would be as lop-sided as it would be without the science. Or, to put it
soberly: how can reason, truth, and science be amusing, stylish, and
entertaining? It is, after all, often hard to believe even in an
accidental relation between these elements, let alone the sort of
intrinsic connection suggested by the phrase "gay science". And so we
are brought to the threshold of the most-discussed element both of
Nietzsche and of rhetoric: elocutio, style; with the task before us

which he set out:

The lovely human beast always seems to lose its good spirits when
it thinks well; it becomes "serious." And "where laughter and

galety are found, thinking does not amount to anything™: that is
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the prejudice of this serious beast against all "gay science." =~
Well then, let us prove that this is a prejudice.“
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Throughout this thesis, 'I have resisted the modern tendency to reduce
"rhetoric"” to "figures of speech”™ or "style", and have*sought to
conslider Nietzsche’s contribution to a wider, more classical conception
of the term., Necessary as such a revision is, however, it would be
equally partial to ignore altogether the question of style which, as
the element of elocutio (= delivery, presentation; from e-logquor, "to
speak out"), was after all an integral part of classical rhetoric. This
does not mean that the modern treatments have, after all, been
partially correct, and should be acknowledged as such, On the contrary,
their deformed understanding of rhetoric in general inevitably infects
their approaches to Nietzsche's'eloquenc31.in'particular; a fact which
makes it all the more necessary that the question of style should be
broached once again, from a fresh perspective.;

. The general outline of the approach taken here.can be viewed
by means of a comparison with one of the most common methods of
treating Nietzsche’s style, which I have described as "literary-
critical".? such studies probe  Nietzsche’s eloquence in detail, and
often yield valuable insights; but they fundamentally take for granted
the literary nature of Nietzsche’s texts, and seek to appreciate the
impact made by particular cases of writerly skill. In contrast to this,
I want to ask why Nietzsche insists, in theory and practice, on'the
overall importance of style - why he displays a fierce will to
elogquence in the face of a tradition which has always warned
philosophers of the irrelevance and the dangers of such artistic

impulses. These questions are outside - before and after - the domain
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of traditional aesthetic theory, because aesthetics asks about the
nature of beauty and what is beautiful after the decision has been made
to railse-truth above beauty or beauty above truth. In the struggle
between philosophy and rhetoric, what matters is not the naturerand
meaning of art but rather its-value. And what remains to be appreciated
= what I hope to indicate here - is how and why Nietzsche’s eloquence

stands against the answer given by philosophy and for that of :rhetoric. .

khk

For such a discussion to make any sense, a preliminary requirement must
be to understand the nature of philosophy’s objections to eloquence.
Here, as in previous chapters, the Platonic dialogueskare the key
source, 8ince they argue for evaluations.which after‘Plato became
accepted as axioms and thus disappeared from philosophical debate. The
main discussions of art and beauty,occur in the Republic, the

Symposium, and the Phaedrus:3

they are worth - separate treatment, for
although all provide reasons for philosophical suspicion of the
aesthetic, the debates have quite different emphases, so that it is
possible to identify two fundamental objections to eloquence, which
will be used as the basis for the general discussion that follows.‘

The critique of art in the Republic concentrates on the
illusory nature of artistic representation. Socrates asserts that ’the
artist’s representation (mimesis) stands at third remove‘from
reality', because the artist always represents partioular objects
which are themselves, according to the Platonic scheme, mere
"representations" of their respective ideal Forms. Thus there is a

hierarchy from (e.g. ) the Form of the bed, which is perfect, through

the (necessarily imperfect) craftsman's "representation" of a bed, down
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to the even less perfect artistic representation of the bed. The
Republic’s fundamental objection to art is that it seeks to convince
its audience that this poor imitation of an imitation is the real
thing, and that the poet or painter thus has genuine knowledge ‘of
Being. Not only does the artist not know the ‘Forms of things - a
knowledge available only to the highest wisdom - he does not even know
about the "apparent" world, since he does not make or use everyday
objects, but merely observes them. Far from having privileged insight,
the artist is thus particularly ignorant. He persuades and influences
people due to the power of illusion and the susceptibility of the human

mind to error:’ -

a stick will look bent if you put it in the water, straight when
you take it out, and differences of shading can make the same
'surféce seem to the eye concave or convex; and it’s all a matter
of our mind being confused. It 1s on this-natural weakness of ours
that the scene-painter and conjuror and their fellows rely when

they deceive us with their tricks.®

Both the Symposium and Phaedrus deal with the nature of love
rather than ar%: nevertheleés;mﬁhéy‘sugéesﬁ éngimbdrtanf}criticiBm
which is:relatively marginal in the Republic's)account, naﬁely the
seductive nature of the aesthetic - its appeal to the lower elements of
the human being. In both the Phaedrus and the Symposium, the
philosopher is presented as a lover of beauty, but of ‘a very special
type of beauty, the Form of Beauty, -which does not reside in any
earthly object. Plato describes a gradual advance, in which the true
disciple will move from love of the particular physical object to love
of the general metaphysical idea: he will recognize that ’the beauty of

~

each ahdﬂevéfy body is the same’, and after that will make the even

175

o
y
’
"
q
I



IS

more important discovery that 'the beauties of the body are as nothing
to the beauties of the soul’; through this comparison,’(he,will
conclude that the beauty of the'body is not, after all, of sorgreat
moment.’’ While in the Symposium this\is presented‘as a smooth
progression, the Phaedrus stresses the potentially disruptive character
of lust for the physical, through the myth of the charioteer; but
common to both accounts is the notion that compiete self-control and
overcoming of physical desire is'the‘philosopher's,objective.‘

TPOA%T ohis hierarchy is'given further reinforceﬁeht in Alcibiadesfs
drunken speech in praise‘of Socrates, which indicates‘that'deepite his
outer/physical/apparent ugliness, Socrates is injfact beautiful. The
greater force of spiritual beauty is thus‘dramatizedvby\the irony that
thelphygicaily beautiful Alcibiades is the lover of the physically
decrepid Socrates, which turns the normal state of affairs upside-down.

Socrates, unsurprisingly, is keen to highlight this aesthetic

revaluation:

396& must £ind me so extraordinariiy.beautiful that your own

attractions must be quite eclipsed; and 'if you/re trying to barter

your own beauty for the beauty you have found in me, you’re

driving a very hard bargain, let me teIl you. You’re trying to

exchange the semblance of beauty for the thing itself - like
" Diomede and Glaucus swapping bronze for gold. wd

e

LT
This "true", inner beauty also surfaces (crucially, for our purposes)
1n3Alcibiades's description of Socrates’s manner of speech, and its

absence of charm. At this point, the contrast with rhetoric is almost

palpable:
he ‘always seems to be saying the same old thing in just the same

old way, so that anyone who wasn’t used to'his style and wasn’t
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very:quick on" the uptake would naturally take it for-the most
utter nonsense, But if you open up his arguments, and really get
under the skin of them, you’ll find that they’re the only
arguments in the world that have any sense at all, and that nobody

R

else’s are so godlike, so rich in images of virtue...’

o N ’ T - . -t

The plea is to avoid aecéﬁt{onﬁby appearances and "fine words" and to
penéfrate to the essenée‘ofﬁﬁhings, to the underlying truth,

So, to summarize: art should be excluded from philosophy
because it has no connection witﬁdfhe essence of reality but pretends
it does; also because, like all material things, it has the potential
éé distract attention f¥om‘£hé truly imporfanf - it appééls to a lower
béit of fhe human %éihé; This dual inapprépriéﬁeness is briefiy

recognized in’the Réﬁublic:

- - - N . . . f 5 B ! ‘e - -

-~we can fairly take the poet and set him beside the painter. He
_resembles him both because his works have a low degree of truth
and becauée hé appeals to a ldw element inlthe mind: We are

' therefore quite right to refuse to admit him to a properly run

+ state, because he stirs .up and encourages and strengthens:- the

~ lower elements_in the mind at the expense of reason. ..’

It is remarkable, .given the lapse of time involved, how
closely many modern commentatprs‘on‘Nietzgché manage to retrace these
Platonic criticisms. Pasley, for example, while insisting on the
importance of Nietzsche’s artistic language, invokeskth? ol? pgoblem of

the illusion that gets itself taken seriously:

. {‘ﬁr

Not least among the questions raised in thése pages is how far
[Nietiséhé] allowed his imagerQAto dictate his argumehtéeQen when
he supposed that his argument was in control of his imagery; how
far his theories and doctrines were formed or swayed - more

- ppemer
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decisively than he knew and to more damaging effect than he could
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foresee - by the<§icturq-patterns and the mythical models. on which

he drew.u
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Even more pervasive than this suspicion, however, is the assumption of

2 %

.

a dichotomy between the beautiful and artistic "expression™ and the
underlying ideas of Nietzsche, examples of which have already been

documented in earlier chapters.?

T
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As with all the criticisms of rhetoric discussed in this thesis, a

v

vgriety of anti-Platonic strategies presentvthemselves. The first 1s to
dispute‘the applicability of the Platonic criticisms to Nieﬁésche’s
case: this wouldAmean to insist in various w;ys ghag Nietzsche’s
eloéuégce is non-illusory, and actually reveals some kind of important
truth. or meaning. The second strategy - not necessari;y incompatible
with the first --is to attempt to undermine the validity of Plato’s
critiéﬁe; by}indiéating philosophy’s complicity with what it attempts
to exclude. The most sophisticated of these efforts is to deconstruct
the“cfifiéue 6f‘§tyle. The third apgroach, more consistent with the
overall sﬁrateéy adégted in this theéis; is to accept the Platonic
deééfipéiohé,lbut seek to.transforﬁ the evaluation. In other words:
what i1f Nietzsche’s eloquence is both "illusory" and "seductive"? What
then...? I Qill return to these questions later; but first, there is>a
need to'explain why the alternative strategies - which have, after all,
dominated réceht discussions of ﬁietzsche;é style(s) - are inadeqﬁaté.
The most common response to the philosophical  criticism of

eloquence has been to claim that literary language is not at "third

remove £rom reality", as Plato‘believed, and may‘éctually be capable of
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expressing truths that are inaccessible to more prosaic thinking. The
debate has raged:with particular ferocity abont the trope of metaphor,
and the way it functions. In the Romantic tradition, metaphors are not
regarded as "ornamental™ versions of literal truths, but rather as
presenting natural, sensuous and direct relations to the world, beyond
the scope of conceptual language. Much attention is given to "dead
metaphor™, or initially physical, material terms which have lost their
immediate contact with the world through constant uee;‘and have become
abstract and immaterial.}? | | .

The suspicion that Nietzsche held such a view of language and
metaphor 1is based primarily on his dnpublished 1873 essayﬁ"On truth\and
lie in an extra-moral sense™ (henceforth abbreviated to "OTL"), wnich

emphasizes the metaphorical essence of language. In a much-quoted

passage, Nietzsche asserts that

Truths are illusions which we have forgotten are illusions; they
are metaphors that have become worn out and have been drained of

sensuous force...l‘

This sense that conceptual truth - the normal “coinage" of philosophy -

has lost or forgotten an original metaphoricity is indicated by

PR

Nietzsche’s comments on the origins of language in the same essay.

To begin with, a nerve stimulus is transferred into an iﬁage{
- first metaphor. The image, in turn, is imitated in a sound: second
metaphor. And each time there is a complete overleaping of one
sphere, right into the middle of an entirely new and different
‘one...we believe that we know something about the things
themselves when we speak of trees, colours, snow, and flowers; and
yet we possess nothing but metaphors for things - metaphors which

correspond in no way to the original entities.!®
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The ;language in this essay is necessarily paradoxical, since Nietzsche
is- describing many senses of "truth"; but he-certainly implies that
what- we :normally think of as the language of truth - literal
expressions,- conceptual definitions - emerged and prospered due to a

will to power, not a will to truth. The advantage of concepts lies in

rS L ,; . - . , N . L e

theirwgreaterfﬁoﬁefz

A

-

something is possible in the realm of these schemata which could
never be achieved with the wvivid first impressions: the
construction of a pyramidal order according to castes-and degrees,
the creation of a new world of laws, privileges, subordinations
and clearly narked boundaries - a new world, one which now
1(confrontswthatuother’vivid world of first impressions as more
solid, more universal, better known, and more human than the
immediately perceived.world, and thus as the regulative and

imperative world.l®

TREN AR -

Lying in this praise for the conceptual, there lurks a justification

“a

for the return to metaphorical language: if that language better

- e

captures our "ViVid firSt impressions“ and “immediately perceived
world" it can be consioered more truly descriptive. And thus, against
Plato, it can be seen as the appropriate vehicle for philosophical
thinking iniits’efforts to approach a description of reality,

There are a number of reasons why such a "defence" of
NietZSChe S eloquence would be quite inadequate. In the first place, it
is a justification of metaphor, whereas style and eloquence often arise
from other uses of language to which this framework would clearly be
inapplicable- "metaphor" cannot stana{as a synecdoche for the totality
of Nietzsche’s eloquence. k )

But even when the theory is restricted to metaphor it is

highly problematic. Derrida describes it as a "symbolist" theory,17
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because the metaphorical terms ‘are regarded as holding a strong
connection with material objects, which is 'lost .or'effaced when
metaphors become concepts. Something like this seems to be implied by

Nietzsche’s metaphorical description of truths as '

metaphors that have become worn out and have been drained of

sensuous force, coins which have lost their embossing and are now

considered as metal and no longer as coins.1° ' i

Bué‘ésKDeffldaﬁpéints out;la\symboiist conception of metaphéirfeégiﬁé
the dubious metaphysical ideal of a proper link betwéenwlangﬁaQé and
the "things themselves™, the shift being only in the linguistic vehicle
through which this iink is to be established. Tosléok on metaphor
nostalgically as a way to return to the immediacy of  human relations
with ééiﬁé,‘before they were corrupted by the imposition of concepts,
is to rewrite the Platonic doctrine of anamnesis. Moreover, Derrida
Sho%s that!the aﬁtempts that some "syﬁﬁolists" ﬁéve made t&greduce
ébséraét philosophical conéeéfs to "original metaphors" 1is nowescape
from philbsbﬁhy, since it repeats the centralimoiif of a return to
imhédiétely present truth, Such theories are thus, for Derrida, wéys of
reinforcing the system they ostensibly confront: ’metaphor remains, in
éil its éséehtial charaéieristics, a classical philoécpﬁeme, a
ﬁétépﬂ§§ical céhcépt.'19 *
x Has Nietzsche falién, into this trap?\:Many commentators,
concerned by passages from "OTL" such as those cited above, have sought
to distance this éséa§ f}oﬁuﬁiétzéche's mature position, péihting out
that it was an éaily wofkakié73) which despiié its polished nature
Qiéﬁéséhé cénsidered;unsuieable for pubiicatioh, and that its

nsymbolisﬁ" ideas are clearly abandoned and refécted in Nietzéche;é

later comﬁents on language.z° While I would agree that the mature warks
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offer no justification for a "symbolist"™ interpretation, this judgement
applies equally to the 1873 essay. While the latter is imperfect and in

places confused, there are pointers within it to a very different

theory of truth and metaphor, which is worth briefly outlining here,

since it -has hitherto received 'so little attention; it might. be

A -

described‘as a political theory of metaphor.
The hey elements of a symbolist theory of metaphor are simply

absent from "OTL" The essay rules out the possibility of a "true

w -

correspondence" to things through any means of expression. The cause of
14 A - N ’

misunderstanding on this point lies in sentences such as the following'

¢

‘Whereas each perceptual metaphor is individual and without equals
and is therefore able to elude all classification, the great
‘edifice of concepts.displayswthe rigid regularity of a Roman

columbarium...21

If one forgets the qualifying adjective "perceptual®, it is possible to

make out for this a story that the greater "truth" (in the sense of

correspondence) lies in metaphors, since Nietzsche always insists that
. ) . . . ,
a central element of the falsity of concepts resides in their making

equal unequal things. If metaphors could express the individuality of

[

things, they would be "closer to the truth". But this is not the case,

"Perceptual metaphors" are not a type of linguistic metaphor at all,

+

but rather a shorthand description for Nietzsche 8 Schopenhauerian

]

account of perception, given earlier in the essay, which asserts that

.

perception is indirect and must always take the form of translations

and transfers from one realm to another. Describing perception as
nmetaphorical" is thus quite the opposite of accounting it "true®. 22
"OTL® does unquestionably give a positive evaluation of the

use of metaphor, but this is not on account of its truthfulness, as a
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careful reading of the key passage makes clear: - - RIr g e

¢ » - - .y - - - hy{“.

_.There exists no word for these intuitions; when man sees them he
grows dumb, or else he speaks only in forbidden metaphors and in
unheard-of”combinations of concepts. He does this so that'by
shattering .and mocking the old conceptual barriers he may at least
correspond creatively to the impression of the powerful present
intuition.?® 7

- s
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Though Nietzsche talks of "correspondence" here, it 41is not to the

4 T

truth of things but to "the powerful present intuition" What is meant

~

by that phrase remains somewhat obscure, and Nietzsche soon abandons

>
St

the Kantian terminology of "intuition" in opposition to "concept" But
the impression is very much of a conflict between the "authorized
descriptions" of ordinary language use and the "unauthorized
descriptions" of metaphorical and poetic language. This\conflict is not
about truth: both types of descripticn are "false" to the "things
themselves". The struggle is rather over evaluations and‘aspirations:
acceptance of‘the conceptually structured order of things and men
versus the recalcitrance of the artist, who wanders in dreams and
visions, and insists on the priority of his own particular experience,
even though it may require unheard of combinations or words to convey
it. This tension betueen conventional and unconventional 1anguage use
is certainly developed and deepened in the later Nietzsche,z‘ but the
early essay certainly does not promote the Romantic alternative to the
later texts that is often supposed. Indeed, as we shall see later in
the chapter, the idea of art as a "political" force, presenting
alternatives to established "realities", has echoes throughout

Nietzsche’s work.

What does all this imply for a defence of Nietzsche’s
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eloquence against the Platonic attack? Fundamentally, -it means that the
attempt to justify artistic means of expression by. reference. to their
allegedly privileged access to reality is a faillure. Not-only would
such a thesis imply an unacceptable reversion to a Platonic project of
mirroring Being; it 1s also a position that cannot be attributed to
Nietzsche even for the one text widely touted as -a symbolist theory of
metaphor. - ) : : o

+  Many of the strongest critics of such a theory have sought by
way of an alternative to justify Nietzsche's éloquence in what I would

25 one can lump together in this respect

term a performative manner.
Derrida and Nehamas, who both agree, despite their differences
concerning what Nietzsche’s "styles" perform, that these styles
constituteva performahde of some kind. Indeed, they>even agree that
style functions as a limitation on the textﬁal ";ontent". For Nehamas,
what 1is crucial is the multiplicity of Nietzsche’s styles, which
conveys that Nietzsche’s views are idiosyncratic and do not aspire to
canonical status; for Derrida, whose interpretation is easily the more
subtle, Nietzsche’s styles enact above all the rich, indecipherable

ambiguity of life and langu;ge.z‘

Neither of these readings is
particularly convincing, as I indicate below; but the decisive
objection is to the performative framework itself, whatever the
detailed account might look like. i

The effort to interpret Nietzsche’s styles as encoding some

kind of limitation on the truth-value of his texts has one obvious

advantage: it provides a plausible answer to.the objection: that

Nietzsche could simply have stated whatever it is that his styles are
supposed to "exhibit", rather than encoding it in so complicated a
fashion. For if it is a question of -denying or undermining or rendering

questioﬁable and ambiguous the whole of what is stated, then merely to
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state this as an extra fact or appendix would faill to do the job: what
is required is another level or mode of discourse, which calls into
question what the first level of "conceptual content™ asserts,

Other than this logical point, however, there is 1little
justification  for any of the interpretations of Nietzsche’s styles as
nlimits”. Nehamas produces much textual evidence to illustrate that
Nietzsche was a perspectivist, but nothing at all to suggest that this
accounts for his multiplicity of styles. That claim rests on the
supposition that Nietzsche’s primary concern is to have his views
accepted as nothing other than‘“his own" views, an ambition whidh a

more direct approach could not hope to fulfil:

Constantly to repeat the phrase "this is only my interpretation"
as one’s sole concession to this anti-dogmatic orientation would
soon rob it of all credibility.27

So Nehamas would have us believe that the multiplicity of styles is
Nietzsche’s way of constantly saying (without saying) "this is only my
interpretation”; or, as Nehamas puts it, ’'He depends on many styles in
order to suggest that there is no single, neutral language in which his

28

views, or any others, .can ever be presented, Unfortunately this

ignores the rather obvious point that the one passage where Nietzsche
talks exblicitly about multiplicitf of styles mentions hothing of these

nperspectivist™ concerns.

To communicate a state, an inner tension of pathos through signs,
including the tempo of these signs - that is the meaning of every
style; and considering that the multiplicity of inner states is in
my case extraordinary, there exists in my case the possibility of
many styles - altogether the most manifold art of style any man
has ever had at his disposal.29
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In other words, the varlety of styles 1is not about saying the same
thing in many different ways, but about communicating a multiplicity of
states. A different style for each "inner tension of pathos" - that
seems to be the point.3°

Despite the greater subtlety of his argument, Derrida’s
interpretation of Nietzsche’s styles is even more loosely connected to
the text. The method of his reading 1s put forward jestingly at the

very start of Spurs:
The title of this lecture was to have been the question of style.
But - woman will be my subject. It remains to be asked whether

" this comes down to the same thing - or to the other.3!

. In fact, the text’s detailed discussions concern Nietzsche’s comments

on the relationship between woman and truth; the link to the questidﬁ
of style is made only through Derrida’s own gaﬁes of word-association.
Derrida insists on tﬁe attribute of distgnce applied both to womanly
truth and the truth of woman: both "are™ only in their absence; one
cannot come too close. And, for Derrida, Nietzsche’s stylés are, in the
end, little more than a way of reinforcing this iﬁbossibillty of

grasping truth/woman:

Nietzsche had no illusions...that he might know anything of those
effects_called woman, truth, castration, or of those ontological
effects of presence or absence. He carefully guarded against the
hasty denial which the erection of a simple discourse against
castration and its system would constitute. Without a discrete
parody, a strategy of writing, a difference or variation of pens,
without style - grand style - the reversal returns to the same in
the loud declaration of the antithesis.3?

As in the case of Nehamas, the only real justification for this
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interpretation of the function of Nietzsche’s styles is a consideration
of what the case would be without them: for Nehamas, un-perspectivist
"interpretations of Nietzsche; for Derrida, mere negation of the
metaphysical system, hence the failure to evade it. Derrida’s only
illustration of the "discrete parody" enacted by Nietzsche’s styles is
his analysis of the fragmentary note /I have forgotten my umbrella’,
which in its banal everydayness illustrates the gulf separating
Derrida’s understanding of "style" from anything remotely approaching
the "communication of a state"™ asserted by Nietzsche. Naturally this
scrap, which floats without coniext, 1s the perfect Derridean "stylate
spur", puncturing all attempts to assign it meaning, evading the
determinations of metaphysics and anti-metaphysics, forever distant:
rit can always remain at the same time open, offered and
undecipherable; one cannot even know it as "undeciphez:able."'33 But
this proves only that Derrida’s understanding of "style" has nothing in
common with Nietzsche’s; that there is no agreement even on what would
count as "stylish", let alone on how style functions.

So far, however, my criticisms have only suggested that these
performative interpretations are wrong in important particulars about
the function of Nietzsche’s styles, whereas my main suspicion concerns
the whole performative framework, which must itself be brought into
question. For, in spite of everything, there is no justification of
eloquence in these works. Quite apart from the typical philosophical
spiritlessness with which these accounts are produced, there is no
attempt to revalue art as a distinct force: rather, the effort is to
reassure the understanding that art was a theoretical exigency in the
case of Nietzsche, required in order to ward off error, in the form of
dogmatism or metaphysics. To formulate it as a response to Plato:

illusion may be necessary, in order to ward off a greater threat of
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illusion :(dogmatism, error of anti-metaphysics -that remains
metaphysics). The-allegedly hostile force of eloquence is justified as
a novel way of aiding the vigilance of -the understanding. As Nehamas
puts-its - - . T : e o

When I claim thatﬂwg must pay attention to Nietzsche’s style, I am

claiming only that his changing styles convey éignificant

information to his readers.3*

It 1s hard to resist the idea that these performative interpretations
of ‘Nietzsche’s eloquence may after all and despite everything be doing
Plato’s work. For it“is often forgotten that, when Socrates cast out
the poets, he did not'exclude the possibility of readmittance - Iif

poetry can be shown to have a "higher" purpose:

B . . PRI s . PERCES

.we -should give her .defenders,. men who aren’t poets themselves-but

who love poetry, a chance of dgfending hergin prosenand proving

‘ ‘that she doesn’t only give pleasure but brings lasting benefit to
human life and human soéiet&.fAnd we will liétehtfévourably, as we

« -sy8hall gain much'if we find-her a source of profit as well as
. plea:u;e.35

- . .- - :

L F . FEFE -«

If, as this 'suggests, many of the attempts to defend
eloquenceLcontipue to play the Platonic game, an alFernative strategy
could be to turn the table§;onwthe philosophers’ critique of art, and
question their capacity to stand outside it in judgemeng. In other
words, it is possible to counter-attack against the critics of
eloquence, rather than mount a defence to their accusations.

Plato him;e}f hasfalways:appeared particularly vulnerablé to
such tactics, since his skills as a stylist make his criticisms of art

look hypocritical. I do not propose to discuss this here, however. The
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debate seems destined to lead only to psychological questions
concerning the‘"innef~tufﬁoil" of Plato’s conflicting drives; besides,
even if Plato proved unable to follow his own advice,3® this counts for
little against the influence which that advice has héd'on*philosophy's
subsequent development., -~ ) = SV e

A far more interesting form of this counter-attack, one which
has been highly influential and deserves some‘attention here, is the
suggestion that philosophy 1s inescapably reliant-on figures of speech,
so that if there is an hypocrisy,: it is organized and structural. The
most sophisticated of these strategies is contained in Derrida’s essay
"White mythologg" 737 other 'elements of which have already ‘'been
explored in this chapter. Derrida notes an ambivalence in the
philosophical ‘tradition’s response to metaphor: on the one hand, it is
treated as inferior to and always dependent on "proper", literal usage;
on the other hand, it is recognized as a valuable additional epistemic
resource, capable of bringing to language iéeas which have hitherto
failed to receive expression. For Derrida, this official account of
metaphor as a marginal concept covers up the important work it  does on
behalf of philosophy: at key points in the great texts of Western
metaphysics, metaphors of sun, light, vision, etc. intervene; and they
recur sé'persisténtly preciséij because there is no "proper" £erm which
could take theilr place - they are the fig leaf half-covefing
philosophy’s failure to bring-Being firmly within' its grasp. While this
suggests é far‘greater céhpiici;j ofAhétaphgéiiﬂ'thé wofkinés of
metaphysics than has traditionally been recognized - and Derriéa is at
pains to reject those who see in metaphor an "escape" from metaphysics
- there is nevertheless a firm conviction in "Whitelmythologsir that

metaphor is also the Achilles’ heel of metaphysics. For, as well as the

detour which will lead back to literal, proper truth (the function
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assigned to it by metaphysics), metaphor is also susceptible to an
' other self-destruction’3® which, unlike the first, philosophical one,
*is no longer a question of extending and confirming a philosopheme,
but rather, of ‘unfolding it without 1limit, and wresting its borders of
propriety from it.’ As ever, Derrida leaves the operator of this "self-
destruction™ ambiguous: it is partly a task to be carried out by
deconstructive readings, and partly what metaphor itself properly
generates, outside the restrictive connection with "proper meaning"”
imposed throughout the history of metaphysics.

As a project for 1liberating eloquence, in the form of
metaphor, from the tutelage of metaphysics, Derrida’s essay has two
major flaws. In the first place, his account of metaphor’s relationship
to philosophy is dependent at many points on unjustifiable
generalizations. Many of his assertions clearly apply to particular
instances but equally clearly do not- apply to "metaphor" or
wphilosophy" as a whole; without the grandeur of these
universalizations, Derrida’s essay loses much of its persuasiveness,

Three key examples of this shift of scope are worth analyzing

more closely. First, Derrida asserts that

the philosophical evaluation of metaphor has always been
ambiguous: metaphor i1s dangerous and foreign as concerns
intuition..., concept...,’and consciousness...; but it is in
complicity with what it endangers, is necessary to it in the
extent to which the de-tour is always a re-turn guided by the
function of resemblance (mimesis or homoiosis), under the law of

the sam.e.39

Certainly, both these contrasting evaluations have been adopted by
philosophers; but, since.they have only rarely been adopted by the ~same

philosopher, "the philosophical evaluation™ (assuming that such a
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phrase ‘makes sense at all) might more plausibly be described as
vdisputed" rather than "ambiguous". At the very least, one would have
to talk about two evéluatibns:“daé:'ekemplified by Plato and Locke,
which‘rééards metaphor as no more Eﬁén_ofhémeht ahd surface;”"dangerou;
and foreign"” to philosophical discourse; the other, exemplified by
Aristotle, ﬁhich écéords metaﬁhdgyé boteﬂfi;ll&'construcﬁive epistemié
role through its aBility to iedégnize reéemblances between things.
Derrida'S assimilation of the two traditions produces an unmiétakeably
Hegelian ﬁotif - the "negative" éspects of métaphor arewadfgehoben when
meéapﬁér 1s itself nééated - which cannot with any ﬁlausibility be
applied to philoséphy as a whole. Quite why Derrida should want
to ﬁresent the philbsophicél evaluation of metaphor as alwayé
already Hegelian is a question I will consider presently.

Derrida is also somewhat doématic with respect to the
symbolist concept of metaphor discussed earlier in the chapter. He

§

asserts that:

Metaphor has always been defined as the trope of resemblance...to
take an interest in metaphor...is...theréfore to take a symbolist

stand, It is above all to take an interest in...semantic "depth",

in the“magnetic attraction of the similar.,.4°

once again, the "always" is untenable. Certainly, as Derrida’s detailed
study shows, ‘this is an accurate depiction of the Aristotelian
conception of metapho¥, which has indeed been highly influential; but
there are clear alternatives to it. In the Romantic tradition, for

example,

Metaphor...does not record pre-existing similarities in things;
rather, it is the linguistic means by which we bring together and

thus fuse into a unity diverse thoughts and thereby reform our
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_perceptions of the world.%?
Derrida’s silence concerning alternative con;eptions of metaphor can
hardly be accidental, since his own positive thesis is dependent on
this notion of naming similarities. Derrida’s whole argument turns
around Aristotle’s example of a metaphor naming what did not yet have a
name: in such a situation, the assumptionfthat;thermgtaphor is simply
describing a pre-existing similarity lacks the usual support of the
"proper"” name of the object or activity. Thus, to Aristotle’s example
that the sun’s casting forth of flame can pe described,ag "sowing”,
Derrida puts the question: ‘Where has it _ever been seen that there is
the same relation between the sun and its rays as between sowing and
seeds?"z,The,st;aightforward, circular exchange of names and meanings

becomes an "enigma",ugn "ellipse™. Derrida concludes:

A .o RO . ! P s ’ & - . . . .

No reference properly being named in such a metaphor, the figure
is carried off into the adventure of a long, implidit sentence, a

secret-narrative which nothing assures us will lead us back to the

proper name.*?

;- -

This is quite clearly intended as the statement of a kind of paradox:
if metapho;,loses‘theﬁfixity of its referent, then it can no longer
claim to state”atresemblance, since it cannot state what reference it
was supposed to name without resort to fprther metaphors. A stgrk
opposition~is‘presented between metaphors “anchoredﬁ.by their ties to
"proper referents" and metaphors "infinitely’' floating"” without these
ties. But that this infinite floating is the clear alternative depends
on Derrida excluding the possibility of any other theories of metaphor

entering the.frame.‘f A

oy Wt e oo

The third instance of Derrida’s dogmatism comes with his
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5 that 'metaphor remains, in all its essential

assertion, cited above,
characteristics, a classical philosopheme, a metaphysical concept.’ Why
treat> metaphor as "essentially" any kind of concept, ‘let alone a
metaphysical one? The entire structure  of " "white Mythology" does
indeed suggest that, for Derrida, metaphor is more or less what
philosophy:has made and will in future make of it. For the essay
concentrates exclusively on a variety of philosophical:definitions. and
analyses of metaphor, and Derrida’s constant use of the term "metaphor"
as a grammatical subject suggests that he really takes this process to
providé ahiénal}siéaof the nature of mefaphbfs‘ahd héthhéf\bbgyéééz
Under £hese circﬁmstances £he compiete absen;e nét onl&'of eﬁpirical
examples but even of a gesture towards the possibility of empiricism is
a critical omission., The likely explanation for this silence is that
any serious-investigation of the usage of the term "metaphor" would be
just as embarrassing for Derrida’s ideal of ‘"infinitely :-floating
movement"™ as for -the ideals:.of philosophers past. Indeed, 'isn’t.the
problem here that Derrida is employing traditional:idealist-tactics'to
establish a new "concept of metaphor"? Thereris no pithier:response to

such methods than Wittgenstein’s dictum: ‘Let the use teach you-the
meaning."‘f*i T me ’ o o

But quite: apart from-.all criticism , of Derrida’s methods,
there is -an over-riding question-mark concerning the value of his
conclusions concerning metaphor - assuming, ' for the sake of argument;
that he-has a right to these conclusions. As we have seen, Derrida
himself contrasts his-’other self-destruction’: of metaphor to -’‘the
philosophical one’:47 ne clearly believes that by "exploding"-‘the
reassuring opposition of the metaphoric and the proper’ he has overcome

the philosophical determination of metaphor. But what 'if philosophy’s

approach to metaphor is recognizable:less as.a specific determination
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than-as an horizon of questioning? Recall Plato’s discussion of art in
the Republic: in the end what matters is not so much whether art
remains inside or outside the republic, but that it justifies itself on
grounds of its contribution to morality and truth, not on grounds of
aesthetic merit., - . = R o -

Derrida in no way departs from the horizon of truth -in his
questioning of metaphor: on the contrary, it is his sole.concern. He
states that:

In order not to wind up at an empiricist reduction of knowledge
and a fantastic ldeology of truth, one should surely substitute
another articulation for the (maintained or erased) classical

opposition of metaphor and concept.‘a

This sentence illustrates that Derrida’s interest in art and metaphor
is restricted to its potential for revealing truth. His "break" with
the tradition goes no‘further than the subordinate questions of what
will be revealed and how. That 1s why Derrida has to make the efforts,
discussed above, to-fit all theories of metaphor into an Hegelian
model. If "the philosophical" approach to metaphor were always
characterized - by the assertion of metaphor as mimesis and as "detour"
on the inevitable path to "proper meaning", then Derrida’s moves
clearly would be un- or anti-philosophical as he claims. But if
philosophy is determined more broadly as an-horizon of questioning
which seeks and values only the essential-truth of its objects, éhen
Derrida fits perfectly into the tradition. He provides a new truth-
value of metaphor, which might ‘be described as kata-mimeseos.- the
escape from and disruption of the representation of Being. o

\ + In relation to Nietzsche, what matters about all this is that

the value of truth reigns unquestionably over art and aesthetics in
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Derrida’s approach. Indeed, it seems likely that it-actually implies
the~advocacy of-bad metaphors,. since when a-metaphor is:obscure or
incomprehensible; " any recourse to "proper meaning” is most
unequivocally excluded. The fact that Derrida elsewhere gives priority
to Heldeggerian "quasi-metaphors"™ such as "language is the house of
Being"!? indicates that what is of value for him in "metaphoricity" is
certainly nothing to-do with aesthetics. All-in all, Derrida’s
approaches consistently sidestep Plato’s anti-aesthetic criticisms
and thus-do nothing to alter-the traditional philosophical assumption

that eloquence can only have value if it serves truth.

X . k% -

All the strategies we have reviewed thus far retain the common
characteristic that ‘they seek.the value of eloquence 'through its
contribution to truth; this" is.the case even when its alleged
contribution is to change our whole "ideology of truth", But what*if
eloquence does not need to justify itself before the court of "the
understanding and its test of truth? What 'if this whole effort is a
misunderstanding? What 1f... ’art is worth more than truth’?%°

That this phrase marks the greatest- of all Nietzsche’s
“revaluations is the conviction and- the argument of the remainder of
this chapter. I will ocutline the various aspects of this revaluation
presently, but nothing provides a better preliminary indication of 'its
importance than philosophy’s astonishing refusal to confront it; and no
figure illustrates this tendency more perfectly.than the one
philosopher who most palpably claims to take .the revaluation
nseriously": Martin Heidegger. .

The most thorough analysis of Nietzséhe's‘attitude to art is

195



the: first volume of Heldegger’s Nietzsche, "The will to power as
art",®® which'discusses the notes collected under the same heading by
the editors of The Will to Power. At first glance, this appears to take
full cognizance of Nietzsche’s revaluation of art, since not only do
severalﬁcﬁaﬁﬁeré comment on the conflict in Nietzsche between truth and
art; the last of Heldegger’s "Five statements on art”, wﬁich claim;té
present the basic Nietzschean position, is'the assertion: ’‘Art is worth

more than "the truth.mr32

However, Heidegger’s subtle amendments to

Nietzsche’s statement that "art is worth more than truth" are A;i;her
accidental nor insignificant. As Heidegger’s exegesis makes clear, they
are intended to show what Nietzsche’s comment "really meant", which is
that 'tge sensuous stands in a higher place and is more genﬁineiy than
the supersensuous'.” Helidegger insists that when Nietzsche talks about
truth, he is always talking about the Platonic/Christian "true world",
i.e. the supersensuous world, i.e. the world which does not exist. When
he further insists that by "art", Nietzsche always means an affirmation
of the- sensuous, it is possible to reach the extraordinary
interpretation of ’‘art is worth more than truth’ ‘that’'Heidegger
proposes. And it is extraordinary: for it would mean that Nietzsche’s
affirmation of art is the affirmation of reality ("the sensuous") over
illusion ("the supersensuous™), once again; which is to say: the
reaffirmation-of the very Platonic opposition on the basis.of which the
artists were dispatched from the Republic.,

. Heidegger is, of course, quite right to-claim that Nietzsche
regards:the supersensuous world as illusory and this sensuous world as
the only real world; but it is' a complete .blunder to suppose that- when
Nietzsche says "art" he always -implies the sensuous, and that when he
says "truth" he always implies the supersensuous. Indeed,-in the very

same- #853 of The Will to Power from which the statement that ‘art is
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worth more than truth’ 1s taken, there is a passage which utterly
contradicts the Heldeggerian interpretation. Nietzsche "comments on The

Birth -of Tragedy: LA i - - v e

The antithesis of a real and an apparent world is lacking here:
there is only one world, and this is false, cruel, contradictory,
seductive, withoﬁt’meaning__‘A world thus coﬂstifuted is the real
world. We have need of lies in order to conquer this reality, this
vtruth”, that is, in order to live__ That lies are necessary in
order to live 1s itself part of the terrifying and questionable
chér#éterpof gxistence..L"Life ohght to inépire confidence": the
. task thus imposed is tremendous. To solve it, man must be a liar
by nature, he must be above all an artist. And he is one:
metaphysics, religion, morality, science - all of them only
ﬁroducts of his will tbvért, to lie, to flight from "truth", to

negation of "truth".» - : :
e oo v

Here, neither "truth"™ nor "art" means what, according to Heidegger, "it
ought to mean.:The ’‘"truth"’ or.’real world’ is ’'false’ .and
rcontradictory’, so it quite obviously is not the Platonic
supersensuous realm, but rather this; sensuous world. Substituting this
term would transform Heidegger’s interpretation into the absurd: "the
sensuous 1s more genuinely than the sensuous." But in any case, since
Nietzsche mentions metaphysics and religion as species of "the will to
art", it is plain that Heidegger’s identification of art with the
sensuous ‘is equally misguided: on the contrary, the invention of the
supersensuous :world 1s a plece of extraordinary artistry - a
confirmation, one might add, that art is worth more than truth.

How 1s 1t that Heldegger’s interpretation can go s0 badly
wrong on this point? A clue lies in his response to another passage
cited from Nietzsche, which states that ’"The Birth of Tragedy believes

in art on the background of another belief - that it is not possible to
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live with truth, that "the will to truth“ is already a symptom of
degeneration."’s‘ Heldegger’s comment is that ’The statement sounds
perverse.-But it loses its foreignness, though not its importance, as
soon as ﬁé read it in'the rightwvay.' He then proceeds to‘interpret the
passagevalong the lines outlined above = very definitely the wrong way!

But why is the statement perverse" and "foreign"? Is it not perhaps

that the search for truth is what Heidegger, along with the whole
philosophical tradition behind him, regards as the task, so that to

1abel it "a symptom of degeneration" would be nothing less than an act

i3 N

of apostasy? That Heidegger s response was to rescue Nietzsche from

this "perversity" rather than accept him as a heretic can be explained

in either or both of two ways. First Nietzsche is a nodal point in

e, -

Heidegger’s story of metaphysics - the last metaphysician of the West.

1
v

To recognize an attitude to truth so alien to the tradition would make

it virtually impossible for Heldegger to cast Nietzsche‘in the desired

role, and would throw doubt on the whole story. Second: Heldegger'’s

labrynthine account and critique of Nietzsche turns around the claim
(a4

that Nietzsche has failed to question properly concerning the essence

of truth. Heidegger presents his own philosophy as marking the epochal

shift to this ultimate question of truth’s essence. But if Nietzsche,

* 1

rather than overlooking this question, regarded this sort of obsessive
quest as a "symptom of degeneration", then not only would Heidegger's
interpretation of Nietzsche be threatened - 80 too would hils own
philosophy s essentilal values. |

0verall, Heidegger s determination toJ ignore Nietzsche'’s
revaluation of art is further evidence of that deep-seated resistance

by philosophers to any attempts to question the value of truth, which

Nietzsche was himself so well aware of:
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Suppose we, want truth: why not rather untruth? and uncertainty?
even ignorance? The problem of the value of truth came before
&us..{And‘though it’scarcely seems credible, it finally‘almost
seems to us as if the problem had never even been put 'so far__-as
if we were the first to see it, fix 1t with our eyes, and risk
it 58

P B M - - ~

Despite all that has been written on Nietzsche, this problem has still

PR

scarcely been recognized. There are endless debates on "Nietzsche s

* #

theory of truth" but scarcely any attention has been given to the

7

grand question mark concerning the value of truth. It is almost

impossible for philosophers to take the question "why not rather

[

untruth?" seriously. If it is noticed at all, it is treated as a plece

of "rhetoric" or as a 5oke, or at most as a sign that hitherto
exisling theories of truth have led‘to the”dreadful possibility that
the value of truth can be questioned, so that the challenge here is to
rescue truth from these nihilistic doubts. Against all this I will
suppose for once, "for the sake of argument“, that Nietzsche is deadly
serious‘when he questions the value of truth, and that he does really
value art higher. And so the remainder of this chapter will not ask
whether Nietzsche values art higher than truth, but assume that he
does, and seek to explain why, and what influence this has on his work.

‘ The best way to begin exploring the statement that art is
worth more than truth' is to consider it in the light of the Platonic
critique of art outlined above, in which the twin concerns were the
1llusory and sensual nature of art. Nietzsche s revaluation takes in
both these aspects, thus meeting head-on the key philosophical
objections to eloquence. A new role for eloquence can then»be developed

on the basis of the positive values attached to "illusion"™ and

ngsensuality" of art.
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The first element of Nietzsche’s revaluation is highlighted
by the passage, ‘used against-the Heildeggerian interpretation, which
asserts: ’‘metaphysics, religion, morality, sclence - all of them only
products of his will to art, to lie, to-flight from "truth", to
negation of vtruth".’%® This clearly extends the sphere of the artistic
well beyond any ordinary conception of "art"; -what justifies this
extension? Two Nietzschean theses are of relevance here. The first
goes'back to "OTL": the most basic elements of a language are already
highly selective, "artistic" representations  of things;- superstructures
such as metaphysics and morality constructed from this base will
therefore be artistic fabrications to an even greater degree. But quite
apart from these considerations of man’s inability to avoid artistry,
there is the even stronger insistence that metaphysics, religion, etc.,
have always in any case had-artistic intentions, in that they are
driven above all by the feeling that, as Nietzsche puts it, "life ought
to inspire‘confidence". The artistic desire for "beautiful illusions"”
has thus at all‘times’predominated over the will‘to truth,

Even supposing these claims are granted, however, they still
do not explain why ‘art is worth more than truth’; at best,’they
indicate that art has been and will continue to be a more powerful
force than has commonly been accepted. They leave open the possibility
that Nietzsche has highlighted the historic force of illusion in order
to make a new appeal on behalf of "truth"° in order to say, "I,

_— 1

Nietzsche, am the truth " Were this the case, then Nietzsche would be

”

bludgeoning Plato with a Platonic implement {(the truth/illusion

-

opposition). What is required, therefore, is an indication of what

o ¥

distinguishes Nietzsche s understanding of art from Plato’s; otherwise,

¢

when he talks of religion and metaphysics as artistic, this will always

continue to sound like an accusation.
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-The * distinctively Nietzschean approach ‘to aesthetics 'is
normally taken to be his insistence on the artist ‘rather than the work
of art; but while this is of vital importance, and is considered later
in the .chapter, -Nietzsche also makes more direct,  "theoretical"™
responses to the Platonic conception of mimesis, and these form a
convenient starting-point for an exploration of his revaluation of art.

In the first place, Nietzsche rejechs the distinction on
which Plato’s c;iticism of-the artists as superficial rested. Plato
suggests that artists cannot provide satisfactory representations
because they -have not penetrated to the ultimate truth of things.57 But
Nietzsche does not seek to turn this criticism back against Plato by
criticising the superficiality of his "art"™. He would have no right to
do so; sinzé hégékplicitly renounces the Platonic associations between

art, superficiality and shallowness:

Oh, ‘those Greeks! They knew how to live. What-is required for that
is to stop courageously at the surface, the fold, the skin, to
adore appearance, to believe in forms, tones, words, in the whole
Olympus of appearance. Those Greeks were superficial - out of
profundity...Are we not, 'precisely in this respect, Greeks?

Adorers of forms, of tones, of words? And therefore - artists?>®
Why isiit,profound"to adorélapééarance(? Ign't the very‘st;rting-point
of philosophy the fact that sticks bend in water, and "things are not
what they seem™? Mustn’t this awareness always temper a love of
surfaces?  Such suspicions live on because of the Platonic
interpretation of art as a representation of the appearances of things
which suspends all questions concerning those appearances. But at this
point -Nietzsche’s distance from the Platonic model is at its greatest:

the- -old worries about deceptive appearances have to be stood against

201



U

the Nietzschean revaluation of the seeming-being divide. Plato’s
critique of ‘art:'is based upon the possibility of a clear separation
between appearance and reality: art operates at a level which leaves
the underlying ‘reality untouched. But when Nietzsche talks about the
wprofundity" of "adoring appearance", he does not imply that it is good
to abandon reality. For, according to Nietzsche, reality is not
abandoned in such an affirmation. Rather, what is abandoned is’ a
clearcut division between reality and appearance.:Artistic appearances
can become real, and reallity can in turn become illusion: =~ - *.

One passage exemplifies the transformation of the Platonic

structure, and is worth considering in some detail: '~
f 5

This has given me the greatest trouble and still does: to realize
that what things are called is incomparably more important than
what they ‘are. The reputation, name, and appearance, the usual
measure and weight of a thing, what it counts for...all this grows
from generation to generation, merely because people believe in
it, until it gradually grows to be part of the thing and turns
into its very body. What at first was appearance becomes in the
end, almost invariably, the essence and is effective as such. How
roolish it would be to suppose that one only needs to point out
this origin and this misty shroud of delusion in order to destroy
the world that counts‘for real, so-called "realit}".”We can
destroy only as creators. - But let us not forget this either: it
is enough to create new names and estimations and probabilities in

order to create in the long run new "things".59

-4

Plato dismissed art because it copied appearances and did not

. |
understand essences; but this statement renders such a distinction
untenable. To represent appearances is at the same time (at least in

the long run) to participate in forging a reality. Quite consistently,

moreover, Nietzsche draws the conclusion that former "realities" are
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not dismissed when their human origins are recognized, "but only when
alternative names and valuations provide a substitute.®® - -
All this suggests that Plato has made a doubler blunder
concerning the artists.: In the first place, he has completely
misunderstood what artists aim at when he criticizes their "tricks"™ for
making things appear to be in.a certain way rather than inquiring into

61 This is not the

their "objective" qualities of size, weight, etc.
token of an error, because artists have only ever asked how best to
represent things as they seem, how to represent the appearance. But
this first mistake in turn arises from Plato’s insistence that how
things seem and how things are desired are "mere-illusions™ which are
powerless to influence the enlightened man, and therefore cannot be
what the artists aim at. If, on the other hand, appearance and desire
are major constituents of any "reality", then the representation of
appearance-possesses an ineradicable power; indeed, - Plato’s "reality",
supposedly uninfluenced by appearance and desire, is the real piece of
naivety here. So, to sum up-the contrast between Nietzsche and Plato:
art is not the "copying of reality”, which would make it dependent on a
pre-existing grasp of reality (and thus, as Plato shows, always
incompetent), but the presentation of appearances and desires, which is
to say (at least in the long run) the presentation of what things
are.®? : ' oy,

Naturally, -that all this. testifies " in favour of the
proposition that "art is worth more than truth" depends on the
valuation of the role of:art indicated here. Could one not continue to
prefer truth, even if one accepted the ubiquity of art? Why should
truth be displaced as an ideal? I'will simply mention two points which

tell against this. In the first place, if art is more than ornamental

and is, as has been suggested here, a central and inescapable 'part.:of
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human life, then to attack it in the name of the "higher ideal" of
truth is to manifest a distaste for life, which Nietzsche analyzes
under the heading "nihilism".% But Nietzsche also suggests that art is
more powerful than truth, since the critique of old illusions can only
work when an alternative 1llusion is ready to displace them; which is
to say that "critique"™ is either useless or is already beyond critique,
in the service of some artistic force - "we can destroy only as
creators". To prefer truth because of its critical success is to
misunderstand "critique": even here, creating counts for more than
revealing.“

Although these considerations greatly enhance the role of
art, it could be argued that this is achieved primarily through
diluting the concept to include virtually everything. Why be artistic
in the narrow sense of the term if metaphysicians and scilentists are
already "artists™? Why bother with form and eloquence? These objections
are not unanswerable; the full importance of the attack on Platonic
mimesls will become clear later in the chapter. But it would be wrong
to give the impression that Nietzsche only defends art and artists by
changing the signification of the terms. On the contrary, he frequently
champions art against religion, morality and science; and, concerning
Plato’s critique of artistic sensuality, what Nietzsche has to say is
quite clearly supportive of art in a narrower, more literal sense.

As we have seen,® Plato’s other objection to art is that it
seduces from the true path of philosophy by appealing to the senses and
thereby encouraging passion, rather than reason, to take control.
Applying this rule to Nietzsche would suggest that his texts are
suspect to the extent that they produce aesthetic pleasure rather than
intellectual insight. Nietzsche’s own comments counsel to the contrary:

art’s stimulus of the senses indicates its soundness; Plato’s suspicion
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of -it indicates his morbidity. - - . .
~ ++ There 1is, even so, a point of agreement between Plato and

Nietzsche: that art 1s pleasurable, stimulates the senses, and

" 66

/inflames desire’.% Nietzsche indeed contrasts this Platonic

understanding of how art operates quite explicitly with the
Schopenhauerian. belief that art serves to pacify the will: on this

point at least,‘blato is credited with a far deeper insight than rival

aestheticians.®’

v -

Concerning " the evaluation of this effect, however, there is
eéﬁﬁiété disadreenent: For while Plato regards the pleasures of art
with suspicion and hostility, Nietzsche enthuses about them:

o R - - - .

.when-.-we encounter things- that display...transfiguration and
fullness [e.g. works of art], the animal responds with an
excitation of those spheres in which all those pleasurable states
are sitnated - and a blending of these very delicate nuances of
animal well-being and desires constitutes  .the aesthetic
state,,.fPerfectiond:‘in»these states...there is naively revealed
what the deepest instinct recognizes as higher, more desirable,

more valuable in general, the upward movement of its type...‘°

- - s - AR e . PR . [ ~ s

Nietzsche is not a hedonist; he does not admire the "aesthetic state”

because it produces pleasure. Rather, the feelings of pleasure are

A T

themselves traceable to a sense of the "upward movement™ of a type, and

this is what makes the stimulus provided by art so important. The

%

assumption that the satisfaction of the passions is purely a matter of

st

producing "pleasurable feelings" is part of the Platonic denigration of

the body.
The reasons why Niletzsche and Plato reach such different

evaluations of the pleasurable effects of art are not hard to discover.

For Plato, poetry ‘has a terrible power to corrupt even the best
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characters’, by encouraging the expression of feelings which shame and

morality would normally keep under check::

R oy

~ Poetry has the same effect on us when it represents sex and anger,
and the other desires and feelings of pleasure and pain which
normally accompany our actions. It feeds them when they ought to
be starved, and makes them control us when we ought, in-the

interests of our own welfare and happiness, to control them,?®
Nietzsche disputes the assumption that the stimulus of the desires
provided by art leads to a loss of control, and an abandonment to the
passions. There is nothing inevitable about such a reaction; a strong
and harmonious type has the capacity to benefit from such stimuli

rather than be overwhelmed by them:

wr oo P
s

Fear of the senses, of the desires, of the passions, when it goes
so far as to counsel us against them, is already a symptom of
weakness: extreme measures always indicate abnormal conditions...A
"stimulation of the senses™ 1s a seduction only for those whose

system is too easily moved and influenced...”

r

None of this implies that Nietzsche counterposes a crude‘"liberation of
the passions” to Plato's suppression of them. His point is rather that
the simple dichotomy -l"crush them or be crushed" - arises only for an
already debilitated organism. Nietzsche does not share the romantic
belief that passion liberated will solwe the world’s ills. On the
contrary, as a disorganizing, potentially overwhelming force, passion
makes ugly. Nietzsche admires great passion, but only when 1t co-exists
with a greater, dominating will 72 1he great contrast he offers is

‘u

between art, which sublimates and rides the passions, and morality,

®

which seeks to crush them.”® To let the passions run wild 4is simply
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degenerate,

This revaluation of art’s stimulus of the senses remains only
a first step. It is necessary to follow through the implications of
this line of thinking, to show that it does more than make a case for
art’s rightvto co-exist with philosophy. For th;ré is a Aanéer that
philosophers could grant the arguments presented so far, and allow the
importance of style - sollong as it does not interfere with their r%ght
to "substance". Why not retain a division of labour along these lines?

This separation between "style" and "substance" 1is a
commonplace today, but for precisely that reason it demands far closer
scrutiny than tbe overt rejection of art which ig Plato’s more obvious
legacy. For wh;lg it stands, any rehabilitation or revaluation of art
will remain something externallto the main concerns of philosophy. aAnd
this means that Nietzsche’s eloquence will continue to be regarded as
superfluous, even by those who admire it. The simple fact that
Nietzsche unequivocally rejected the content-form hierarchy'® can only
be a sﬁaftingéboinﬁ; What matters is why‘the‘distinctioﬂvshould be
abolished, and how and why it got set up in the first place: only when
these questions are answered will the rejection start to gain som;

effective force.

. ~ -3
v o

Un&er»what c§nditions do style and‘susst;nce bec;mé diQided?
Answer: when a éogtrast between them has become a real possibility,
when a case arises where (outer) form is seen'to conflict with (inner)
content. :Such a case receives its theoretical justification in Plato;
but,,more imﬁértantly, it is embodied in Socrates. Socrates is
physically’repulsive and his speech graceless, gnd y;t he exerts a
fascination on his noblest contemporaries, who see in him a beautiful

soul concealed by an ugly exterior. While this contrast strikes us as

something commonplace, conditioned as we are by two thousand years of
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Christianity, it must have startled the Greeks, who had a quite
different perspective on things. Nietzsche expresses it neatly:

=

. Socrates was rabble. One knows, one sees for oneself, how ugly he
was. But ugliness, an objectioﬁ in itself, 1s among Greeks almost

a refutation. Was Socrates a Greek at all?’®

This recognizes the fatality of Socrates. After him,ﬂsdmethi;g is
chéﬁgéd: ugliness is no longer a "refutéfion", and scarcely evén éﬁ
ébjeétion. Indeed, the burden of proof starts to move in the oppésiﬁe
direétioﬁ,‘thanks to Plaéérsnpropaganda. Thosé who speék beautifﬁll;
are régardea with suspicion: if they have nothing to hide - ignorance,
depravity, etc. - then why make the effort to please us? Henceforth, it
is uptto)£he eloquent\£o prove thelr worth. The revolutionais

encapsulated in the words of Socrates at his trial:

disregard the manner of my speech - it may be better or it may be
worse - and.,.consider and concentrate your attention on this one

question, whether my claims are fair or not.’®
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Nietzsche’s response to this separation is his physiognomy:
outward form is the best way of judging character. This is applied

directly to Socrates:

Anthrbpoloéists among criminélogists tell us the fypiéalﬁcriminal
type is ugly: monstrum in fronte, monstrum in animo. But the
criminal is a décadent. Was Socrates a typical criminal? At least
that famous physiognomist’s opinion which Socrates’s friends found
so objectionable would not contradict this idea. A foreigner
passing through Athens who knew how to read faces told Socrates to
his face that he was a monstrum - that he contained within him
every kind of foul vice and lust. And Socrates answered merely:

"You know me, sir!v_ 77 ‘
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While the tone here is flippant, the suggestion that physiognomy should
be taken seriously is quite in keeping with Nietzsche’s "physiological"

approach to aesthetics.”®

Moreover, Nietzsghe sees an instinctive
wisdom in aesthetid‘judgements: the ugly, which is to say the decaYéd
and debilitated, has a depreﬁsive»effect and saps energy, just as the
beautiful, which 1s a token of strength, in turn invigorates.79 All
this means that, for Nietzsche, questions of taste and aesthetic
judgement are once more of the highest worth. There is nothing
wtrivial” about finding a book or a person dull and depressing; no

conscious judgements have been tested so thoroughly by the history of

mankind. When a person hates something ugly,

He then hates from out of the profoundest instinct of his species;
there is horror, foresight, profundity, far-seeing vision in this
hatred - it is the profoundest hatred there is. It is for its sake
that art is profound...

How does this approach deal with the Platonic suggestion that
beauty may be invisible on the surface, and that the apotheosis of
beauty is an abstract and immaterial essence? The response must be that
Plato’s "true beauty" is actually no kind of beauty at all. Two
considerations serve to enforce this judgement. The first is that,
according to Plato’s own statements, the proper effect of pure Beaut&
is to sober and calm the passions rather than to excite them, as art

80 From the perspective of physiognomy, however, narcotic effects

does.
point decisively to an origin very different from the one Plato would
have us believe in and suggest that he is not aescribing beauty at all,
let alone its most perfect form. But as well as producing suspect

effects, Platonic "Beauty" is a thoroughly de-naturalized entity, and

that alone would suffice to make it unacceptable to Nietzsche:
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If one severs an ideal from reality one debases the real, one
impoverishes it, one defames it. "The beautiful for the sake of
the beautiful",..[is a form of] evil eye £or the ieal. - Xrt,
knowledge, morality are means: instead of recognizing in them the
aim of enhancing life, one has associated them with the antithesis
of life, with "God" - also as the revelation of a higher world

which here and there looks down upon us through them. 81

This rich passage serves notice once again how mistaken it is to
inﬁerpret‘Nietzsche as’a €réditioﬂal aésthéﬁe}'for all his préise of
art and beauty, there ishnever;d'sdggeséiéhvof a life spent in
"contemplation™ of the beautiful: the latter is a purely Platonic
concebtibn. For Nietzscﬁe; such conteﬁpiaéfoﬂ is heiély a substitute
form of iéligion; and with the same disastrous effect, namely the
castigation of the things of this woild for failing to match uﬁ“io
one’s ideal.® Of course, as well as dangerous, Nietzsche regards this
effort to distil abstract ideals from our real experiences of things as
nonsensical. Beauty cannot be abstracted from beautiful objects because
ultimately it only signifies a relationship wé have with them; removed

from this, it is a mere phantasm:

- Nothing is-so conditional...as our feeling for the beautiful.
. Anyone who tried to divorce it from man’s pleasure in man would at
once find the ground give way beneath him. The "beautiful in

itself" is not even a concept, merely a phrase.®?

4

To Sﬁmmérize,’then: beéuty'conceived as ﬁ ﬁure,‘ideal essence iS a
contradiction in terms, and a sign of ‘a decadent form of life. The
Platonic concéptién" inaugurates the tyrénny of "content" over “"form",
by suggesting that' "true beauty" exists outside appearances; moreover,
it ‘protects the ugly, degenerate form of life which égohsors it ‘from

the force of aesthetic judgement by suggesting that ugliness may after
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all hide-beauty. Against this, Nietzsche argues that, rather than the
surface which needs to be penetrated, the beauty and-style of a thing
is the best possible indicator of the degree of spirit it possesses. It
is:by "essences" that we are liable to be fooled, not appearances.

Inevitably, doubts remain about how seriously physiognomy can
be treated as a means for divining character; its general reputation is
that of a medlaeval superstition. But this is to treat physiognomy-as
one means- among others of apprehending the essence of things; the
desire for objective knowledge is what motivates the suspicions. By
contrast, ‘physiognomy has been seen here as a way of illustrating the
indissociablity of inside and outside, not as a.path to a higher truth.
Nevertheless, the possibility of such a criticism indicates that
physiognomy can only be part of a revaluation of aesthetics; it leaves
many questions unanswered.

-The basic-reason for such misunderstandings is that ' so far
the shift which Nietzsche considered the most important in aesthetics,
and his own unique contribution, -has not‘been-made - the<shift from the
perspective of therobserver to that:of the artist.®® Without this
shift, the revaluation remains passive:-one récognizeSfin.eloquence an
expression of health, yet it is like a mark of grace, .external and
mysterious. - -

- To: present Nietzsche only as a ' contributor to aesthetic
theory, however important, -is to misrepresent him - because of what it
omits. ‘It makes- -the question of eloquence look like.a mere branch-line
in philosophy, and even in Nietzsche’s own work; as 1f it were a matter
of contributing to the philosophical grasp of art, without questioning
philosophy’s right’to its ‘cold, observer eye. Moreover, to stage
Nietzsche as part of an intra-philosophical debate would be

inconsistent with everything I have said in previous chapters about the
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clash between philosophy and the rival force of rhetoric. It is not a
question of philosophy accepting eloquence or even becoming eloquent,
but rather of philosophy versus eloquence, -of a basic clash of values:
The remainder of this chapter is devoted to rectifying these omissions.
- Nietzsche -marks a decision in favour of art and artists and
against the ontological preoccupations of philosophy; there is no
possibility: of compromise here.” One passage indicates this fundamental
choice perfectly.*Having*jus& emphasized that artists - and
psychologists = are:really uninterested in "nature", and that their
observations are always ‘directed towards an outcome, Nietzsche
concludes with the contrast: ‘Seeing what 1s - that pertains to a
different species:of spirit, the anti-artistic, the prosaic. One has to

know who one is...r%6

But the first question of‘philosophy:has always
been precisely the ontological "What 1s...?" So the philosopher cannot
become an artist without renouncing virtually everything that has
hitherto counted as philosophy. e

This fundamental divergence of objectives deserves further
exploration: what makes these "artists and psychologists™ different?
Primarily, it is a question of valuing creativity. As we saw earlier in
the chapter, Nietzsche regards metaphysics as a form of creative
activity, but with an extraon&kwmﬂg' bad conscience; -so that it is
creative against its will, The philosopher does not-see himself as
using ‘language to make a world; thus he will never be much good as a
creator, because he does not ‘see the need for all those exercises and
disciplines which are required to:-construct that type. Most
fundamentally, -Nietzsche’s injunction to 'become hard!’, because
rcreators are hard’,?? goes against the philosopher’s grain. For if the

prime directive'is to find out what is, then it will be an advantage to

be ‘as ‘receptive and as soft as possible, and "becoming hard" will seem
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not “just -unnecessary but positively damaging. Given the vehemence with
which Nietzsche presents the contrast between creative and merely
receptive types,'°witais perhaps surprising that even his interpreters
have, by and large, either regarded creativity as a marginal addition
to philosophical investigation and critique, or ignored the motif
altogether. Alternatively, it could be seen as further confirmation
that philosophers are too concerned with "finding out" to take the
ideal of the creator seriously."~But whatever its explanation, no
misunderstanding could be more significant. For this shift to the
perspective of the artist not only provides the best justification of
eloquehce - pa;f of the process of becoming-artistic, above and beyond
any "signifiéation" it may have ;or_observers -'it aiso marks once
again the extent of Nietzsche’s departure from the traditional

objectives of philosophy. "Art is worth more than truth".

©

Rkdk

wWith the shift to the perspective of the artist, Nietzsche’s aesthetics
comes into its own; but at the same time, it seems"to entail a slide
into contradiction, for him-and for the thesis I have 'been presenting.
The:whole of chapter four, which insiste? that Nietzsche was a
fanatically scientific spirit, seems to have been forgotten in the new
enthusiasm«for the creative, artistic Nietzsche. If the only thing
necessary is to make oneself and the world beautiful, then where is the
need for sclence, even as Nietzsche conceives of the term? Is there not
an irreconcilable conflict between these two demands?

The confusion is exacerbated by the fact that Nietzsche
himself has some criticisms of the artists, as well as all the

compliments I have chosen to report. His praise often seems to come
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from -Olympean héights - as if he saw artists beneath him - and
sometimes this sense of distance becomes explicit, for example in the

suggeétion’thaf"we should learn from artists while Being wiser than

90

they are in otherﬁmatters'. Occasiona;ly, Nietzsche expresses

1

outright suspicion or irritation towards artists,9 and then an

undercurrent of thought comes to the surface, as he laments the
artists’ infinite capacity to deceive themselves and become actors in
everything they do. Ultimately, the artist is just not very good as a

thinker, because he is too warm-blooded for its rigorous demands:
5 <, v . ‘ k -

once the aesthetic drive is at work...it is not possible to' remain
- -objective, or -to r suspend the interpretive, -additive,
interpolating, poetizing power...the judgement of beauty is
shortsighted, it sees only the immediate consequences; it lavishes
upon the object that inspifes it a magic conditioned by the
assoclation of wvarious beauty judgements - that are quite alien to
the nature of that object. To experlence a thing as beautiful

means: to experience it necessarily wrongly...92

To put it bluntly (Nietzsche never explicitly states this

-

link), fhé ;rtist 1ack$ the intelleetual consclence and its passion for
endless experimentation. But if Nietzsche was aware of this limitation
of artists, how can he have been so determined to make life artistic?
Either Nietzsche himself is confused or theAinterpretation offered in
the last two chapters is mistaken somewhere...or is there a way of
resolving the paradox? “ ' '

Aiready"in this chapter we have considered'é'canéeption of
aft‘wﬁich'inéorpdratéé metaphysicégznd mbrality,uand a narrower version
of art and aréists, closer to common uéage. But Nietzsche also

identifies different sub-types of artist within the latter grouping,

one of which is important ehough to be treated here as a sepérate
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category: the tragic artist. Nietzsche says of him:

PR e
g

The profundity of the tragic artist lies in this, that his
aesthetic.instinct surveys the more remote consequences, that he
does not halt shortsightedly at what{isiclosest.at~hand, that he
affirms the large-scale economy which justifies the terrifying,

the evil, the questionable - and more than merely justifies

them. 3

R . Y. ot o - o . .-

There is here a striking contrast with the previous quotation' this

artist 'does not halt shortsightedly' whereas the other was

> - &

'shortsighted’° and he 'surveys the more remote consequences' while

the other 'sees only the immediate consequences’. Unless Nietzsche is

LRI i AP o Ty

talking nonsense, we must assume that the tragic artist is different:

he has not lost his deeper insight into things and his will to that

NPT -

insight, he has not lost his scientific eye. This figure is

Doy 9 i

fundamentally the fusion of two drives, the scientific and artistic,

3 v

o

here, he is presented as an artist with an extra, scientific quality,

-

but he can just as well be presented as a man of knowledge with an

M . 1 1 oty

artistic dimension, without altering the description'

Art as the redemption of the man of'knonledge'-"of those who see
‘the terrifying and questionable character of existence, who want

to see it, the men of tragic knowledgeﬂ"

., N
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. ~This £figure is more than just another of the many "types"
described by Nietzsche., It is the highest ideal, to aim for which could
be considered his "categorical imperative™ - assuming it is recognized
how very fartfron)all ethical“imperativesiit lies.?® The best
Nietzschean formula for,this_scientific-artistic imperative is amor

fatl ("love of fate"), since both principles emerge in Nietzsche’s
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exegeéé§“of‘£he term. The artistic element is stressed in tﬁé‘%pﬁorism
which first introduces the term:

Bt
g

I want to learn more and more to see as beautiful what is
necessary in things; then I shall be one of those who make things
beautiful. Amor fati: let that be my love henceforth! I do not

- want to wage war against what is ugly." -
This connection is hardly surprising, since Nietzsche-says elsewhere
that love-is the precondition of art and that "making beautiful® is
precisely what love always“does.97 But amor fatl seeks to generalize
the artistic instinct by making it apply not only to objects easily
recognizable.as "beautiful” but to everything-that is necessary in
things. At the same time, amor fati liberates the scientific impulse.
To -assume :that sclience is motivated by utilitarian and humanitarian
considerations-is a complete misunderstanding: on the contrary,. ethics
is fundamentally hostile to-science - ’it considers it a squandering of
one not rich enough to squander when man concerns himself seriously
with plants and stars.’?® By contrast, the love of fate insists.that
things are worth knowing for thelr own sake, which means that science;
far from being intrinsically hostile to art, arose out-of the stimulus
to life given by art. Art delights, and consequently inspires a desire
for life of which science is a manifestation. This is brilliantly
expressed in a passage which long predates the amor fati doctrine but

is already imbued with its spirit:- - : .

art...has taught us for thousands of yeérs to look upon life in
any of its forms with interest and pleasure, and to educate our
sensibilities so far that we at last cry: "lifé, however it may
be, is good!"™ This teaching by art to take pleasure in life...has

been absorbed into us,.and it now reemerges as an almighty
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‘requirement of knowledge...lf art disappeared the intensity and
multifariousness of the joy in life it has implanted would still
continue to demand satisfaction.‘fﬁe scientific‘man is the further

- evolution of the artistic.?® . ey

. s . I N P . ke . R

The high value Nietzsche places-on science i; not in contradiction to
the priority- accorded art, but in harmony with it. Indeed, ‘some
passages point to an even stronger conclusion: that the will to
knowledge is actually strengthened and perfected by art. For will one
not also see better if one approaches things with:means of honouring
the ugly and disgusting as well as the "good"? Nietzsche dreams of
artists for whom only the ugly and disqusting will present a sufficient
challenge; and they will be scientists too, even if it is:the  demands
of art - the search for subjects and-"means of expression" - that make
them scientific.

- ‘Having ' suggested that amor fatl plays - the key role- of
harmonizing the artistic and scientific drives - and is thus perhaps -
the most important Nietzschean'“concept"1°° - it might be considered
problematic that many of Nietzsche’s friends have been so critical of
it. Its apparent reconciliation with the status quo is what disturbs
the critics of-amor fatd, such*®as A, P, Fell: ’it could be the
idiosyncrasy of a failure, or onerwho needs an illusion to accept his
lot because he has not managed to turn all to advantage.’- Worse, it
could even be ’an unnecessarily contrived and distorting vision of the
world, one which involves approval of avoidable as well as unavoidable
suffering.'“1 ‘ I
This sort of comment is quite Jjustified in response  to the
wcalifornian® "interpretations of Nietzsche, "which regard:his "Great
Yes"-as a call to overcome psychic blocks and achieve an ecstatic sense

of personal well-being. It also counters the Panglossian efforts to
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show that "all is for the best" in this best of all possible worlds.
But amor fati is neither of these things. Such misinterpretations arise
from a ‘failure to recognize the implications of loving fate. For
Nlietzsche, love 1is not a passive affect; it is not related to
acquiescence or acceptance. Love is described rather as ’the most
astonishing proof of how far the transfigﬁring power of intoxication

102 omor fati means the transfiguration of fate.

can go’;

The literal méaning of "éransfigure", however,'"is "térchahgé
form or appéarance": does this not imply a wailowing in ’visions’ and
fillusions’, as Fell suggests; in short, escapism? But with this we
have returned full circle to Plato’s critique of art - to the belief
that "dealing in appearances” makes no difference to reality. Here, the
earlier discussions of mimesis and the relationship between seeming and

103 . gyt “it may -also be said that the fatalism

being should be recalled.
Fell condemns and the rebellion against Fate with which he condemns it
are both aspects of the same, Christian evaluation of existence. Both
find evil and suffering unbearable, a curse on life: they are the two
great Christian antidotes to this condition. On the one hand, a
theodicy - the world’s awfulness justified by believing that good
triumphs in the higher scheme of things; and, on the other hand,
rimproving” mankind through struggle against the world’s evils. Both
are species of odium fati; the debate about fatalism and avoiding the
future is an internal affair for theologians.
Beyond this, Fell wonders how Nietzsche can 'hope for

ne 104 through amor fati,:since this seems to contradict all

redemptio
the other great themes of his philosophy. Indeed it would, if this were
the role of amor fati. But it is not a question of redemption from

existence; of being "saved" in some way. This is to mistake subject and

object! Amor fati means neither to be redeemed, nor to seek redemption,
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but to become a redeemer,

This 13 not a digression from the themes of art ‘and scilence
that led amor fatl to be introduced:; for art and science, as Nietzsche
conceives them, are the ways in which this transfiguring force is
manifested. An occasion for drawing these-threads together is provided

by a brief, almost playful note in The Will to Power: " =

One is an artist at the cost of regarding that which all non-
artists call "form"™ as content, as "the matter itself." To be
sure, then one belongs in a topsy-turvy world: for henceforth

content becomes something merely formal:- our life included.%®

The last phrase - "our life included" - stands: out:. The complete artlst
makes everything, including his own life, material for hils art. But
this mirrors exactly what Nietzsche says of the scientist, as we saw in
the last chapter: he makes his life an experiment; life stands in the
service of science. This art and science has nothing to do with the
requirements of saléatién; whichwéan only impose restrictions upon it.
Far from leading to a resolution in fétalism ;r self-satisfaction, am&r
fati demands the greatest scientific curiosity and the greatest
artistic creativity; it imposes a task, and perhaps there is none

greater.

*kk

Whatever the merits of this framework as a justification for eloquence
in Nietzsche, it is bound to appear hopelessly grandiose for the

ancient rhetors, who used fine words to make their speeches more

pleasing and inspiring to their -audience. Can there really be any

connection between their evaluation of éioduencé and Nietzsche's,
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besides the‘"accident" of an admiration for it held in commoné'or does
the link between Nietzsche and ancient rhetoric break down here?

At first glance, nothing seems further removed from Nietzsche

Lre T @ . Ea

than the rhetors' educational commitment to eloquence as an art to be

- r o S

acquired through the careful learning of technique. This emphasis

inevitably lends force to the Platonic suspicion of "verbal trickery":

e v

if they are honest, why calculatingly acquire these formal arts? This

premeditated exploitation of linguistic resources does not even have

LI Poll 1

the artist's excuse of "inspiration" Yet it is precisely here that

Nietzsche’s affinity with the rhetors is most obvious. From Human, All

Too Human onward, he goes out of his way to reject the Romantic idea of

5y ~

the "inspired genius" and praises all the mechanical tricks and

EY - £y

techniques which made the rhetors so detested Thus, for example, he

[ i -

writes enthusiastically about the necessity of 'preparation for art'

o P

an important element of which should be to practise

the prdduction of manifold versions of a given content and
not...the invention of this content itself. The mere presentation
of a _gilven content was the task of Latin style, for which the
teachers of antiquity possessed a subtlety of hearing which has

long since been lost.1°‘

This commitment to formal training is not aimarginal element in
Nietssche'shworki'lt follows from his insistence that creativity is
something acquired through discipline, and certainly not an "innate"

o

glift:

Every artist knows how far from any feeling of letting himself go
'his "most natural™ state is - the free ordering, placing,
disposing, giving form in the moment of "inspiration" - and how
'strictly and subtly he obeys“thousandfold laws precisely then;
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laws that precisely»on/account of their hardness and determination
defy all formulation through concepts...1°7

Y

4

What this suggests is that eloquence is not simply an ornamental

-

topping, but something requiring an immense effort and schooling,

L® *

almost a way of life in itself Its value lies in the great

'

contribution it makes to the task of becoming a creator.

+ - v -

But Nietzsche shares something more with the rhetors than

- . - . Lo i

this mutual concern for the nitty-gritty of technique, an evaluation

that is quite basic, but no less important for all that For him, as

A

for them, eloquence is not something to be decoded and interpreted, in

the speeches and writings of others, but something to be employed That

kK - o

good writing and speaking act as a stimulus is justification enough,

s

because it is a sign of the priority of art, more than anything else,

< (e

it is this instinct which unites Nietzsche and the rhetors against the

)

philosophers.

And yet, in spite of all this,ithere is a certain general
question-mark concerning this Nietzsche-rhetoric alliance which 1is
perhaps particularly pointed with respect to eloquence. This is not to
say that there can be any doubt concerning Nietzsche’s commitment to
the value of eloquence and the aesthetic generally: rather, it is
because Nietzsche’s avowal of art 1s.so complete that it stands at a
great distance from the ancient rhetors. When Socrates confronted his
opponents with the "immorality" of their methods of teaching and
public- speaking, and the evils of "fine words" they found no effective
response:{ at best they managed, like Callicles, a magnificent display

K A

of contempt for Socrates and everything he stood for. By contrast,

Nietzsche'’s defence of eloquence operates, as we have seen, in a

.,

ws&e variety of ways, at a level of profundity matching that of
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Plato-himself. The affirmation of the aesthetic marked by amor fatd
does more than state a case that Socrates’s opponents might have
thought of had they been cleverer or not been censored by Plato’s pen;
for with it, Nietzsche presents a type of aesthetic-scientific ideal to
rival all the ascetic ideals of history. As Nietzsche says: ’‘Apart from
the ascetic ideal..."why 'man at all?" was a question without an
answer...’!% But one could-add: it:was a question that the Sophists
did not ask; they belonged to an earlier period, whose state of health
was such that one did-not dive to such depths. v

To ' recognize this gap between Nietzsche.and the- rhetors is
simply to acknowledge the inescapable effects of two thousand years of
Platonic-Christian. "civilization™. While éhe,Sophists taught and
practised eloquence instinctively, delighting in its effects,
unconcerned about wider consequences - and for precisely that reason
vulnerable to the Socratic critique once they took him .seriously -
Nietzsche_looks'back with the whole progress of the moralistic assault
on the instincts in view (and, indeed, in him) and, seeing it as a
mistake,'fighﬁé a prihcipléd defence of tﬁe inétincts. This paradox”is
at timés p#lpaﬁle: |

The .Greek culture of the ‘Sophists had developed out of all the
instincts...And - it has ultimately shown itself to be right:

every advance 1in epistemological and moral knowledge has

reinstated the Sophists...1°’

It is no longer enough to assert the value of eloquence by
saying, "it gives pleasure, it inspires, it makes people well-disposed
towards us", as the rhetors once did. This is too easily overwhelmed
now by philosophical scepticism and asceticism, But, unlike the

rhetors, Nietzsche is a master of these black arts, who delights in
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showing the disreputable origins+-of the opposition to pleasure and
inspiration - very far from- "truth" or "mankind’s greater benefit", At
the end, Nietzsche emerges with the same positive judgement of
eloquence as the rhetors before him; but, because of the march of time
and-his own thorough survey of the alternatives,:the value placed on
eloquence in speech and writing, and on art in -‘life generally, is even
higher. Thus precisely 'in ‘this element of:rhetoric - (the elocutio),
where Nietzsche is most.-unquestionably aligned with the rhetors, his
distance from them is ‘also most marked. He affirms their evaluation,
but ‘is‘only using it to respond to a much broader, -universal framework
of questioning than they admitted. Art becomes-a vocation; eloquence
part of the answer to the question, "why man at all?" Here, at- least,
Nietzsche is not simply a  -"modern rhetor"; he is rhetoric’s defender
only because of the contrast its judgements-present to those of
Platonism-Christianity, and the signpost it can be to something new -

an aesthetic ideal that comes after the ascetic flood:
T - ‘ A
/As an aesthetic phenomenon exigtence is still bearable for us, and
art furnishes“us with eyes and above all the good conscienée to be
able to turn ourselves into such a phenomenon...Precisely because
we are at bottom'grave and serious human beings - really, more
weights than human beiggsﬁ- nothing does us as much good as a

fool’s cap...11°
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An exhortation to "turn ourselveswinto an aesthetic phenomenon" 'is‘a
strange way for a work of philosophy to conclude, for it is not:in any
obvious sense either philosophical ‘or conclusive, On the other hand, it
fits:in with the prevalling-mood of the work, which has put in
question the nature and value of canonical-philosophical procedures and
moved towards what has hitherto been labelled‘as inimical to or at
least outside philosophy:. But 1t is perhaps time to be a little less
enigmatic, and 'to state what .I see  as the main implications of my
argument for-the 'three-specific areas of concern in this thesis,
namely: Nietzsche; the Sophists; and the more 'general question of the
relationship between philosophy and rhetoric. ¢ : R

So far as Nietzsche is concerned, I do not claim to establish
the fact of an important link with rhetoric, ‘since this is already
widely recognized and is indeed something of-a commonplace among modern
commentators. Nor have ‘I conducted so comprehensive an analysis of the
details of Nietzsche’s rhetoric and attitude to rhetoric as has been

undertaken elsewhere:1

had that been my intention, ‘there would have
been no call for the detalled-comparisons with Plato, Aristotle and
the Sophists. My aim has rather been to indicate the extent to which
questions at the heart of the debate between ancient Greek philosophers
and rhetors are revived through Nietzsche' after a long period in which
they lay dormant, apparently decisively settled in philosophy’s favour.
There are two principal advantages gained by opening up this historical

dimension. In .the first place, it exposes the inadequacies of the

modern tendency to reduce rhetoric to elocutlio and shows that
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Nietzsche’s connection with rhetoric also incorporates not only his
love of polemics (chapter two)-and "inadequate" argumentation (chapter
four) but even the relationship between knowledge and action (chapter
three). On top of this, the ancient conflict between philosophers and
rhetors makes posslible a new way ' of considering Nietzsche’s
relationship to rhetoric. Instead of treating Nietzsche as a
philosopher whose texts are rhetorical, it is possible to regard him as
a rhetor, a member of a different:tradition which has always taken an
entirely different approach to "philosophical"™ ‘questions. This-has
important implications for how Nletzsche will be interpreted, and I
have suggested that at various points -even such inventive readers' as
Heldegger, Derrida and Deleuze underestimate the extent to which
Nietzsche breaks mores that have bound and continue to bind
philosophers 'since Plato.-The hypothesis that Nietzsche belongs'to the
rhetorical:tradition 1s a way of exploring:the manner in-which he
remains outside and antagonistic to the basic instincts of philosophy.
While my primary .concern here has been to indicate- the
possibilities offered by the’ Sophists for reappraising Nietzsche, this
is ‘not the only direction in which'the comparison is fruitful. For
while Nietzsche repeats the "errors"™.of the Sophists that had drawn
Plato’s fire, he -also provides a more sophisticated framework for
defending rhetoric than any that was developed by the anclent rhetors.
This is particularly true for the questions of pragmatism (chapter
three) and art (chapter five): as I make clear, both the ideal of the
Promethean and amor fatl are only possible'after Plato. This does not
contradict the claim that Nietzsche belongs to the rhetorical
tradition, for to belong to a tradition does not mean to ape one’s
predecessors but to build on their achievements. In any case, there is

another sense in which Nietzsche is far closer to the Sophists than he
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is to other parts of the rhetorical tradition, which justifies the
attention I have paid to them at the expense of the later exponents of
rhetoric. Since Aristotle, rhetoric has by and large 'been seen as
appropriate to specific regions of discourse, especially politics-and
law, ‘but - has ceded pride of place to philosophy: the Sophists, on the
other hand, fought for nothing less than cultural and educational
hegemony. By reviving the possibility of rhetoric as a substitute for
philosophy, as opposed to a co-existing discipline, Nietzsche helps to
challenge the conventional view.that the Sophists made wildly over-
ambitious claims for the status of their art,

This is in fact the axils around which the entire thesis
revolves: the central objective is to consider rhetoric an alternative
paideia or cultural ideal, as it was for the-Sophists.2 The way in
which I have sought to achieve this objective is to take four key
differentiae, which philosophy has used to establish the superiority of
its ideal,® - and subject them to a critical reappraisal. The point is
not to prove philosophy wrong, but to indicate the partial nature of
its judgement, and to-argue that rhetoric too has a claim to “wisdom",
though not as the word is understooa by philosophers. The clash between
philosophy and rhetoric is . not, therefore, between good and evil, as
has so often been supposed, but between rival wisdoms.

' The substance of this rivalry has emerged chapter by chapter.
In chapter two it was seen that ‘the more polemical tone of the rhetor
does not make him a manipulator; that claim is more applicable to the
socratic conversation, which provides philosophy’s model. The real
problem is that through its overt partisanship, rhetoric does not
aspire to or even acknowledge the universal; the question devolves to
whether or not disagreement can be a virtue., The third chapter tries to

separate the acknowledged pragmatism of rhetoric from the associations
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of myopia and pettiness with which philosophy has stigmatized it., I
argue that the most important distinction is rhetoric’s refusal to
accept the necessity =~ or possibility - of finding firm grounds-and
justification for actions; it is a question of whether or not knowledge
and action are fundamentally separate matters. Chapter four conslders
whether the looser argumentation of rhetoric makes it less than fully
rational or-even irrational. My claim is that it is dogmatic to
idealize rationality as "capturing the truth"™ and-that if it is
conceived instead as. an ongoing process, without end, :rhetoric is
actually more reasonable than philosophy. Finally, chapter five
considers whether the artistic commitment of rhetoric confuses its
practitioners-and its audience, and argues that this negative -judgement
is dependent .on philosophy’s unfulfilled rival promise -to. provide
ontological insight. That one side can give primacy to truth while-the
other side gives primacy to art is a clear sign of the deep cultural
division between philosophy and rhetoric.

As I suggested above, all these spgcific disputes can be
gathered together under a more general implicit rivalry concerning the
nature of wisdom. The wisdom towards which the:.philosopher strives is
knowledge of the truth, and  all the :aspects of rhetoric’s
differentiation from.philosophy stem from a fundamental suspicion of
this objective. If there is no unitary truth, then it is dishonourable
to be dialectically "working towards"™ what does not exist - better open
conflict of values; if knowledge can never be complete, then wisdom
involves what is done without - and against- knowledge; if knowledge of
truth never comes, then reason should-develop in ways that enforce and
stimulate continuing inquiry; if truth cannot be found,. then art is
needed to £ill the narrative void that would otherwise be left. It-is

important to emphasize that these "ifs" do not arise due to some sort
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of super-ontological insight into the absence of true being. To make
such a claim would not only be obviously paradoxical, it would also
distort the nature of rhetoric’s alternative; for it is not a question
of an intellectual ‘response to a perceived failure of philosophy’s
efforts, but of a rejection of philosophy’s values: the rhetor does‘not
want knowledge of the truth. What he does want is far harder to
determine than for the philosopher, but a provisional approximation of
the wisdom for which he strives might be mastering fate and fortune;
this would, at any'rate, be consistent with the distinguishing features
of rhetoric that are considered here. It also draws attention to two
essential contrasts with philosophy’s ideal..First, even at the end,
there is no end: the rest and resolution of pure knowledge has no
equivalent; a plurality of forces and consequent struggle always
remains. Second, ‘it is an active process that is involved, rather than
the individual’s attunement to the guiding force of truth; wisdom is
not found, but invented. These differences, "and the many others that
could doubtless be generated, testify by their intractable and
irresolvable nature that this rivalry of wisdoms is above all about a
difference in spirit, 'associated with differént forms of life. Every
wlover of wisdom"™ must therefore choose one side or the other, since it

is not possible to have both: which is it to be?: - - - “

)
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Before giving my answer to this question, I want to consider two
reasons for supposing that 'such a choice never arises, on the ground
that the whole idea of rhetoric' and philosophy as having conflicting
ideals of wisdom is misguided. These are, in effect, question marks

against the thesis as a whole and as suchcould hardly be:avoided; but
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they also provide a useful opportunity to clarify the connection
between rhetoric and wisdom. -~

The first objection is .that it is essentially paradoxical to
talk of rhetoric having an ideal of wisdom, since ‘"love of wisdom"
defines philosophy, and so rhetoric with a "love of wisdom" ceases to
be rhetoric and becomes philosophy. The confusion is compounded by the
suggestion made in chapter two that methods normally associated with
philosophy are more effective than any others at persuading people in
modern times, which implies that philosophy has become (or at least can
become) rhetoric. It would, of course, be quite possible to accept that
there is no real difference between the two, but to do so would be
incompatible with the position I have adopted throughout this thesis.
The reason for eschewiné this courSe i; that to dissolve rheﬁoric into
vanything that persuades" would be the height of idealist :abstraction:
as 1is blindingiy obvious from evenvgacursory glancé at the conflict
between Plato/Socéates and the rhetors, there is a funda;ental ri?alry
of cultures, orlentations, and material forces in operation; both sides
are committed to particular procedures from something akin to instinct.
As a consequence, it is quite conceivable that procedures associated
with rhetoric can have results that'are functionally philosophical, and
vice versa. I have simply chosen to follow the concrete historical
phenomenon rather than the abstraction, and in each case it is to this
that the label "rhetoric" or "philosophy” applies.® a corollary of my
main thesis is therefore that rhetoric and philosophy are both more
specific than an abstract application of the phrases "art of
persuasion” and "love of wisdom™ would imply; as the confusion of .names
among the Greeks itself suggests, both descriptions can with a little

imagination be stretched to cover almost anything.®

But even if claims made about rhetoric as a "love of wisdom"
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are not paradoxical, the objection remains that the privilege I have
given to "rhetorical wisdom" makes for a thoroughly implausible and
confusing evaluation of rhetoric. To suggest that a Callicles ~ to take
a suitably extreme example - can be a seeker:of wisdom is to invite
criticism from both sides. Philosophers:will find it monstrous that any
self-confessed manipulator can be accorded honourable status while,
from the other side, it will be suspected that I have fallen into the
trap mentioned in my introduction of honouring the rhetors morally, and
thus betraying them. Perhapsiinevitably, it is Nietzsche who most
clearly articulates the latter:problem: -
we ourselves are probably least inclined to put on the garish
finery of such moral wérd tinsels...honesty, love of truth, love
of wisdom, sacrifice for knowlédge,yheioiém‘of éhé trutﬁful - tﬁéy
have something that swells one’s ‘pride. But we hermits and marmots

have long persuaded ourselves...that this worthy verbal

pomp...belongs to the old mendacious pomp, junk, and gold dust of

unconscious human vanity...6

I readily accept that I have not provided a description of
rhetoric that could apply to ali its practitioners, but such a
description was never my intentlon. As I have already made clear, the
Sophisfs have been the focus of attentiép not because they ére
"representéti&e"'bf the rhetorical tradition, Bﬁt 5ecause‘they stood as
directrrivals to the philosophers; it was fhis aspect of rhetoric that
interested me. Given this restrictioh, the insistence on an alternative
rhetorical ideal is justified, however much it may outrage
philosophers. Indeed, the outrége provoked by figures such as
Callicles may be explained by the very fact that they do have
alternative ideals that remain impervious to dialectical entreaty.’

But what of the—suspicioﬁ that all this talk of ideals means
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that there is no escape from philosophy, a;d that the philosophy-
rhetoric dichotomy I have posited throughout turns out to be an
1llusion? Certainly, there is a danger in talking of "rhetorical
wisdom™, and the path taken by Callicles, who preferred to be labelled
a catamite® than-to claim for himself any of the "moral word tinsels",
is a viable alternative. Nevertheless, the term "wisdom" is not
inappropriate here, so long as it is always remembered how very
different this is from philosophical wisdom: it is not a question of
two paths leading to the same goal, but of a divergence at every step,
without any hope of reconciliation. Use of a "philosophical word" such
as wisdom primarily serves the purpose of challenging self-styled
philosophers to think again, on the grounds that as "lovers of wisdom"
they can scarcely ignore the suggestion that wisdom may be utterly
different from how they conceive it. In all probability they will
continue to operate as they have done hitherto, as "lovers of Platonic
wisdom™, in which case, all honour to them! - at least they will have

made the choice.

khkk

There can hardly have been any doubt over the answer given here to the
question that was left hanging earlier - "which ideal should one
follow?". Equally, though, it can hardly be said that the path of
rhetoric 1is pursued here, however strongly it is at times advocated.
This 1is inherent in the nature of this project, which has been in
essence to return philosophy to the crossroads where the decision to
reject rhetoric was made, in order to review the discussion that took
place there ~ and perhaps change the outcome. At some point the

discussion must end, as it did once before, when the philosophical path
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was taken and rhetoric was condemned and forgotten; whatever the
outcome, this crossroads, like all others,’ can only be a point of
transit,

As for Nietzsche - he, ultimately, has been no more than a
means to arrive at this location and an example of what can be achieved
by following the rhetorical alternative. For those who admire these
achievements, the challenge is not to "be Nietzschean" but to mark out
a:new path within the terrain of rhetoric.-0Or, to put it another way,
to mark out such a path-is to be Nietzschean; for his legacy is not a
store of insights to be carefully treasured and.preserved, but rather
the discovery --or ‘rediscovery - of a world in which who or what things
are matters infinitely less-than what we make of them. To explore this
world is the challenge he lays down; -not to speak of rhetorical wisdom

- but to show it in action.
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Notes to Introduction

1. A.C. Danto, Nietzsche as Philosopher (New York, 1965): 'In
recent years, philosophers -have been preoccupied with logical and
linguistic researches, pure and applied, and I have not hesitated to
reconstruct Nietzsche’s arguments in these terms...because we know a
good deal more philosophy today, I believe it is exceedingly useful to
see his analyses in terms of logical features which he was unable to
make explicit, but toward which he was unmistakably groping.’ (pl13)

2, Heidegger’s main assertion of the pre-eminence of The Will to
Power comes in his Nietzsche (tr. D.F. Krell, London, 1981) Vol. 1,
Chapter 2. The descriptions he gives here of the late Nietzsche'’s
published and unpublished works provide a fascinating insight into
Heldegger’s whole approach. In 1888, ’'A peculiar restlessness now
possessed Nietzsche. He could no longer-wait for the gestation of a
broadly conceived work which would be able to speak for itself, on its
own, as a work. ﬁietzsche himself had to speak, he himself had to come
forth [sich selbst herausstellen] and announce his basic position vis=-
d-vis the world...But Nietzsche’s philosophy proper [die eigentliche
Philosophie Nietzsches], the fundamental position [Grundstellung] on
the basis of which he speaks'in these ‘and in~all the writings he
himself published, did not assume a final form and was not itself
published in any book...What Nietzsche himself published during his
creative life was-always foreground...His philosophy proper was left
behind as posthumous, unpublished work.’ (pp8-9) In Nietzsche’s case

(and probably in all cases), the distinction Heidegger seeks to draw
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Notes to Introduction

between*a work-:/which would be able to'speak for ‘itself, on its own, as
a work’, -and'works through which the author speaks, is an entirely
mythical one. This-whole passage gives the thoroughly misleading
impression that there existed a pure metaphysical thinker whose
meditations were distilled in The Will to Power and then employed for
polemical purposes in the "foreground" works. In fact, The Will to
Power-is just as full of provocative and polemical statements as-is,
for example, Twilight of the Idols;. there is no indication that had it
been developed into a publication' it would have been fundamentally
different in style from Nietzsche’s others - that it would have "spoken
for itself". Heidegger’s comments really say far more about his own
prejudices than they do about Nietzsche’s work: unable to accept:-that
such a great philosopher could have done without a Hauptwerk which
would detail his "fundamental position"™ and "philosophy proper",
Heidegger had to .invent such a work for him., Just like Danto, he simply
cannot believe, in the face of all the evidence, that Nietzsche and
rhetoric are inseparable.

3, I am thinking in - particular here of C.G. Jung, in his vast
Nietzsche’s Zarathustra (ed. J.L. Jarrett, 2 vols, Princeton, 1988)., ™ .

4, Like -the effort to ignore Nietzsche’s rhetoric, this
approach transcends the usual 'division between "analytic" and
vcontinental"” philosophy. Thus, despite major differences, both the
vanalytic" Nietzsche: Imagery and Thought (ed. M. Pasley, London, 1978)
and the "continental" Nietzsche et la métapéore (8. Kofman, 'Paris,
1972) share the project of interpreting Nietzsche’s metaphors.

5. For' example, - Nehamas - states .that - 'Nietzsche - exemplifies
through his own writings one way in which one individual may have
succeeded in fashioning itself...this.individual is none other than

Nietzsche himself, who is-a creature of his own texts.’ (A. Nehamas,

234



Notes to Introduction

Nietzsche: Life as Literature, Cambridge, Mass., 1985, p8.) s :

6. See ‘his Allegories of Reading (New Haven, 1979), 'which
includes three chapters on Nietzsche [4-6] that essentially apply in
practice the theory of rhetoric developed by de Man .in the book’s
opening chapter. De Man’s distinctive theoretical position is: most
clearly seen in his analysis of the rhetorical question, "what’s the
difference?? which  concludes: -'The grammatical model of the question
becomes rhetorical not when we have, on the one hand, a literal meaning
and on-the other hand.a figural meaning, but when it is-impossible to
decide by grammatical or other linguistic devices which of the two
meanings (that can be entirely:incompatible) prevails. Rhetoric
radically suspends logic and opens'up vertiginous possibilities of
referential aberration.’(pl0). - . =

7. This 1s best illustrated by the section ‘entitled "I' have
forgotten 'my umbrella", in Spurs/Eperons (tr. B. Harlow, Chicago,
1979), ppl23-139. . : ’ : - ¢

8. The  idea of reconstructing Nietzsche’s philosophy without
reference to rhetoric is discussed in chapter 4, while literary-
critical and performative readings are both treated in chapter 5. The
one approach which receives no further comment is the psychologistic:
whether or not it is possible to "read" the author’s unconscious in his
texts may be of concern to those who wish to add to the already
voluminous blographical literature; to those who have no such wish,
projections of the authorial-unconscious; like projections of-authorial
intentions, can only be a distraction.

9. De Man quite explicitly recognizes the different nature which
his shift towards tropes means for- rhetoric: ’Considered as persuasion,
rhetoric is performative, but when consldered as'a system of tropes, it

deconstructs its own performance. Rhetoric is a.text in that it allows
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for two ‘incompatible mutually self-destructive points of view, and
therefore puts an insurmountable obstacle in the way of any reading or
understanding.’ (op.‘cit., pl3l.)

10, The " traditional division 'of rhetoric had " four: elements in
addition ‘to the elocutio, as follows: inventio, or the discovery of
arguments:useful for-the winning of a case; dispositio, or the
arrangement and ordering of a speech; memoria, or the committal to
memory of  a speech; finally, actio and pronuntiata, or the use of
gesture and tone of voice (respectively) for effect. Clearly only the
elocutio, inventlo, and dispositio are directly relevant to written
texts, although ‘it can be argued that tone and gesture are also
present,  in a metaphorical sense. While I 'do not divide the thesis
strictly according to these elements, chapter 5 clearly relates to
elocutio, while chapters 2 and*4 are generally concerned with different
sub-elements of inventio: chapter.2 relates, broadly speaking, to ethos
and pathos - the character of the speaker and the emotions aroused-in
the audience; and chapter 4 to the argumentatio - arguments and proofs
adduced. Finally, chapter 3 'deals with-more general differences in
educational and cultural outlook between rhetoric and philosophy.

11. The use of the Greek term serves as a reminder that there is
no equivalent role in the modern world; it also contains a useful
ambiguity, which is difficult to translate: rhetor means both "teacher"
and "practitioner™ of rhetoric. !

12. This term has no canonical definition, but:it is usually taken
to mean the paid teachers of rhetoric who flourished in S5th and 4th
century Athens, and'I shall interpret it thug here. It has sometimes
been argued that Plato and/or Socrates were Sophists; suffice it to say
that this.thesis is utterly opposed to any such notion, and provides

plenty of reasons for supposing 'that to yoke these heterogeneous
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figures together under one term can ‘cause nothing but confusion.

13, This has recently been translated in full for the first time
in Friedrich Nietzsche on Rhetoric and Language (ed. and tr. S.L.
Gilman, C. Blair and D.J. Parent, Oxford, 1989) - another sign of the
growing ‘interest in Nietzsche and rhetoric.

" 14, Most ‘of this material 1s translated in Philosophy and Truth
(ed. 'and tr. D, Breazeale, New Jersey, 1979). For the relation of-the
translated material to the Philosophenbuch and its position in
Nietzsche’s corpus,- see Breazeale'’s introduction, ppxviii-xxiii, and
his "Note on the texts", ppli-lviii.

15. See especially #'s 427-429, 442-3, and 578. Note that, while
there are comments on rhetoric in Nietzsche’s published works, they are
only occasional and-'often throw-away remarks, which certainly add
nothing significant to this unpublished material. . : o

16. 'Nietzsche moves: the study of rhetoric away from techniques
of eloquence and persuasion by making them dependent on a previous
theory of figures of speech or tropes.’- (De Man, op. cit., pl05.)

17. For those who are inclined to take'de' Man’s interpretation
seriously, I would recommend the brief but devastating attack on it
contained in B. Vickers’ In Defence ‘of Rhetoric (Oxford, 1988), pp459-
464, which 1is about as close to the last word on a matter as it is
possible to get in philosophy.

18, Nietzsche, Philosophy and Truth, "The struggle between
science and wisdom", #193. All ‘italics in quotations, unless otherwise
stated, are the original author’s.

19. F. Nietzsche, The Will to Power ' (tr. W. Kaufmann and R.J.
Hollingdale, New York, 1968), #427. : y S

20. The development towards - rhetoric is.particularly emphasized

in chapter 3, below; more generally, it can be 'said that this thesis
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focusses attention on the works from Human, All Too Human onwards,
which incorporate most of Nietzsche’s significant contributions to the
rhetorical tradition. -

21. Nietzsche, The Will to Power, #429. The reference is to George
Grote (1794-1871), who led a varied career as parliamentarian,
utilitarian philosopher and historian. His magnum opus, A History of
Greece (London, 1846-56, 12 vols.), contains an attempt to exonerate
the Sophists from Plato’s critlcism (Vol. 8, Chapter 67). It is not
difficult to see what would have irritated Nietzsche in Grote’s
account: he suggests that Plato and the Sophists represent respectively
the theoretical and practical sides of ethics, which not only can but
should co-exist in a well-run society; the mutual antipathy is
explained away as little more than personal rancour. Grote compares the
Sophists with modern professors and schoolteachers, whose concern is
only to give their students a sound education and prepare them for
responsible citizenship. Consequently, Callicles is simply dismissed as
a degenerate, and certainly no' representative or even distant relation
of the Sophists; the whole point of Grote’s argument is to make the
Sophists acceptable to high Victorian morality and to justify them
without ever questioning the norms upon which such justifications are

based. : : P

1. The more famous: statement of method is in section two of the
Discourse on Method, and until relatively recently the Regulae were
virtually ignored. But although they were neither completed, polished,

nor published by Descartes, they nevertheless contain at the very least
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an: important' supplement to the Discourse account. For:  an :extremely
balanced discussion of the advantages and disadvantages of the Regulae
see L.J. Beck, The Method of Descartes (Oxford, 1952), Chapter-1l.: .. =~

2. R, Descartes, "Regulae.:-ad directionem dingenii™ - (in:° The
Philosophical Writings of Descartes, tr. J.- Cottingham, R. Stoothoff
and D. Murdoch, Cambridge, 1985, Vol. 1), #2, ppl2-13.. : -

3. ibido, #3’~‘p14' N . - 5 ~

LEN

4. ibid., #7, p25. R - _ o e

5. ibid., -#8, p32. S . , D ,

6.. Letter' to Regius, May - 24th, 1640, quoted -in S. Ijsseling,
Rhetoric and Philosophy in Conflict- (tr. P. Dunphy, The:Hague, 1976),
p62. e S o C .

7. Preface- to . the second edition of the Critique of Pure. Reason
(tr. N. Kemp Smith, London, 1929), Bxxii-xxiii. - -

8. This ambition 4is well expressed in Wittgenstein’s summary - of
correct method at the close of the Tractatus: ’'The correct method in
philosophy would really be to say ﬂothing except ‘what can be said, ‘i.e.
propositions of natural science...and then, whenever someone else
wanted to say something metaphysical, to demonstrate to him that ‘he had
failed to give a meaning 'to certain signs in his propositions.’
(Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus, tr. D.F. Pears and B.F. McGuinness,
London, 1961, #6.53.) - : e . \

9. Kant, op. cit.,, Bxiv, - -

10. The most. penetrating .critique of the Cartesian model :of
xnowledge as-an edifice constructed upon simple, absolutely certain
propositions is Wittgenstein’s brilliant On Certainty (tr. D. Paul and
G.E.M. Anscombe, Oxford, 1979). The work needs to be read as a whole,
but‘even isolated aphorisms show how far from Cartesianism the former

disciple has travelled: ’It:is not single axioms that strike one-as
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obvious, it is a system in which consequences and premises give one
another mutual support.’: (#142.)

11, A recent statement of analytic philosophy’s self-understanding
is contained in the first chapter of W, Charlton’s The Analytic
Ambition (Oxford, -1991) which, despite-the brash title, is in many ways
remarkable for its modesty. It i1s not Jjust that logical atomism is
explicitly rejected; Charlton also claims that conceptual analysis is
something all philosophers from Aristotle onwards have performed, and
even admits that ’philosophical problems are not like problems in:a
maths exam...They are more like problems in ;he arts, which admit of
good and bad solutions but-nevertheless present themselves over and
over again to successive ages.’ (pll) Carnap would no doubt turn in his
grave; but Charlton ‘is doing no more than accept that analytic
philosophy has to discard even its long-standing scientific pretensions
if it is to retain any future credibility. As he admits, analytic
philosophers are now often thought of as ’like the fabled Japanese
soldiers in the Melanesian jungle who believe that the Second World War
is still going on.’ (p9.) T

12, Martin Warner ' makes the point that conceptual analysis 'is
confronted with a paradox ’according to which all analysis is either
trivial or:false; if the analysandum and the analysans-are synonymous
no information is conveyed, but if not the information conveyed is
incorrect.’ (Philosophical Finesse, Oxford, 1989, pl7.) The first
chapter of his book gives an 'excellent general account of the geometric
model, its influence, and its shortcomings; the presentation of the
case made here is heavily reliant-on that discussion.

13. A good example of this deconstructive strategy is Paul de

Man’s attempt to show that Locke, Condillac and Kant all end up using

tropes despite their best efforts to rule them out of .philosophy. As a
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result, confusion reigns: ‘in each case it turns out to be impossible
to maintain a clear line of distinction between rhetoric, abstraction,
symbol, and all other forms of language.’ (P. de Man, "The epistemology
of metaphor", On Metaphor, ed. S. Shacks, Chicago, 1979, p26.) The
essay concludes by stressing ‘the futility of trying to repress the
rhetorical structure of texts in the name of uncritically preconceived
text models...’ (p27). See below, chapter 5, ppl189-95, for further
discussion of this and similar deconstructive moves.

‘14, Plato, Protagoras (tr. W.K.C. Guthrie, 1in the Collected
pialogues, ed. E, Hamilton and H, Cairns, Princeton, 1961; all
translations of Plato are taken from this volume, except those for the
Gorglas and for-the Republic), 336c-d. -

15, Dialectic comes from the same root as dialogos, viz. dia-
legomai, meaning to converse or talk with one another.

16. See R. Robinson, -Plato’s Earlier Dlalectic (Oxford, 1953) for
a clear and thorough account of ‘the first two phases, and an outline‘of
the third. - . *2*.m¥ ' ' - '

17. The most important statement in support of the elenchus is
Socrates’s famous comment that he' is wiser than other men not because
of his positive knowledge but because he alone "knows that he does not
know."™ (Plato, Apology, tr. H. Tredennick, '23a-b). See Robinson, op:
cit., Chapter 2 for a full discussion of the-elenchus,

18. Robinson, -op.cit., p95.

19. ’'let us proceed on the assumption that we are right, it being
understood that i1f we see reason to change our minds all the
consequences of:our hypothesis will fall to the ground.’ (Plato,
Republic: [tr. H.D.P. Lee, Harmondsworth, 1955), Book 4, 437a.)

20, According to the Phaedrus account, it is a species of the

genus "divinely inspired madness" (Plato, Phaedrus, tr. R, Hackforth,
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265a-b.) e 7

21, On this point see especially Plato, Philebus 16d-17a.

22, The problem 18 described in the Republic at Book 7, 516e-518d.

23, Descartes, op.:cit., Regulae, #2, plo0.

+ - 24, Plato, Phaedrus, 265Se. ‘ SRR

25. Plato,"Seventh Letter (tr.:L.A. Post), -343d-344a.

26, dibid., 344b.

27.:H.-G. ' Gadamer, Dialogue and Dialectic (tr. P.C. Smith,  New
York, 1980), pl22. oo ‘ ' ‘ ‘- ; | .

28. ’'Rhetoric and philosophy are the continually recurring - themes
in his work and one can even say that Platonic philosophy arose within
the polemic against the orator and the sophist.’ (S. Ijsseling, op.
cit., pl4.) e o ’ ;

29; This 4is in many ways an artificial division, and no doubt it
could be argued that some of the categories I have chosen could be
merged and others added. My hope is that  this structure allows the
force of Plato’s attack to be appreciated without significant omissions
or repetitions.-

30, This ~chapter, unlike -~ the' other «three, concentrates on
Aristotle rather than Plato. The reason for this is not that Plato made
no attack on rhetoric’s standards of argumentation; it is rather that
Plato’s attack was so intemperate as to be-relatively easy to 'rebut: he
suggested that rhetoric did not really employ reasoned argument at all.
By contrast, Aristotle’s subtle-gradations of rationality between
philosophy and rhetoric have convinced and satisfied even many
defenders of. rhetoric, and present the most sophisticated case for

philosophy as the model of scientific thinking. °
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1. I have deliberately chosen the very‘general terms "source",
vaddressee", and "messages" for this definition, in order to emphasize
its broad scope.:Thus it applies equally to television broadcasts,
philosophical texts, and :the speeches of the ancient rhetors.

2. The charge of pandering, or flattery, is first introduced at
463b, and is debated at length from 515a-522b. The idea that rhetoric
corrupts :because it aims only to please. is considered in Chapter 5. The
Gorglas is 'also an important point of reference for the discussion of
rhetoric’s pragmatism contained in Chapter 3. : >

3. 'Polus: Do 'they not, like tyrants, put to death any man they
will, and:deprive of their fortunes whomsoever it seems best?’ (Plato,
Gorgilas  [tr. W.‘Hamilton,*London,)1960],/466b-é.)

4, 'Polus: To ‘listen to you, Socrates, one might think that you
wouldn’t-be' glad to ‘have the opportunity of doing what you please in
the state. rather than not, and that you don’t envy a man who can kill
or confiscate or.at will. - -~ .~ T s

Socrates: Justly or unjustly, do you mean?
Polus: It makes -no difference; he’s enviable in either case,
isn’t he?’ (ibid., 468e-469%a.) ‘ . Y

S. This is not:to presume that they are insignificant per se. On
the contrary, they are of crucial importance to the questions raised in
the following chapter;' and 'are dealt with‘in detail there. See below,
chapter 3, especially pp87-9.

6. élato;tGorgias; 456¢c. . -

7. ’'Socrates: Let us consider how [the rhetor] stands with regard
to right and wrong...It"1s not your business, as a professor of

rhetoric, to teach your pupil about these things. Will you, then, if he
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comes to you lgnorant of them, enable him to acquire a popular
reputation for knowledge and goodness when.in fact he possesses
neither, or will you be quite unable to teach him 'rhetoric at all
unless he knows the truth about these things beforehand?...

Goxrgias: - I suppose, Socrates,.that I shall have -to teach a
pupil those things as well, if he. happens not to know them.’ (ibid.,
459¢c-d,e, 460a.) . - : "

8. See  Plato, Phaedrus, especially 272b-274b. Of course, in. the
Phaedrus account, Plato is prepared to term-this foundation of
discourse "true rhetoric", a fact which has provoked much discussion
among Plato scholars, since it appears to mark a softening of the
uncompromising hostility to rhetoric portrayed in the Gorgias. (See,
for example, R.W. Quimby, "The growth of Plato’s perception of
rhetoric®™ [in Plato:‘ True and Sophistic Rhetoric, ed. K.V. Erickson,
Amsterdam, 19739, pp2l1-30) - for one view qf the subtle variations in
Plato’s approach to rhetoric and a discussion of some of the others.) I
have ignored such questions in my exegesis of Plato’s approach to
rhetoric, and have presented it as a monolithic "position", because:l
do not consider these variations to be of major significance. What
Socrates terms "true rhetoric” in the Phaedrus is dialectics; the
essentlial opposition remains.. The change of terminology is due more to
the change of interlocutor (impressionable -youth:as opposed to
committed Sophist) than to any change in Platonic doctrine.

9. Though the point at issue is different, the dramatic logic
parallels that of the debate with Polus; i.e. Socrates cannot in any
meaningful sense lose the argument.

10. See:-above, pp35-6.
11, E. R. Dodds, Appendix to Plato’s Gorgias (Oxford, 1959), p387.

12. The case:against the Nazi "interpretation" of Nietzsche is well
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put 'in W. Kaufmann, Nietzsche (Princeton, 1968), Chapter 10, which is
also a good bibliographical source for those'wishing to explore this
well-trodden path. It could of course be argued that the very fact that
Nietzsche ‘discusses racial characteristics (and, a fortiori,
"breeding") at all is highly problematic, even if the general tenor of
those comments is un- or even anti-Nazl; any'racial stereotyping,
however "benign", seems highly dangerous and open to abuse. This is an
important objection, but to consider it here would be to anticipate the
general discussion of the "abuse™ of Nietzsche’s texts that occupies
the later stages of this chapter. (See below, p47 ff.)

13. Of course, this was ‘not done by Nietzsche himself, As ‘is
well-known, the ordering, editing and most of the section titles were
the work of the original editors (primarily Peter Gast and Nietzsche'’s
sister, Elizabeth). The material in this "work" must always, therefore,
be treated with some circumspection, Co -

14. Nietzsche, The Will':to Power, #890. This is not in any
sense an isolated comment. For example, #954 muses in similar fashion:
rAnd would it not be a kind of goal, redemption, and justification for
the democratic movement itself if someone arrived who could make use of
it - by finally producing beside its new and sublime development of
slavery (that is what European democracy must become ultimately) a
higher kind of dominating and Caesarian spirits who would stand upon
it, maintain themselves by it, -and elevate themselves through it?’

15. This 1is explicit in the brief note #902 of The Will to Power:
ron the sovereign types.__ The "shepherd" as opposed to the "master"
(__the former a means of preserving the herd; the latter the'end for
which the herd exists).’ Nietzsche even sets out what amounts to a

programme of indoctrination for the masses, to equip them for the

machinelike existence which the new society will require of them. (The
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will“to Power, #888.) -~ "~ « ~

16. For example, #868" of The Will to Power: 'Problem: where are
the barbarians of the twentieth century?’ Nietzsche need not have
doubted: our century has had no problems on this score! M

-17. F. Nietzsche,r “The Genealogy‘'of Morals (tr. W. Kaufmann, New
York, 1969), - Essay I, #1l1, pp40~1. See below, p65 for a-different
perspective on this passage. -+ - =

18. Kaufmann, op. cit., p225. -

19. Plato,  Gorglas, 483e-484a. The link with Nietzsche is made in
E. R.. Dodds, op. cit., .p389.- o4

- 20. In - particular,  Nietzsche 4is -too sophisticated to accept
Callicles’s justificatory-idea of  a return to'the natural state of
society. Thus, for example, The Will to Power, #120: ’‘Not "return to
nature" - for there has never yet :been a natural humanity. The
scholasticism of un- and anti-natural values is the rule, is the
beginning; man reaches nature only after a long struggle - he never
wreturns".’ R o T

21. W. Kaufmann, op. cit., p224.-

22. Nietzsche, The Will to Power, #8711, p466. e

23. Nietzsche, Ecce Homo (Miinchen, 1978), pl127. My emphasis.

24, Two principo\ "qualifications" might be made to ' the power
doctrine as outlined above. (1) Nietzsche frequently emphasizes the
value of the self-discipline and moderation of strong natures.- not to
be confused with the timidity of the weak. See, for example, The Will
to Power, #870. (2) Occasionally, Niletzsche stresses the "virtues" of
the weak and mediocre - without ever leaving any doubt where his true
sympathies lie; #864 of The Will to Power is fascinating in this
regard. Nietzsche never advocates the elimination of the weak, merely

that the strong distance themselves from them,
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25, Nietzsche, The Will to Power, #749.

26. The term "propaganda" is closely connected with "manipulation",
but the two are not synonyms. In particular, propaganda implies a
potential mass appeal and ‘a direction towards a cause or organization,
neither of which are essential to the notion of manipulation. However,
as I see it, neither of these conditions excludes the possibility of a
printed philosophical text being, or being used as, propaganda.

27. Nietzsche was extensively used by non-German fascists and was
well-liked by Mussolini, Furthermore, Thus Spoke Zarathustra first sold
in large numbers during World War I, when German recruits were
encouraged to take it with them to the front. ‘ ’

28. J. Derrida, ."Otoblographies"™, tr. A.:Ronell, ‘(in The Ear of the
Other, ed. C. McDonald, Lincoln, Nebraska, 1988), pp30~1.

29, T.B. Strong, - Nietzsche and the Politics of Transfiguration
(Berkeley, 1988), p2.

30. M. Heidegger, What is Called Thinking? (tr. J. Glenngray, New
York, 1968), p73. Previous ‘quotation: ibid., pl3.

31, F., Nietzsche, The Antichrist = (tr. R.J. Hollingdale,
Harmondsworth, 1968; Twilight of the Idols is translated in the same
volume), #43.

- 32, F. Nietzsche, Thus Spoke Zarathustra (tr. R.J. Hollingdale,
Harmondsworth, 1968), Zarathustra’s Prologue, #3, p42.

33, F. Nietzsche, The Gay Science, "(tr., W, Kaufmann, New York,
1974), #283.

34. ibid., #377.

35. F. Nietzsche, Ecce Homo, (tr. R.J. Hollingdale, Harmondsworth,
1979), "Why I am a destiny", #1.

36. M. Déat, Pensée Allemande et Pensée Francaise (Parls, 1944),

pp97-8. My translation.
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37. The two plausible methods are both deeply flawed. On the one
hand, to attempt a canonical reading of -the rhetorical effects is to
lapse back into the game -of authorial interpretation in all but name.
On the other hand, an empirical survey, as well as being long-winded,
diffuse, and a move towards sociology, has the opposite weakness that
it is entirely indiscriminate (at least in principle) between readers,
and indeed implies the suspension of all judgement. "Conclusions" could
only be derived from such a survey through the reintroduction of an
implicit criterion-of -judgement, which merely repeats the problem at
another level. - -~ '

38. The move away from authorial intention does not require the
term "manipulation™ to be qualified or replaced. Indeed,: the
possibilities for applying the term are in some ways considerably
extended, because the evidence for the charge is to be sought not in
Nietzsche’s intentions but in the effects of his writings, and in their
potential propaganda uses. Texts can be made to play a propagandist
function, whether or not they were originally intended so to do: what
matters is how:the words on-the page work. In the case of Nietzsche,
this means that the propaganda uses that have as a matter of fact been
made of his work cannot be judged simply according to whether-or not
they fit in with the author’s intentions.

39. J. Ellul, Propagandes (Paris, 1962), p86. My translation.

- 40, For further -discussion of philosophy’s relation to action, see
below, chapter 3, especially pp81-92.

41. This, of course, 1s to restate the cynical notion of the rhetor
presented by Polus and Callicles. See above, pp36-8.

42, See above, pp46-7,

43. J. Goebbels, quoted in'M. Balfour, Propaganda in War, 1939-45

(London, 1979), p43l. -
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44. Plato, Euthyphro (tr. L. Cooper), l4e. (Translation amended.,)

45, Ellul, - op. cit., pp89-90., My translation. For more detail on
the distinction between agitation and integration propaganda, see pp84-
93. - - “ S . P e . ,

- 46, ibid., pl00.- - : °

47, The most trenchant assertion of.this faith in argument is in
Plato, Phaedo (tr. H. Tredennick), -90b-e. The development of Plato’s
dialectic -from-a purely critical to a constructive force is considered
above, .chapter 1, pp21-2, @ ~ s : e

48. While a detailed study of this idea would be a'digression, ‘it
is worth stressing that it is not restricted to Plato. Indeed, the
importance of this motif to the history of philosophy (and beyond)
would be hard to overestimate. Marxist Ideologiekritik and all forms:of
"demystification", for example, retain the loaded opposition between
bogus and authentic truth-telling, and as such are implicit co-
defendants in the.case presented here. - : . N

49, See Aristotle, .Rhetoric, I1I, #1, and Cicero, De Oratore, 1I;
#'s 182-184 for further detail on the nature.of ethos. Aristotle said
of 1it: ’‘we believe good men more fully and more readily than others’;
and he claimed‘that'a speaker’s character may almost be called ’‘the
most effective means of persuasion: he possesses.’ (Rhetoric [tr. W.
Rhys Roberts] 1356a 3-13.. All translations of Aristotle are taken from
the Complete Works, ed. J. Barnes, Princeton, 1984, 2 vols.)

50, C£f. chapter 4 below, especlally ppl45-7, where Nietzsche'’s
alternative to the faith in truth is considered.

51. There 1s a very strong case for excluding certain works from
this description, especially those of the middle "scientific"™ period -

Human, All Too Human, Daybreak, and the first four books of The Gay

Science. However, I will leave this case to be made by those who can
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find no positive responses to Nietzsche’s later work.

52. Cf. Nietzsche, Thus -Spoke Zarathustra, Book 3, #11, "Of the
spirit of gravity", p2l2: ‘to chew and digest everything - that is to
have a really swinish nature! Always to say Ye-a <I-A> - only the ass
and those like him have learned that.’

53. ibid., Book 1, #10, "Of war and warriors™,; p75: ’You may have
enemies whom you hate, but not enemies whom you despise. You must be
proud of your enemy...’

54, ibid., Book 1, #14, "Of the friend", p83: ’In your friends: you
should possess your best enemy. Your heart should feel closest to him
when you oppose him.’ °: o . H

55. This is of course to echo Zarathustra’s scathing remarks about
the "inverse cripples": /‘"That 1s an ear! An ear as big as a
man!"...And in truth, the monstrous ear sat upon a little, thin‘stalk -
the stalk, however, was a man! By the use of a magnifying glass one
could even discern 'a little, envious face as well; and one‘could
discern, too, that a turgid little soul was dangling from the stalk.’
Thus Spoke Zarathustra, Book 2, #20, "Of redemption®, pl60.

56. Nietzsche, The Genealogy of Morals, I, #11, pi42.

57. The contrast between Nietzsche and Plato concerning the
ndangerous"” effects of art is another aspect of this crucial
difference. See below, chapter 5, pp204-7,

58, Ellul, op. cit., p42.

59, I attack only causes that are victorious - under certain
circumstances I wait until they are victorious.’ Ecce Homo, "Why I am
so wise", #7, p47. ‘ Ly L .

60. Discussed above, p43.

61. Plato, Gorgias, 455a.

62. ibid., 459%a.
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63. Plato, Meno (tr. W.K.C. Guthrie), 95b-c.
64. Sextus Empiricus, Against the Logicians (tr. R.G. Bury, London,
1961), Book 1, #65, p3S.

--65. See M, Untersteiner, The Sophists, (tr. K, Freeman, Oxford,
1954), chapters 4-9 on Gorgias.

66. Plutarch, 'De - Gloria Atheniensum, DK 82b23. Quoted in
Untersteiner,  op. cit., ppll3-4,

- 67,  This + theme ' 1s'~echoed by Nietzsche in "On the uses and
disadvantages-of history for life", #l: ’As he who acts is...always
without a-conscience,” so he is also always without knowledge; he
forgets most things so as to do one thing, he is unjust towards what
lies behind him, and he recognizes the rights only of that which is now
to come ‘into being and no other rights whatsocever.’ Untimely
Meditations (tr. R.J. Hollingdale, Cambridge, 1983), p64. See chapter 3
for a full discussion of the implications of this view.
++» 68.-See Ellul, op cit., especially the section: "La nécessité de la
propagande ' pour 1l’individu," ppl56-178. ‘ « -
r» - '69, Nietzsche, The Will to Power, ¥435.

.70, Nletzsche,” “Schopenhauer as educator”, #8, Untimely

Meditations,;  pl94.

[P -

1, See below, pp92-3 for discussion of this interpretation.

‘2. A more detailed exploration of the degeneration of the concept
of rhetoric is given at the beginning of chapter 4, ppl25-7.

3. H. Marrou, A History of Education in Antiquity (tr. G. Lamb,

London, 1956), p47. .
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-4, In  Greek, the term 4initially meant simply *“child-rearing”,
but gradually took on loftier connotations. Its significance is
comprehensively examined in W. Jaeger’s seminal work Paideia (tr. G.
Highet, Oxford, 1939-45, 3 vols); see particularly the introduction to
Vol. 1 for an overview of its educational and cultural meaning.

5. Isocrates (436-338 B.C.) set wup his school in 393 B.C., six
years before Plato founded the Academy. They were the first
institutions of higher learning in Europe.

6. C£f. Marrou, op. cit., p84.

7. Plato, Gorglas 462c and passim.

8. See Plato, Phaedrus 266c-274a.

9, Marrou, op. cit., pl94.

10. Cf. J-F. Lyotard, The Postmodern Condition (tr. G. Bennington
and B. Massumi, Manchester, 1986) which argues that the dominance of
"performativity™ in all aspects of life is the determinant element of
postmodernism, Specifically of education, he asserts: ’The desired goal
becomes the optimal contribution of higher education to the best
performativity of the social system. Accordingly, it will have to
create the skills that are indispensable to that system.’ (p48)

11. Plato, Gorgias, 450c.

12, Jaeger says of the fifth century Sophists: ’Their weakness was
in the intellectual and moral foundations of their teaching...it was
inevitable...that that generation should come to see that, more than
any other, it lacked the greatest of all educational forces: rich as it
was in talents, it had not the most precious and most necessary gift,
an ideal towards which to direct them.’ (Vol. 1, p328.)

13. Plato, Gorgias, 485c, 486d.

14. See in particular 1Isocrates, "Antidosis™ (in Works, tr. G.

Norlin, London, 1929, Vol. 2), #’s 266-269: 'I would...advise young men
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to spend some time on these disciplines, but not to allow their minds
to be dried up by these barren subtleties...such curiosities of thought
are on a par with jugglers’ tricks, and I hold that men who want to do
some ‘good in the world must banish utterly from their interests all
vain speculations and all activities which have no bearing on our
lives.’ | .

15. See Jaeger, op. cit. , Vol. 1, Book 1, Chapter 1 for a
detailed account of the Homeric concept of arete, and Vol. 1, Book 2,
Chapter 3 for a discussion of how the rhetors amended it to suit their
times.

16. In the British tradition, which stresses conceptual analysis
and concentrates discussion on epistemological points of order, many of
the teachers may also suppose that the main purpose of philosophy is to
disseminate socially useful intellectual techniques.

17. Cf. William James, "What Pragmatism Means" (in Pragmatism
and American Culture, ed. G. Kennedy, Boston, 1950) for the most
accessible account of philosophical pragmatism. There are important
differences of emphasis between the leading trio of James, Dewey and
Pierce, but they are not particularly relevant to the issues raised
here and can be ignored for our purposes.

18. Plato, Gorglas, 467c.

- 19, Plato, Republic, Book 9, 592a-b.

20. Aristotle defines phronesis at one point as ’'a true and
reasoned state of capacity to act with regard to human goods.’
(Nicomachean Ethics, tr. W.D. Ross, VI, 5, 1140b20-1.)

21, ibid., 1140b8.

22. ibid., VI, 7, 1141al6, 20-1. Aristotle’s main discussion of
the relative merits of political and intellectual virtue takes place at

Nicomachean Ethics X, 6-8, and is the subject of major controversy
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among commentators. My own reading, that he holds the contemplative
life superior to the political life, is not lacking in supporters (for
example W. F. Hardle, Aristotle’s Ethical Theory (Oxford, 1980), Ch’s
15.and ‘16; and R. Kraut’s Aristotle on the Human Good (Princeton,
1989), which is probably the most detailed of all the studles on this
aspect” of ‘Aristotle’s work). However, some readers have argued that
Aristotle’s i1deal incorporates the contemplative and political, and
that contemplation is not privileged in the way I suggest (see for
example ‘D. Keyt, "Intellectualism in Aristotle", in G. C. Simmons
(ed.), Paildela, Special Aristotle Issue, Brockport, 1978, ppl38-158;
also N. Sherman, The Fabric of Character, Oxford, 1989, Ch 3, #6.) I
will say here only that, by its adherents’ own admission, this second
interpretation has to explain away the crucial section (X, 6-8) of the
Nicomachean Ethics, which appears to point quite clearly towards the
priority of the contemplative life. Sherman suggests that /These
remarks...are antithetical to the whole thrust of the Nicomachean
Ethics, in which the ethical life is defended as the best life...’ (op.
cit., p97), but this is to fundamentally misunderstand the project of
the Nicomachean Ethics which, like many of Aristotle’s works, questions
concerning the excellences appropriate to a particular area of human
existence without thereby deciding on the overall significance of those
excellences for human life as a whole. Moreover, one might just as well
say that the advocacy of contemplation is "consistent"™ with the
Metaphysics, De Anima, etc., as that it 1is "inconsistent™ with other
sections of the Nicomachean Ethics. Further problems with this
interpretation are considered in note 26,

23. The Greek term is theoria, which strict Heideggerians might
object to translating with a Latinate term. However, Heidegger’s

objections <come from his ultra-theoretical perspective, which is
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considered below (pp89-91): there is no disputing that this is a
special category of thinking, however it is to be labelled and
approached. A serious consideration of Heidegger’s overall attitude to
translating Greek would be an intriguing undertaking (it is conceivable
as a critique that would go to the heart of Heidegger’s project), but
it would be too great a digression to be included here,

24. Plato, Phaedo, 80b.

25. ibid., 82e.

26, The key passage 1s Nicomachean Ethics, X, 7, 1177b27-1178a8.
There, Aristotle states that ’If intellect is divine, then, in
comparison with man, the life according to it is divine in comparison
with human life. But we must not follow those who advise us, being men,
to think of human things, and, being mortal, of mortal things, but
must, so-far as we can, make ourselves immortal, and strain every nerve
to live in accordance with the best thing in us.’ This divine element
is also the essence of man, because it is the authoritative part,
better than and in control of the rest: ’This would seem, too, to be
each man himself, since it is the authoritative and better part of him.
It would be strange, then, if he were to choose the life not of himself
but that of something else.’ The desperation of those commentators who
have refused to accept Aristotle’s commendation of the contemplative
life is illustrated by the preposterous interpretations of this passage
they are forced to offer. Thus Sherman quotes approvingly Keyt'’s
sophistry that "to be most of all (malista) man is to be less than, and
nonidentical with man", and adds: ‘The force of malista is thus to
suggest .that the identification of the self with theoretical reason is
at best qualified.’ (op cit., pl0l.)

27. The main discussion of this theory is at Nicomachean Ethics

X, 8,°1178b8-23. Aristotle ridicules the idea of God making contracts
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and returning debts, and then asks: ’'if you take from a living being
action, and still more production, what is left but contemplation?
Therefore the activity of God, which surpasses all others in
blessedness, must be contemplative; and of human activities, therefore,
that which is most akin to this must be most of the nature of
happiness.’ The superiority of action that contains its end within
itself is also asserted in the Metaphysics, IX, 6-8,

28, See above, p8l.

29. Plato, Gorglas, 486a-b.

30. ibid., 522c=d.

31, ibid., 525d. My emphasis.

32. Some of the parallels with the New Testament are so direct as
to be uncanny: Socrates even invents "turning the other cheek" (’Let
people despise you for a fool and insult you if they will; nay, even if
they inflict the last indignity of a blow, take it cheerfully; if you
are really a good man devoted to the practice of virtue they can do you
no harm.’ - ibid., 527c-d). It would be tedious to point out all the
analogies, but one puzzle is too intriguing to ignore: if Socrates is
the equivalent of Christ, then which figure parallels Plato? Generally
speaking, efforts to separate Socrates/Plato into distinct
"personalities™ are futile; we do not have enough evidence from
independent sources to make even informed guesses. The one respect in
which a Platonic hand can be clearly discerned is in the dramatizing of
Socrates’s death, which, while occurring offstage, dominates the
Gorglas even more than the Phaedo and the Apology. These three indeed
stand apart, since they tell, in its various aspects, the meaning of
Socrates’s sacrifice: they are not so much dialogues as gospels.
Nietzsche might have made of this relationship something similar (NB:

"similar™; not "the same") to his ingenious analysis of Christ/Paul in
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the Antichrist, #'s 40-43. That he remained silent on this point
attests, és does so much else, to his unconscionable bias in Plato’s
favour; he could never really resist the seduction of Plato’s
aristocratic birth,

33. "Memorial Address" (in Discourse on Thinking, tr. J. M.
Anderson and E. H. Freund, New York, 1969), p46. This text contains the
most- explicit commitment to contemplation, although it pervades the
whole of his later work.

34. See above, p87. Heidegger’s "Aristotelian" metaphysics 1is
particulaily evident in two assertions: a. Man’s ’own special nature’
is ’that he is a meditative being.’ That 4is his ’essential
n;ture'.(ibid., p56.) b, ’the nature of thinking we are seeking (i.e.
meditative thinking) is fixed in releasement (Gelassenhelt).’ ’Perhaps
a higher acting is concealed in releasement than is found in all the
actions within the world and in all the machinations of
mankind.’ ("Conversation on a country path", ibid., pp62, 61.)

35. Once again, the "Memorial Address"™ contains the most
forthright expressions of Heidegger’s anxiety: ’technological advance
will move faster and faster and can never be stopped. In all areas of
existence, man will be encircled ever more tightly by the forces of
technology. These forces, which everywhere and every minute claim,
enchain, drag along, press and impose upon man...have moved long since
beyond his will and have outgrown his capacity for decision.’ {(ibid.,
p51.)

36. ibid., p50.

37. ibid., pp47-9.

38. ibid., p59.

39. This .statement will no doubt prove objectionable to orthodox

Heideggerians, since Heidegger situates himself as a "new commencement"™
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at the end of a history of metaphysics inaugurated by Plato. But
however seriously one is 1lnclined to take Heildegger’s history of
philosophy, the fact is that both he and Plato/Socrates unquestionably
stand out against more pragmatic rivals., Moreover, Heidegger’s critique
of Plato - that with the idea thinking is already beginning to
objectify - is very much plus royaliste que le roi. The two are
indissolubly connected by their common call for a turn (or return) to
contemplation.

40, Cf. Isocrates, op. cit., "Against the sophists", #’'s 7-8.

41, Jaeger, op. cit., Vol. 3, pS8.

‘42. Danto, op. cit., p72.

43, Nietzsche, The Will to Power, #493.

44, Nietzsche’s revaluation of truth is ;xamined more thoroughly
in- Chapter 5.

45, A rarity in Nietzsche - one passage directly refutes the
pragmatist interpretation: ’a belief, however necessary it may be for
the preservation of a species, has nothing to do with the truth.’ (The
will to Power, #487) No "traditional" anti-pragmatist could put the
basic objection more succinctly.

46. Nietzsche, Untimely Meditations, "Schopenhauer as educator",
#8, pl93.

. 47, ibid., ppl84-7.

48, F, Nietzsche, Human, All Too Human (tr. R.J. Hollingdale,
Cambridge, 1986), A, #283.

49, Nietzsche, The Gay Science, #51.

50. This and the following two quotations: The Will to Power, #291.

51. Nietzsche, The Will to Power, #430. The best statement of
Nietzsche’s suspicion of "ideal states™ can be found in Human, All Too

Human, A, #235. As ever, his main concern is that they conflict with
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the goal-of "perfecting" the individual.

52. Nietzsche, The Will to Power, #335.

53. J.B. Sykes (Ed.), The Concise Oxford Dictionary 7th ed.
(oxford, -1982).

"54, Nietzsche, The Will to Power, #45.

55, Nietzsche, Untimely Meditations, "Schopenhauer as educator",
#1, pl29.

‘56, I have resisted the adjective "existential" (or even
"existentialist™) to describe Nietzsche’s pragmatism, because despite
the obvious parallels with thinkers such as Sartre there are also
important ‘differences which it would be unfortunate to blur. In
particular, existentialists tend to regard individual freedom as a
basic ontological fact, which can be evaded in "bad faith"™ but which
never disappears, whereas Nietzsche regards individual autonomy as a
relatively rare event that is achieved through struggle and represents
nothing more, ontologically speaking, than a particular (and highly
unstable) balance of forces. Or (what amounts to the same thing): the
active.individual is for Nietzsche the goal, where for existentialists
it is the starting point. All this notwithstanding, it is very much
more plausible to postulate a continuity between Nietzsche and Sartre,
who at~’least share an individualistic passion, than the currently
fashionable link between Nietzsche and Heidegger/Derrida; which perhaps
only goes to show how frivolous are all efforts to assimilate disparate
philosophies.

57. For example:

* 1. ’'Let us, as men of the vita contemplativa...’ (Daybreak
{tr. R.J. Hollingdale, Cambridge, 1982] #41)
"ii. 'we fail to recognize our best power and underestimate

ourselves, the contemplatives, just a little.’ (The Gay Science, #301)
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58. Nietzsche, The Gay Science, #354.

59. Nietzsche, Daybreak, #42, entitled: "Origin of the vita
contemplativa"”,

60, F. Nietzsche, The Birth of Tragedy (tr. W. Kaufmann, New York,
1967), #7.

61. This and the next quotation: Nietzsche, Daybreak, #41.

62. The method of a "double description" 1s ascribed to Hesiod in
Daybreak, #189 and again in The Genealogy of Morals, I, #11.
Nietzsche’s own dual response to the active/contemplative conflict is
plainest in The Genealogy of Morals, I, #'s 6-7, which describe the
rivalry between priestly and knightly-aristocratic values. While the
priest is ‘unhealthy’, it is only with his emergence that ’'man first
became an interesting animal’ and the soul first became ’evil’ (the
latter is, of course, a compliment). Cf. also The Gay Science, #350.

63. Nietzsche, The Genealogy of Morals, I, #16.

64. This point has already been made in the context of
Nietzsche’s politics, See above, chapter 2, p46.

65. Nietzsche, Untimely Meditations, "UDHL", #10, pl20.

66. Thus despite his suggestion that ’the unhistorical and the
historical are necessary in equal measure for the health of an
individual, of a people and of a culture’, Nietzsche immediately goes
on to state that ’‘we shall...have to account the capacity to feel to a
certain degree unhistorically as being more vital and more fundamental,
inasmuch as it constitutes the foundation upon which anything sound,
healthy and great, anything truly human, can grow.’ (Both quotations:
ibid., #1, p63.)

67. ibid., #10, pl21,

68. Heidegger’s brief discussion of "UDHL" in Being and Time (tr.

J. Macquarrie and E. Robinson, Oxford, 1962), pp448-9, focusses solely
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on the uses of history, which in fact occuples only one sixth of the
essay (#'s 2-3). Of course, this would not be objectionable had
Heidegger made it clear that he was focussing on a sub-section of the
text; but, as his introductory remarks make clear, he has completely
misunderstood the attitude towards history taken up by Nietzsche’s
essay: 'The possibility that historiology in general can either be
"used" for one’s life or "abused" in it, 1is grounded on the fact that
one’s life is historical in the roots of its Being, and that therefore,
as factically existing, one has in each case made one’s decision for
authentic or inauthentic historicality. Nietzsche recognized what was
essential as to the "use and abuse of historiology for life" in the
second of his untimely meditations (1874) and said it unequivocally and
penetratingly.’ (p448) As we have seen, the "fact" that "life is
historical in the roots of its Being" is precisely what the essay
challenges: it is rather the unhistorical that is primary and
essential. A fortiori the question cannot be of "authentic™ and
"inauthentic" historicality, since that implie; that there is some sort
of true relationship possible to history - exactly what Nietzsche
denies; the only appropriate adjectives are "useful" and
"disadvantageous". Given this misunderstanding of the essay’s overall
structure, it is perhaps not so surprising that Heidegger’s exegesis
of those parts of the essay he does choose to discuss is also highly
misleading. Thus he suggests that monumental, antiquarian and critical
"historiology” are organically linked and correspond respectively to
the future, past and present modes of Dasein’s temporalizing.
Nietzsche, by contrast, suggests that they are thoroughly different
modes of approaching history, and implies that they are likely to be
undertaken by different individuals, rather than constituting necessary

elements in any Dasein’s "authentic historicality™. This obsession with
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weaving the types together causes critical history virtually to drop
out of the picture altogether, since Heidegger implies that its
function 1is taken up by the other two modes: ‘As authentic, the
historiology which is both monumental and antiquarian is necessarily a
critique of the "Present".’ (p449) Nietzsche, on the contrary, states
that ’‘antiquarian history...knows only how to preserve life, not how to
engender it...it hinders any firm resolve to attempt something new,
thus it paralyses the man of action’ (ibid., #3, p75). Critical history
is not a "critique of the Present"™, but a critique of the past in order
to make room for creative activity. It is precisely what the
unhistorical force of "life" most requires of history; and so it is the
element that Heidegger effectively ignores. For his whole comprehension
of historicality is that "Dasein" must acquire a proper/authentic
relation to its past and understand itself truly: criticizing the past
simply does not fit into this pre-ordained structure. Heidegger does
discuss Nietzsche’s essay again many years afterwards but, far from
correcting the imbalance of the earlier account, his later comments
belong to the realm of fantasy: ’Nietzsche’s ‘thinking gives the false
impression that he is fighting against "science" in favour of so-called
life, whereas in truth he is fighting for knowledge in honour of an
originally conceived "life" and reflection on "life". This indicates
that we sufficlently understand the necessity of knowledge for life,
and’of truth as a necessary value, only if we keep to the one path that
simultaneously leads to a more original grasp of knowing in its
essential unity with life.’ (Heldegger, Nietzsche, Vol 3, p94)
Concerning Heidegger’s general misunderstanding of Nietzsche’s attitude
to truth, see below, chapter 5, ppl95-8. Concerning the "necessity of
knowledge for life", it.might charitably be said that Heidegger’s own

faith in the value of reflection makes it impossible for him to
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understand the conflict between knowledge and life felt by Nietzsche.
The uncharitable will simply reach for the big red pen.

- 69. Nietzsche’s commitment to - and radicalization of - the
Enlightenment is thoroughly expounded in chapter 4 below, especially
ppl139-47,

70. Nietzsche, Human, All Too Human, B, 1886 Preface, #l. The
most striking sign of the revaluation that occurs after the Untimely
Medlitations is the altered value of some of the key images Nietzsche
uses to 'insist on scilence’s necessary subordination. According to
"UDHL", sclence ’seeks to abolish all limitations of horizon and launch
mankind upon an infinite and unbounded sea of light whose light is
knowledge of all becoming. If only man could live in it! As cities
collapse and grow desolate when there is an earthquake and man erects
his house on volcanic land only in fear and trembling and only briefly,
so life itself caves in and grows weak and fearful when the concept-
quake caused by sclence robs man of the foundation of all his rest and
security, his belief in the enduring and eternal.’ (#10, ppl20-1.) By
contrast to this, the "infinite sea" is a staple image of the new and
coming tasks, particularly in the works of the middle period. #124 of
The Gay Sclence, for example, entitled "In the horizon of the
infinite", ends: ’...and there is no longer any "land".’ Moreover, the
"concept-quakes” and their disastrous consequences no longer hold any
fear for the Nietzsche who commands: ‘Build your cities on the slopes
of Vesuvius!’ (The Gay Science, #283) What was once to be avoided comes
to be embraced.

71. Cf. Nietzsche, The Birth of Tragedy, #10.

72. This and the next two quotations: ibid., #9.

73. ibid., #10.

74. ibid., #5.
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75. Nietzsche, Ecce Homo, "The birth of tragedy", #1.

76. Perhaps he did, albeit obliquely. One of the few explicit
connections with the Christian epoch made in The Birth of Tragedy is
when ‘Nietzsche describes the Dionysian orglasts as achieving a state of
fcomplete self-forgetfulness’, and adds that ’In the German Middle
Ages, too, singing and dancing crowds, ever increasing in number,
whirled themselves from place to place under this same Dionysian
impulse. In these dancers of St. John and St. Vitus, we rediscover the
Bacchic choruses of the Greeks...’ (#1) But when these dancers reappear
in one of Nietzsche’s later works, it is not in so complimentary a
light: ‘In the wake of repentance and redemption training we find
tremendous epileptic epidemics, the greatest known to history, such as
the St. Vitus' and St. John’s dances of the Middle Ages...’ (Genealogy
of Morals, II1I, #21) Such "orgies of feeling" are not in any sense
curative and healthy, as suggested in The Birth of Tragedy, but rather
aim at ‘combating the depression by relieving and deadening its
displeasure.’ (ibid., #20)

77. Nietzsche, The Birth of Tragedy, #20.

78. That this change constitutes one more step away £from
Christianity is attested by a passage from the later Nietzsche which
castigates Christianity for precisely those ;ffects that in The Birth
of Tragedy are the ideal spectator’s response to the Dionysian. The
contrast - unnamed by Nietzsche - is implicitly with the Promethean
alternative to this follower of Christ (or "epopt of Dionysus"?) who
'ris free from sin"™ - not through his own deed, not through a stern
struggle on his part, but ransomed for freedom through the act of
redemption...The true life is only a faith (i.e., a self-deception, a
madness) . The whole of struggling, battling, actual existence, full of

splendour and darkness, only a bad, false existence: the task is to be
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redeemed from it.’ (Nietzsche, The Will to Power, #224),

79. Cf. Aeschylus, "Prometheus Bound", (in Plays: One, tr. F.
Raphael and K. Mcleish, London, 1991) 441-470, where Prometheus recites
an impressive list of his gifts of insight to mankind.

80. Nietzsche, Untimely Meditations, “UDHL", #10, pl20.

81. This and the following quotation: Nietzsche, The Birth of
Tragedy, #9.

82. Nietzsche, Human, All Too Human, A, #228,

83. Nietzsche, The Gay Science, #301.

84, Cf. Nietzsche, Genealogy of Morals, II, #24.

85. Nietzsche, The Gay Science, #300.

86. Nietzsche, Thus Spoke Zarathustra, Book 2, #1, "On the
blissful islands", plll.

87. M. Heidegger, "Dialogue on language", (in On The Way to
Language, tr. P. D. Hertz, New York, 1971), p29.

88. Aeschylus, op. cit., 953, 965-17.

89. Nietzsche, The Genealogy of Morals, II, #24.

90. See above, p9l.

91. Isocrates, op. cit., "Against the sophists", #’s 9-13.

92, Isocrates’s response to the Socratic criticism that his is a
mere knack gained by experience rather than a true art (see above,
pp76-7 and note 7) 1is therefore that an art would be inappropriate, as
the "teachers of politics" demonstrate: I marvel when I observe these
men setting themselves up as instructors of youth who cannot see that
they are applying the analogy of an art (techne) with hard and fast
rules to a creative process (poietikou pragmatos).’ (ibid., #12.) Note
that the narrow-minded, matter-of-fact pragmatists who teach rhetoric
as a techne are closer to the Socratic ideal than is Isocrates. This is

the first hint of the secret alliance between common-sense pragmatism
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and idealism that is further explored at the end of the chapter.
93, Plato, Gorgias, 51lb.
94, Nietzsche, Ecce Homo, "Why I am so wise", #5. Cf. The
Genealogy of Morals, II, #23.
95, Viz., that pragmatism has been successful. See above, pp77-8.
96, Nietzsche, Daybreak, #328.

- 97. This is a very br}ef synopsis of the ideas in J. Davies’s
provocative essay, "Not in front of the students” (Radical Philosophy
7, 1974).

98, This and the next quotation: J.-F. Lyotard, op. cit., pé67.
'99., Nietzsche, Daybreak, #196. The aphorism is entitled: "The most

personal questions of truth.,"

Chapter 4

1. Their seminal work is The New Rhetoric (tr. J. Wilkinson and P,
Weaver, Notre Dame, 1969). Its main themes are summarized in Perelman’s
The Realm of Rhetorlic (tr. W. Kluback, Notre Dame, 1982).

2. Perelman, The Realm of Rhetoric, p3, citing Ramus. Style and
eloquence of course remain important elements of rhetoric (I will deal
with the role they play in Nietzsche in the following chapter), but
Perelman insists that they cannot be the only elements.

3. ibid., pp3-4.

4. ibid., p7.

5. ibid., p3. In places, Perelman does indeed seem to accept the
Platonic overtones of the modern approach to rhetoric, e.g. pl52, where
the emphasis on making a discourse pleasing is described as ’a

tendency...the premises of which were already to be found in the

266



Notes to Chapter 4

Platonic conception of rhetoric.’

6. ibid., pS.

7. Nietzsche, Beyond Good and Evil (tr. W, Kaufmann, New York,
1966), #5.

8. I should make it clear at this point that Perelman himself does
not argue along exactly these lines in support either of Nietzsche or
for ‘that matter of anyone else. Nonetheless, his defence of rhetoric
suggests this sort of response, even if it is presented here in a stark
and perhaps oversimplified form. "Complications"™ are introduced in the
course of the chapter and, in any case, it remains my suspicion that
Perelman’s self-confessed modifications of the Aristotelian schema do
have a simplifying effec;: there is nothing intrinsically “unfair"®
about this projection.

9. See above, chapter 1, ppl8-20.

10. According to Aristotle, philosophy counts as the "special
science"” of ontology, although dialectics are at least useful in
preparing the ground for this science, and hence may be considered part
of the overall project of philosophy. In the modern division of labour,
philosophy tends to be aligned far more with the dialectical "testing
the truth of opinions" rather than a positive science of ontology. The
reasons for this change are beyond the scope of this thesis; for my
purposes, what counts is that neither in ancient nor modern times has
philosophy been held to come within the Aristotelian sense of
"rhetoric".

11. Aristotle, Rhetoric, I, 2, 1356b4,

12, For an example of this interpretation, see W. Thompson,
Aristotle’s Deduction and Induction (Amsterdam, 1975), pp72-4.

13. Aristotle, Rhetoric, II, 22, 1395b23-27.

14. This 4is made clear by the examples Aristotle gives of
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enthymemes, none of which are completed syllogisms, and at one point he
states the case quite unambiguously: 'if any of these propositions is a
familiar fact, there is no need even to mention it; the hearer adds it
himself. Thus, to show that Dorieus has been victor in a contest for
which the prize is a crown, it is enough to say "For he has been victor
in the Olympic games", without adding "And in the Olympic games the
prize is a crown", a fact which everybody knows.’ (Aristotle, Rhetoric,
1,2, 1357al17-22)

15. Aristotle in fact devotes a chapter of the Rhetoric to the use
of maxims (II, 21), in which they are recognized as reduced enthymemes,
so that, of the normal syllogism, only the conclusion remains - both
premises are missing.

16. Nietzsche, Twilight of the Idols, "Maxims and arrows"™, #8.

17. The Greek here is pistis, which 1is often translated
unproblematically as "proof". However, whereas in modern english
"proof" has come to be associated with apodictic certainty, the Greek
term' is much weaker, meaning something more like "that which inspires
trust". Since a major part of my discussion concerns whether or not
rhetorical forms of argumentation provide satisfactory proofs, it would
be misleading to use the term from the outset. I have therefore placed
the word "proof" inside inverted commas where its application would be
controversial.,

18. Aristotle, Prior Analytics (tr. A.J. Jenkinson), II, 24.

19. Aristotle, Problems (tr. E.S. Forster), XVIII, 3, 916b25-30.

20. A good 1illustration of this is #136 of The Gay Science, in
which the Jews’ relation to their God is compared with the French
nobility’s relation to Louis XIV.

21. A good example of this is Human, All Too Human, A, #240. It

opens with the general claim that ‘The higher a man’s culture ascends,
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the less space there is for humour and mockery’, which is defended only
through the example of how Voltaire’s humour has dated. There are many
such-cases in Niletzsche, where the "evidence" for an assertion is no
more than an historical example or illustrative parallel.

© 22, This'is a difficult assertion to justify, as there is no overt
statement of such a distinction; the evidence for it lies in the
detailed discussions of material for dialectical and rhetorical
argumentation in the Topics and Rhetoric respectively (Topics, Bks II-
VII; Rhetoric, Bk I, Ch’s 4-15.) The huge proportion of the discussion
which concerns what Aristotle calls the "commonplace rules" (Bk I, Ch
18) for conducting a dialectical discussion in itself shows the
importance placed on method in the Topics. There is no equivalent in
the Rhetoric. A similar view to mine is found in S. Raphael, "Rhetoric,
dialectic, and syllogistic argument: Aristotle’s position in Rhetoric,
I-II", Phronesis, 1974: ‘in the Rhetoric [Aristotle] uses the term
topol in a rather wider sense than in the Topics. The topics in the
Rhetoric are based, not on the doctrine of the predicables, but on a
division of rhetorical speeches into deliberative, legal, and
epideictic. Furthermore, Aristotle is ready to call topod not only
grounds for arguments proper but any information which an orator will
find useful for persuasion, such as the analysis of emotions and types
of character.’ (ppl61-2)

23. Aristotle, Topics (tr. W.A. Pickard-Cambridge), I, 2, 10la34-

101b4.

‘24, J.D.G. Evans, Aristotle’s Concept of Dialectic (Cambridge,
1977), pé6. -

-+ 25. It could be argued, of course, that a written philosophy cannot
on principle be dialectical, since dialectics involves an exchange of

questions and answers, But Plato shows that the process can be captured
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by a single writer; and a discourse can be dialectical in its use of
material - without using the question-and-answer format at all. Thus it
is perfectly meaningful to characterize Nietzsche’s use of "topics" as
rhetorical rather than dialectical. It is more problematic for a
written text to be dialogical - but this is a separate issue (cf.
chapter 1, pp24-5).

26.-This is not to say that Nietzsche’s o£jectives are simply to
find another route to the same goal. As has been shown in the previous
chapter, the conception of wisdom towards which Nietzsche works i1s far
more practical than it has ever been in the post-Platonlc western
tradition. -

27, Descartes, op. cit., "Discourse on method", #3, pl24.

28. Nietzsche, Human, All Too Human, A, #265.

29. Nietzsche, Daybreak, #197.

30. For example:

1, 'I believe that I am a few centuries ahead in
Enlightenment not only of Voltaire, but also of Galiani, who was far
profounder...’ The Will to Power, #91 (1885).

ii. ’'The view that truth 1s found and that ignorance and error
are at an end is one of the most potent seductions there is. Supposing
it is believed, then the will to examination, investigation, caution,
experiment is paralysed...’ ibid., #452 (1888).

31. Aristotle, Nichomachean Ethics, I, 2, 1094b26.

32. Aristotle’s detailed requirements for scientific premises are
given at Posterior Analytics (tr. J. Barnes) II, 11, 94a20-b26.

33. See for example J. Barnes, "Aristotle’s theory of
demonstration™ (in Phronesis 14, 1969, ppl23-152), for a modern
examination of the problem.

34. J.D. Bernal, Science in History, Vol. 1l (London, 1965), pp200-
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201.

35. For example Derrida, who i1s often mistakenly thought to
abandon all traditional logical norms, maintains a heavy reliance on
structuralist linguistics to prove hls assertions. Ironically, this is
nowhere more blatant than in the closing stages of his analysis of
Nietzsche, when he states that ’‘the hypothesis that the totality of
Nietzsche’s text...might well be of the type "I have forgotten my
umbrella"™ cannot be denied. (Derrida, Spurs, pl33.) What fascinates
about this passage is the logician’s delight expressed in the phrase
"the hypothesis...cannot be denied"; even this avant-garde thinker
prefers the old philosophical benchmark of necessity to the
uncertainties of rhetorical argumentation.

36. Nietzsche, The Will to Power, #516.

37. Nietzsche, The Gay Science, Preface, #1.

38. Nietzsche, Twilight of the Idols, "The problem of Socrates",
#5.

39. Nietzsche, Ecce Homo, Foreword, #3. Previous quotation: The
Genealogy of Morals, Preface, #4.

40, Nietzsche, Twilight of the Idols, "Maxims and Arrows™, #26.

41, Cf. Nietzsche, The Will to Power, #584: ’‘Instead of employing
the forms as a tool for making the world manageable and calculable, the
madness of philosophers divined that in these categories is presented
the concept of that world to which the one i:;ﬂ;n lives does not
correspond...The intention was to deceive oneself in a useful way; the
means, the invention of formulas and signs by means of which one could
reduce the confusing multiplicity to a purposive and manageable
schema.’

42, Aristotle, Metaphysics (tr. W.D. Ross), I, 2, 983al4-19.

43. Nietzsche, The Will to Power, #608.
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= ' 44, Nietzsche, The Gay Science, #373.

~45, Paul Feyerabend’s brilliant Against Method (London, 1975), is
particularly rich in:parallels with the "rhetorical science" outlined
in this chapter. It would be beyond the scope of the thesis to explore
them properly, but the following comment can at least serve to
illustrate the' fascinating possibilities that exist here: ’The task of
the scientist...1s no ‘longer "to search for the truth", or "to praise
god", or "to-systematize observations”, or "to improve predictions".
These-are but side effects of an activity to which his attention is now
mainly directed and which is "to make the weaker case the stronger" as
the sophists-said, and thereby to sustain the motion of the whole.’
(p30.) .

46. Even innovative methods which mark an advance for enlightenment
in their own time can later retard science if they are seen as
vsolutions™. In this context, the case of Bacon is fascinating: he was
a key figure in the first Enlightenment, who helped to develop
inductive logic and thereby to free science from the prison of
Scholasticism by making observation and experiment rationally
respectable. And yet, for all that, the seeds of a new dogmatism are
contained even in the liberating onslaught on the old tradition. Bacon
condemns the Scholastics because ‘they have forbidden the happy match
between the mind of man and the nature of things; and in place thereof
have married it to vain notions and blind experiments.’ (F. Bacon, "In
praise of human knowledge®”, Works, ed. B. Montagu, London, 1825, Vol.
1,.p254.) While this indicates his distaste for dogmatism, it
nevertheless retains, through its belief in "the happy match
between...mind..and nature", the old Aristotelian ideal of science as
the ‘discovery of truth; the dispute concerns means and method, not

goal. By contrast, Nietzsche can talk of himself as a radicalization of
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enlightenment because he disputes even the goal of science; he takes
Bacon:a step further.

~1:47.- Nletzsche, Daybreak, Preface, #5. Previous quotations: a) The
Genealogy of Morals, Preface, #8; b) Human, All Too Human, B, #168,
‘.~ 48.' See above, pl33.
-= ' 49, Nietzsche, Twilight of the Idols, Foreword, p22.

+'503;ribid., "’'Reason’ in Philosophy", #’s 3,4. Note the inverted
commas around the word "Reason"™. The prospect is held out of a better
rationality.
<+ -51;-ibid.,; "The problem of Socrates™, #7.

52, :The Greek word used by Aristotle is paradeigma, meaning "from a
sample"”, which originated in the practice of merchants offering samples
of their-cloth in the market-place at Piraeus. The image is of a token
of the same-'type, which is precisely what is in dispute here; "analogy"”
(analogla or "according to proportion" in Greek) is a less restrictive
term-and 'is therefore to be preferred as a description for this type of
argumentation. The obvious objection to my employment of the term
"analogy"” -here 1s that it carries a weight of philosophical
associations ‘which are, by and large, unhelpful to the meaning I
intend. The concept has been of especial importance in the Thomist
tradition,” where it is often interpreted as strict mathematical
proportionality, i.e. a:b::c:d. More troublesome still, there are hints
of this sort of usage in Aristotle himself, who uses the term
"analogia™-'in the context of more "serious™ reasoning than that
employed by-the rhetors. Against this, I can only insist that
wparadeigma"-is an inadequate description for the mode of argument even
as-Aristotle depicts it, and that the everyday "loose" usage of
wanalogy"” is just as important a guide as the supposedly stricter

mathematical interpretation of the term. For analogy = in the everyday
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sense --describes where "reason" and "imagination" meet and merge, and
there -is ‘'no better way of depicting this type of rhetorical
argumentation.

53, Some of Nietzsche’s comments on "objectivity" strongly suggest
the value of different descriptions. For example: ’‘precisely because we
seek-knowledge, let us not be ungrateful to...resolute reversals of
accustomed perspectives and valuations...to see differently in this way
for once, to want to see differently, is no small discipline and
preparation of the intellect for its future "objectivity" - the latter
understood not as "contemplation without interest™, but as the ability
to control one’s Pro and Con and to dispose of them, so that one knows
how to employ a varlety of perspectives and affective interpretations
in the service of knowledge.’ (The Genealogy of Morals, III, #12.)

~ 54, Aristotle, Prior Analytics, 1I, 24, 68b37-39 and 69al4-16;
Problems, XVIII, 3, 916b25-34; Rhetoric; I, 2, 1357b29-30.

55. Nietzsche, The Gay Science, #355.

56. Aristotle, Topics, I, 5, 102bl7-18; 1I, 2, 109bl.

57. An-excellent example of such a "non-issue" receiving serious
treatment in Aristotle’s own text 1s Topics, II,4, 111b4-12, when the
problem of whether the soul moves is discussed with an earnestness that
today appears somewhat comical.

58. Nietzsche, Ecce Homo, "Why I am so clever", #1, pS5Sl.

59. Nletzsche, Ecce Homo, "Why I am a destiny", #8, pl33,

- 60 Aristotle, Topics, I, 10, 104a5-8.

61, "Nietzsche, Ecce Homo, “Why I am so wisé", *¥7, pa7.

-62. No-one ' expresses the value of free-ranging discussion better
than Galileo: "I am unwilling to compress philosophical doctrines into
the most narrow kind of space and to adopt that stiff, concise and

graceless manner bare of any adornment which pure geometricians call
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their own,  not uttering a single word that has not been given to thenm
by -necessity...I do not regard it as a fault to talk about many and
diverse things, even in those treatises which have only a single
topic,..for I believe that what gives g;andeur, nobility, and
excellence to our deeds and inventions does not lie in what is
necessary...but in what is not..."(letter to Leopold of Toscana, 1640,
cited in Feyerabend, op. cit., p69).
:63, Aristotle, Rhetoric, I, 1, 1355al14-23,

-.-64, The . three types are described in outline in Aristotle,
Rhetoric,- I, 3, and in more detail thereafter (I, 4-14). Deliberative
oratory urges us to do or not to do something, is linked to the future,
and is appropriate to politics; forensic either attacks or defends
somebody, is linked to the past, and is appropriate to the law; and
epideictic . praises or blames somebody, is linked to the present, and is
appropriate to public speaking.

.65, Aristotle, Rhetoric, 1355a29-39. My emphasis,

+66,-1bld.,;"1366al8-22.

~-67. 1bld,.;1355b27-8, My emphasis.

‘68.-Cicero, :De Oratore, 1I, xxxv, #147.
~  -69. ibid., 1I, xvi, #68.
-70. Nietzsche, Ecce Homo, p87.

- 71, A,v useful summary of the debate and a strong case for the
"soundness" -criterion is provided by W. D. Harpine, "Can rhetoric and
dialectic serve the purposes of logic?" (in Philosophy and Rhetoric
18, 1985). However, while his criticisms of the "effectiveness"
criterion' are generally apposite, Harpine’s insistence that rhetorical
arguments must be "evaluated" for their "logical soundness"™ marks a
rather more:conservative approach than the one I have adopted in this

chapter.
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72. Naturally, it will be objected that these conclusions have only
been reached on the basis of Nietzsche’s argumentation, which is to say
the least ‘a very special case, and hardly one that can be applied to
rhetoric in general. Certainly, this is not supposed to be an
historical ‘account of how rhetoric has been considered and used, but a
suggestion concerning its potential. My main idea is that Nietzsche
does employ recognizably rhetorical forms of argumentation, and thereby
shows- to what extent they can be used to inquire effectively into
foreign domains, once the ontological prejudices which govern the most
influential depictions of rhetoric (Plato and Aristotle) have been set
aside..

- .-73,; Admittedly, Nietzsche does at times descend from these heights.,
He occasionally appealed to more traditional notions, in particular
when he talked about eternal recurrence as the most scilentific
hypothesis, for which a "proof" might be possible. Such comments
represent a retreat from his own best insights, according to which no
such. proof’ would be avallable, and the will to such a proof would be a
sign - of weariness ~ a sign that the will to go on experimenting had
vanished. Perhaps eternal recurrence can be the low as well as the high
point “of the meditation: it occasions, at any rate, Nietzsche’s one
lapse into moralizing, when he states: ‘To me...everything seems far
too valuable to be so fleeting: I seek an eternity for everything:
ought one to pour the most precious...wines into the sea? - My
consolation is:that everything that has been is eternal: the sea will
cast it up again.’ (The Will to Power, #1065.)

.74. Nietzsche, Daybreak, #542.

75. Nietzsche, The Gay Science, #383.

76. ibido’ #327'

v
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-1, I-have used the term "eloquence" in the title and throughout
the chapter, rather than the more common "style™ or "styles", largely
in order to stress the link with the elocutio of classical rhetoric.
However, it is also the case that "eloquence" implies an apt or
forceful use of language, whereas "style" normally refers purely to the
"manner" rather than the "matter"™ of a discourse, and can be effective
or ineffective. Part of my purpose in this chapter is to argue why
"stylistic eloquence™ is important, rather than just the "question of
style”, which has often been highly valued irrespective of the force or
persuasiveness (or lack of them) a style may attain.

2. Cf. Introduction, p3.

"- 3. The important discussions are located as follows:- in the
Republic, Books 2-3 (377a-398b), Book 5 (475d-483e), Book 10 (595a-
608b); in the Symposium, the reported tale of Diotima (201d-212b) and
Alcibiades’s eulogy of Socrates (215a-222b); in the Phaedrus, the myth
of the charioteer (246a-256e).

: -4 It “may be objected that in all these dialogues Plato is
concerned with art and beauty rather than with rhetoric; but it can
hardly be denied that the whole point of elocutio is to make the
rhetor’s speech beautiful, so that what Plato says of poetry and beauty
in general can be directly applied to rhetoric in particular. Indeed,
Socrates himself establishes the link, at Gorgias 501-2, when he
condemns both rhetors and poets alike for their concern to please
rather than edify their audience.

‘5., Plato, Republic, Book 10, 597e.

6. ibid., Book 10, 602c¢c-d.

-7. Plato, Symposium (tr. M. Joyce), 210b-c.
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8. ibid., 218e.

9. ibid., 22l1e-222a. This same plea to disregard the form is also
made ‘(more urgently) by Socrates in the Apology, 17b-c: ‘My
accusers...have said little or nothing that is true, but from me you
shall” hear the whole truth; not, I can assure you, gentlemen, in
flowery-language like theirs, decked out with fine words and phrases;
no, what you will hear will be a straightforward speech in the first
words ‘that: occur to me, confident as I ag in the justice of nmy
cause:..’ *

10. Plato, Republic, Book 10, 605a-b.

11, pasley, op. cit., pviii.

12, See in particular the 1Introduction, p2, and the accompanying
notes,*which identify Heidegger and Danto as two interpreters who adopt
this-Platonic framework when reading Nietzsche.

~13. An excellent exegesis of this theory of metaphor is given in
the "Exergue"™ of Derrida’s essay "White mythology", in Margins of
Philosophy- (tr. A. Bass, Brighton, 1982), pp209-219, Derrida describes
how one of its leading proponents wants ‘to save the natural wealth and
original virtue of the sensory image, which is deflowered and
deteriorated by the history of the concept. Thereby he supposes - and
this'is a-classical motif, a commonplace of the eighteenth century -
that a purity of sensory language could have been in circulation at the
origin-of language, and that the etymon of a primitive sense always
remains determinable, however hidden it may be.’ (pp210-11.)

:14.7 Nletzsche, Philosophy and Truth, p84.

15. ibid., pp82-3.

*~-16, 1bid., p84.

*"-17. See "White mythology", p2l15, for Derrida’s exegesis of this

term. His over-emphasis on the symbolist conception of metaphor is
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criticized:later in the chapter - see below, ppl90-4.

«~ 18.-Nietzsche, Philosophy and Truth, p84. It is worth noting that
Derrida at least insinuates Nietzsche’s complicity in the symbolist
theory. in a‘parenthesis to his discussion of the arch-symbolist Anatole
France: ’'the words "God", "soul", "absolute”, etc., are symbols and not
signs, what is symbolized maintaining a tie of natural affinity with
the symbol; and thus authorizing the etymological reactivation,
(arbitrariness thus, as Nietzsche ;lso suggests, being only a degree of
the ‘usure of the symbolic)’ (Derrida, Margins of Philosophy, p212.)

19, 4ibid., p219,

20. For a recent example of this approach, see M. Clark, Nietzsche
on Truth-.and Philosophy (Cambridge, 1990), Chapter 3, in which she
defends the thesis that ’'Far from a precocious statement of Nietzsche’s
lifelong views, "On truth and lie..." belongs, according to my
interpretation, to Nietzsche’s juvenilia.’ (p65.)

21, Nietzsche, Philosophy and Truth, p8S5.

22. The distinction between linguistic and perceptual metaphors is
also important when considering the structuralist criticism of a thesis
which talks of metaphors being "cooled down" into concepts, implying
that metaphors precede concepts. The obvious objection to such an idea
is that metaphors operate through an "abnormal™ employment of terms
outside their customary context, which means that without "normal",
conventional designations there can be no metaphors, either. However,
if Nietzsche is talking 'about "perceptual metaphors"™ (as I think it can
be shown he ‘always does, in these contexts), this logical criticism
does not ‘apply: at best, one can accuse Nietzsche of confusing the
matter by using the term "metaphor" to apply to too many different
things. g

23, ibid., p90.
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24, The play of forces becomes much more subtle and complicated in
the-later-Nietzsche. The presumption of the artist’s innate superiority
disappears, as‘does the idea that there is anything primordial or
original about the artist-type. (The later Nietzsche in any case
rejects  the. 1dea that chronological priority implies any kind of
superiority; the early essay is unclear on this point.) But perhaps
most- important is the disappearance of the simplistic contrast between
"scientist™ -and "artist™ that is drawn and overdrawn in the last
section- of the 1873 essay. By the late 1870’s, there is a clear
recognition that scientists also incorporate artistic drives, and that
artists- are not just gloriously irrational fools. The work of synthesis
is~unéer;way.
~0-:25,-By ‘"performative™ I mean in this context that Nietzsche’s
eloquence or aspects of it is taken to act out or perform certain key
insights on his part.

26. ‘If:-Nietzsche had indeed meant to say something, might it not
be just that limit to the will to mean...?’ (Derrida, Spurs, pl33.)

27. Nehamas, op. cit., p35.

28, dibid., p37.

29. Nietzsche, Ecce Homo, p74.

30. Considering that the title of Nehamas’s chapter on Nietzsche'’s
styles ("The most multifarious art of style") is taken from this
passage, .it''is all the more remarkable that he totally ignores the
suggestions-contained within it,
~++-31, Derrida, Spurs, pp35-7, amended translation.
1+ 32,.-1bid., p95, amended translation.
¢- 33, ibid., pl37, amended translation,

-« -'34, Nehamas, op. cit., p37.

- 35. Plato, Republic, Book 10, 607d-e.
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*~"-36, The general opinion that Plato’s strictures against art are
flouted‘by the stylistic excellence of his work is by no means
unchallenged. Thus Nietzsche writes: ‘In respect to Plato I am a
thorough sceptic and have always been unable to Jjoin in the admiration
of Plato:the artist which is traditional among scholars...For the
Platonic dialogue, that frightfully self-satisfied and childish kind of
dialectics, to operate as a stimulus one must never have read any good
French writers...Plato is boring.’ (Twilight of the Idols, "What I owe
to therancients™, #2)

N 37. For -a simple demolition of the hypocrisy involved in the
philosophical rejection of "ornate language", there is nothing better
than'de Man’s deconstruction of Locke in his e;say "The epistemology of
metaphor™ (collected in S. Shacks, op. cit.). However, Derrida is more
ambitious in that he seeks to explain why philosophy uses metaphor,
and mustgo on using it, despite its condemnations.

38. This quotation and the next: Margins of Philosophy, p270.

- 39:-4d.- ¢

40. ibid., p215,

41, E.F. Kittay, Metaphor (New York, 1987), pé6.

42, Derrida, Margins of Philosophy, p243.

43, id. -

44, It 1s- worth noting that Derrida’s other major treatment of
metaphor, "The retrait of metaphor", (Enclitic, Fall 1978) also
operates -against a carefully determined "ordinary conception" of
metaphor, ~except that in the later essay the characterization of "the
tradition™.has degenerated from an over-simplification to an outright
fabrication. 'Thus Derrida asserts that ’Habitually, usually, a metaphor

claims.to procure access to the unknown and to the indeterminate by the

detour of something recognizably familiar.’ He does not say who
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fclaims’ this, but "the famous example in the next sentence points the
finger. at Aristotle: ’'"The evening™, a common experience, helps us to
think "old age™, something more difficult to think or to live, as "the
evening of ‘life,™ etc.’ This conveniently omits to mention that the
passage alluded to in the Poetics also gives the example "evening is
the old age of the day"; Derrida even forgets his own discussion of
this example in "White Mythology", which makes no suggestion that the
metaphor’ only works in one direction (Margins of Philosophy, pp241-2).
In whatever way this oversight is to be explained, its significance for
Derrida’s argument can hardly be disputed, since he goes on to praise
metaphors and readings of metaphor where the terms act on one another
to-undermine all presumptions of familiarity. It would appear that the
"normal conception” of metaphor is manipulated to suit the essay’s
overall trajectory.
-~ « 45, See-above, pl8l, note 19.

-~ 46, L. Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations (tr. G.E.M.
Anscombe, Oxford, 1953) II, xi, p36.

~-47, See above, pl190, note 39.

.. -48, Derrida, Margins of Philosophy, pp262-3. My emphasis.

*49. See "The retrait of metaphor™, especially pp23-5.
+ - 50, Nletzsche, The Will to Power, #853, iv.

- - 51, This applies to the English translation, published in four
volumes. In the original two-volume German edition, "The will to power
as.art™ 1s the first part of the first volume.

52, Heidegger, Nietzsche, Vol. I, p75.
-53.° ibid., p74.
- 54, Cited ibid., p74.

55. Nietzsche, Beyond Good and Evil, #1

56. Nietzsche, The Will to Power, #853, i. Cf. pl97 above.
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mn'§7; C£. Plato, Republic, 598-9.
58, Nietzsche, The Gay Science, Preface, #4.

. 59,.:1bid., #58.
<1+ 60, This emphasis on making rather than discovering alternatives
clearly has 'its origins in the "On truth and lie..." essay and its
"political™ theory of metaphor, as discussed earlier in the chapter,
ppl8l=3.’

v+'61;. CE., Plato, Republic, 602d-e.

¢ 62 It should be emphasized that this clear repudiation of Plato’s
aesthetics ‘cannot be straightforwardly aligned with the Romantic
alternative of art as "creative expression". The latter invites the
sort of ghettolzation of art produced by the logical poaitivists’
division of language into "statements of fact™ and "expressions of
emotion™ - art naturally being placed in the second category. Since
Nietzsche .regards metaphysics and science as artistic, it must be
assumed that mimetic "representation of reality" is at least part of
what he understands by art. Moreover, it has long been recognized by
classical scholars that Plato’s use of the term mimesis is, to say the
least; idiosyncratic. Aristotle’s understanding of the concept is
significantly broader: ’'The poet being an imitator...he must
necessarily in all instances represent things in one or other of three
aspects, either as they were or are, or as they are said or thought to
be or to have been, or as they ought to be.’ (Poetics, tr. I. Bywater,
25, '1460b8~11.) If one further qualified this statement to read "all"
rather than""one or other" of these aspects, one would not be far from
Nietzsche’s broad conception of art, in which things are represented as
they are/seem/are willed, these three being incapable of proper
isolation from each other. Perhaps it would be too confusing to call

this,. too, "mimesis"; but it would at any rate be no stranger an
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employment 'of the term than Plato’s.

-63. The locus classicus for Nietzsche’s conception of nihilism is
the ‘first part of the "first book"™ of The Will to Power. On the
specific- aspect of "ideals" becoming increasingly destructive, see for
example: #37: ’The development of pessimism into nihilism -
Denaturalization of values. Scholasticism of values. Detached and
idealistic’ values, instead of dominating and guiding action, turn
against action-and condemn it...At this point nihilism is reached: all
one has left are the values that pass judgement - nothing else.’

64. Deleuze’s interpretation of Nietzsche as a radicalization of
Kantian critique must therefore be rejected, despite the prominence it
accords to Nietzsche’s revaluation of truth. For to prioritize critique
serves notice-that one is fundamentally "against illusion", that one
expects and respects only liberation from it. And indeed, Deleuze asks
rhetorically: ‘Is there any discipline apart from philosophy that sets
out to criticize all mystifications, whatever.their source and aim, to
expose all the fictions without which reactive forces would not
prevail?’ (G. Deleuze, Nietzsche and Philosophy, tr. H. Tomlinson,
London, - 1983, pl06.) The enemy - reactive forces -~ "prevails"™ through
its use‘of "fictions" which it is the task of philosophy to "expose".
What .other conclusion can be drawn from this language than that
philosophy, - in its highest form, is free from fictions and
mystifications? Reactive forces require fictions to prevail: what
possible sense can this assertlon have, unless it carries as its secret
obverse ‘that ‘active forces do not? And since "active forces"™ are
Deleuze’s heroes, it follows that, for him, truth is still worth more
than art. The great paradox of Deleuze’s account is that, while
allegedly speaking for active forces, its mode of operation is always

responsive: (negative) freedom from reactive forces; (self)destruction
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of reactive forces effected by eternal recurrence. Given these
objectives, .Deleuze has to retain the valuation of truth over art;
otherwise,' he would lack the metaphors with which to explain the
dominance hitherto of "weaker™ reactive forces, and the corresponding
salvation’ from them which is supposedly in prospect.
=i 65.. Se@-above, ppl75-7.

+'.~166.° Nletzsche, The Will to Power, #809.

v ‘67, See ~Twilight of the Idols, "Expeditions of an untimely man",
#'3 21-3. '«

- 68. Nletzsche, The Will to Power, #801.

% 69, CE£."*Nletzsche, The Will to Power #387: 'passion is
degraded...in as much as it has for its object something of no great
value, :amusement__ '

~-+70.- Plato, Republic, Book 10, 606d. Previous quotation: Jibid.,
605c; -
~"= 71; -Nletzsche, The Will to Power, #778. B

‘72, Cf.- Nietzsche, The Will to Power, #933: ’The greater the
dominating power of a will, the more freedom may the passions be
allowed. The - "great man" 1is great owing to the free play and scope of
his desires-and to the yet greater power that knows how to press these
magnificent monsters into service.’
73. Nowhere - is' this contrast better drawn than 4in the first

section of."Morality.as anti-nature™ in Twilight of the Idols.
,+'74.:Nietzsche insists that forms are not epiphenomena, since they
influence-the "content" of which they are normally considered
expressions.‘'e.g. Daybreak, #257: 'We always express our thoughts with
the words*that lie to hand. Or, to express my whole suspicion: we have

at any moment only the thought for which we have to hand the words.’

~175: Nietzsche, Twilight of the Idols, "The problem of Socrates",
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#3. ¢ e omee T e 7 ' Tl
~+ 76, Plato, Apology, 1l8a.

77. Nietzsche, 'Twilight of the Idols, "The problem of Socrates",
$3.0-c 1 e oo e e o e

78, ‘The physiognomic theory 1s often expressed in serious, almost
medical :terms,” for example when Nietzsche comments that ‘ugliness
signifies the .decadence of a type, contradiction and lack of co-
ordination among the inner desires...’ (The Will to Power, #800) =~ '+ :

~-79, Nietzsche asserts that: ’'The effect of the ugly can be
measured with' a dynamometer.’ This and the next quotation:: Twilight of
the Idols, "Expeditions of an untimely man", #20.
=~ ~80, -Thus in the Phaedrus, when the soul’s chariot approaches close
to-Beauty, ‘the driver’s memory goes back to the form of Beauty, and he
sees ‘her:once again enthroned by the side of Temperance on her holy
seat; then 'in awe and reverence he falls upon his back...’ (254b) And
Alcibiades’s speech in the Symposium, while praising the inner beauty
of ‘Socrates as of higher value than any outward beauty, says of its
effect: .there’s one thing I’ve never felt with anybody else - not the
kind of:thing you’d expect to find in me, either - and that is a sense
of -shame.. Socrates is the only man in the world that can make me feel
ashamed.’ (216a).
1+ 81, Nletzsche, The Will to Power, #298.

82.: One could scarcely invent a more perfect example of the "evil
eye" ‘for reality than' Plato’s rhetorical question: ’if it were given to
man to gaze on' beauty’s very self - unsullied, unalloyed, and freed
from the mortal- taint that haunts the frailer loveliness of flesh and
blood - if, I say, it were given to man to see the heavenly beauty face
to face, would you call this...an unenviable life...?’ (Symposium, 21le

-~amended translation.)
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-.1-° 83, Nietzsche, Twilight of the Idols, "Expeditions of an untimely
man", #1957 't T e i : o

2 - 84. One difficulty for -the "Nietzsche versus Plato" account just
outlined 'is that Nietzsche explicitly praises Plato’s theory of beauty
in relation'to Schopenhauer (in Twilight of the Idols, "Expeditions of
an-untimely man", #’s 22 and 23). Against Schopenhauer, who sees
sexuality repressed by.beauty, ’‘Plato...,maintains...that all beauty
incites to procreation - that precisely this is the proprium of 1its
effect’'.» Nletzsche goes so far as to claim that ’Nothing is less Greek
than the conceptual cobweb-spinning of a hermit, amor intellectualils
del. Philosophy in the manner of Plato should rather be defined as an
erotic contest...’ Now, while Plato does indeed state that beauty is
always loved for a procreative purpose (Symposium 206-7), the account
later "goes on to stress the joy of simply contemplating ’absolute
beauty’ ‘(21le), and the "child" is nothing more tangible than ’‘true
virtue’, for bearing which the aesthete ’‘shall be called the friend of
god, and if ever it is given to man to put on immortality, it shall be
given to him,’ (212a) In other words, Nietzsche is quite mistaken to
seize on the word "procreation™ as an indication of a materialist
undercurrent in Plato: the context robs the term of all sensuous
connotations; it becomes a bad metaphor for an infusion of divine
grace, Furthermore, it should be recalled that in the Phaedrus account
of love, 1t ‘is.the recollection of pure beauty that allows the
virtuous elements of the soul to resist those that would commit ’a
monstrous and forbidden act’ (254b). I would suggest that the talk of
wprocreation™ is.used to add plausibility to the notion of an "absolute
beauty" by connecting it with an important feature of earthly beauty,
and is-certainly no'indication that Plato indulges sexual desire. In

this, I am scarcely even opposing Nietzsche; for his claim that Plato
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marks -a-continuation of the typically Greek honouring of sexuality is
inconsistent with-his many comments - suggesting that Plato/Socrates-is
a crossroads of world-history and-a bridge to the asceticism of the
Christian-era, opposed to the older Greek spirit. To take the most
glaring example: ‘Art...is much more fundamentally opposed to the
ascetic ‘ideal than 1s science: this was instinctively sensed by Plato,
the greatest 'enemy of art Europe has yet produced. Plato versus Homer:
this isithe complete, the genuine antagonism - there the sincerest
advocate of the "beyond", the great slanderer of life; here the
instinctive deifier,-the golden nature.’ (The Genealogy of Morals, 11I,
#25) 'In sum, Nietzsche’s attempts in Twilight of the Idols to set up
Plato 'in opposition.to Schopenhauerian asceticism not only constitute a
dubious interpretation of Plato on beauty; they also mark an aberration
fromi:Nletzsche’s profound understanding of Plato as the origin of the
ascetic. ideal.

~-85,.C£s Nietzsche, The Will to Power, #811: Our aesthetics
hitherto: has been a woman’s aesthetics to the extent that only the
receivers'of art-have formulated their experience of "what is
beautiful?" In all philosophy hitherto the artist is lacking.’ Coa

<1 86.. Nletzsche, Twilight of the Idols, "Expeditions of an untimely
man®, #7. - v
- --87, Nletzsche, Thus Spoke Zarathustra, Book 3, #12, "Of old and new
law~tables"™, #29.
<« -'88. Exploration-of the nature of creativity and its contrast with
contemplation runs as-a-leitmotif through Thus Spoke Zarathustra. It
would.require too great a digression to detail its many appearances in
that' work,:but:the chapter "Of immaculate perception" (Book 2, #15),
with its contrast between the leering 'moon-love’ of philosophers and

the ‘sun-love’ of ’creative desire’ would certainly figure prominently
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in-any such-account. I =

89, A--fascinating study 4in minliature of this philosophical
blindness -is~provided by Heidegger’s interpretation of the hammer
metaphor ‘in Nietzsche’s work. Heidegger asserts: ’‘Above all it means to
tap all things' with the ‘hammer to hear whether or not they yield that
familiar ‘hollow sound,. to ask whether there is still solidity and
weight in:things or whether every possible centre of gravity has
vanished from them.’ (Heidegger, op. cit., p66) The justification for
this interpretation is provided by the Foreword of Twilight of the
Idols, which speaks of the hammer as a tuning-fork. But Heldegger
completely:fails to mention the other hammer in Nletzsche =~ namely, the
sculptor’s hammer which ‘‘my ardent, creative will...drives...to the
stone. Ah, "you'men, I see an image sleeping in the stone, the image of
my ' visions! Ah, ‘that it must sleep in the hardest, ugliest stone! Now
my hammer rages flercely against its prison. Fragments'fly from the
stone: what: is'that to me?’ ("On the blissful islands™) The importance
that ‘this conception has for Nietzsche is indicated by the re-iteration
of :the passage 'in Ecce Homo, with the appended comment that ’Among the
decisive preconditions for a dionysian task is the hardness of the
hammer, joy even in destruction. The imperative "become hard", the
deepest certainty that all creators are hard, is the actual mark of a
dionysian nature.’’ ("Thus Spoke Zarathustra", #8) If this is not "above
all"-what Nietzsche’s hammer means, surely it is at least worth a
mention? The best --and worst - one can say is that its omission is
consistent .with Heldegger’s more general silence concerning Nietzsche’s
vcreative will™.~.

90. Nietzsche, The Gay Science, #299., Also worth noting in this
context is The Will to Power, #943: 'We protect artists and poets and

those who are masters in anything; but as natures that are of a higher
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kind than these...we do not confound ourselves .with them.’ - - -

" 91, For: example: .1, ‘the dangerous concept of the "artist™ - a
concept-that has so far been treated with unpardonable generosity’ (The
Gay:Science, #361) ii., ’I have grown weary of the poets, the old and
the new:-they all seem to me superficial and shallow seas.’ (Thus Spoke
Zarathustra, ‘Book 2, #17, "Of Poets", pl5l.)

292, Nietzsche, The Will to Power, #804,

.93, dbid., #852,

e *-94, 1bid., #853, ii.

- 95, The idea of a Nietzschean categorical imperative of course
comes+from:Deleuze (op. cit., p68), but while his version differs
significantly from the Kantian formulation it nevertheless remains an
'ethical :thought’, because it seeks to change the world for the better.
Deleuze believes that the thought of eternal recurrence will weed out
not-only bad. (reactive) actions, but bad men; he calls this
fZarathustra’s cure’ (p7l1). This is an ingenious pilece of crypto-
Kantianism,-but it completely reverses the progression of Thus Spoke
Zarathustra, which starts with hopes of eradicating the reactive man,
but.ends: in the affirmation that ‘All eternal joy longs for the ill=-
constituted!! (Thus-Spoke Zarathustra, Book 4, #19, "The intoxicated
song", #11.) This is the only consistent conclusion that Nietzsche
could come to; for, as he states elsewhere: ‘It is self-deception on
the part of philosophers and moralists to imagine that by making war on
décadence they therewith elude décadence themselves.’ (Twilight of the
Idols, "The:problem- -of Socrates", #11,)

- 96. Nietzsche, The Gay Science, #276.

.97, Cf.-Nietzsche, The Will to Power #80S.

"98. ibid.,:#443.

99.*Nietzsche, Human, All Too Human, A, #222. The clearest explicit
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statement  of amor fatl’s sclentific directive is in The Will to Power
#1041, when Nietzsche comments that ‘It 1s part of this state to
perceive not.merely the necessity of those sides of existence hitherto
denied, but their desirability...’ (my emphasis). This perfectly
captures the duality of seeing more and affirming more than all
previous-philosophies.

100. It:can hardly be doubted that amor fati is of major importance,
since Nietzsche describes it as ‘my formula for greatness in a human
being’ (Ecce:Homo, "Why I am so clever", #10); nevertheless, it has
tended to:be-subordinated to the doctrine of e?ernal recurrence, a
judgement which I do not share. The two are, of course, closely
related, as the unfolding story of Thus Spoke Zarathustra makes
particularly clear. Amor fati presents the problem that the "creative
will" cannot change what is and has been, and as a result inclines to
revenge;"” eternal recurrence compounds the agony by suggesting that even
the future is already made, that what we and the world will be is only
what we have been." But the eternal recurrence also has a tendency to
deflect, rather than sharpen the challenge of amor fati. This is partly
because its conceptual complexity facilitates bizarre interpretations,
such+as the metaphysics of the cosmic wheel, or the extermination of
reactive forces. But there is also a sense that through eternal
recurrence one can' solve the problem of fate at a stroke, as if it were
a riddle: one cannot will backwards - unless the future is also one’s
past! To cut the knot of life’s problems through a great "Yes!" to an
implausible doctrine - does this not have a; all-too-familiar ring?
Eternal recurrence was one way Nietzsche tried to meet the challenge of
amor-fatl; that he thought it the best does not mean that we must, too.
»--101.  This and the previous quo tation: A. P. Fell, "The excess of

Nietzsche’s amor fati" (in The Great Year of Zarathustra, ed. D.
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Goicoechea, =  New‘'York,"1983), p93.
~:102, Nietzsche, :The Will to:Power, #808,
103.; See above,  pp201-3.
»- 104. Fell, op. cit., p88.
-105. Nietzsche, The Will to Power, #818,
©«*106,- Nletzsche, Human, All Too Human, A, #203.
107. Nietzsche, Beyond Good and Evil, #188.
'108.-Nletzsche, -The Genealogy of Morals, III, #28.
109. -Nietzsche, The-Will-to-Power, #428, l"\ﬂ e.mP\\asis,

110, Nietzsche, The Gay Science, #107.

A

1. The most - thorough descriptive account of Nietzsche’s rhetoric
is-J,  Goth’s: Nietzsche und die Rhetorik (Tibingen, 1970), although
this, too, - shares the modern tendency to reduce rhetoric to questions
of style, ‘and contains very little about its other elements,

- 2, -See above,: chapter three, for a detailed discussion of the
concept ‘of paideia.

3. I-am not sufficiently Kantian to assert that these are the only
four differentiae that philosophy can use, or indeed has used, to claim
superiority over rhetoric. It therefore remains at least theoretically
possible to-accept.the case that I have made against these particular
distinguishing features while nevertheless maintaining that philosophy
can establish itsrsuperiority over rhetoric, in ways that I have
perhaps been-too biased to consider. I think it unlikely, however, that
any persuasive criticisms of rhetoric exist that are not at least

closely related to those I have considered here.

292



Notes to Conclusdion

«4.~It might 'be thought that by treating rhetoric in this way I am
undertaking- exactly -the-"reification™ for which Paul de Man was
criticizediearlier (cf. Introduction, pp4-5). The difference 'is that de
Man-’ ignores the' function of rhetoric altogether, while my point is
merely-that 1f ‘everything that has the effect of persuading is-termed
"rhetoric"-then complete confusion will arise. Indeed, an abstract
functionalism-would be just as effective as de Man’s reification at
obliterating-rhetoric as a concrete historical phenomenon.

5. At"least three points testify to this ambiguity:

. "1, The ‘teachers of rhetoric of the fifth and fourth century
B.C. have become collectively known as "Sophists™ or "wise men"; as a
further complication, it is quite likely that the name was initially
applied ironically, by their opponents.
ii. Socrates was often "accused" of being a Sophist.
iii, Isocrates called himself a philosopher, and withheld the
term from many of his "philosophical™ opponents. °
These facts indicate that the abstract meaning of the various terms was
not sufficlent to distinguish between the figures involved, which
implies that the clear distinction that does now exist between
"rhetoric”™ and "philosophy™ is primarily a conventional imposition, and
results from concrete differences between separate groups of forces. An
insistence on the purely abstract "conceptual meaning" of the terms
thus inevitably leads back to the overlap and confusion in which the
Greeks found themselves; I fail to see how this can be considered
desirable.
6. Nietzsche, Beyond Good and Evil, #230.
7. A perfect example of this conflict of fundamental values arises
when Socrates and Callicles debate temperance. Socrates compares the

intemperate to a man with a leaky pitcher, which must constantly be
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filled and refilled. To his astonishment, Callicles accepts this model:

‘Callicles: The man who has filled his casks no longer has
any pleasure left...once:hils 'casks are filled his existence is the
exlistence of’ a:stone, exempt alike from enjoyment and pain. But the
pleasure of life consists precisely in this, that there should be as
much running in as possible.

. Socrates: But if much is to run in much must necessarily run
out, and-there must be large holes for it to escape by.

i+ Callicles: Certainly.’ (Plato, Gorgias, 494a-b.)

x ' '8, ibid., '‘494d-e. "
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