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Nietzsche and the Rapture of Aesthetic Disinterestedness: A Response to Heidegger

Heidegger, in a section of his first lecture course on Nietzsche entitled “Kant’s Doctrine of the Beautiful. Its Misinterpretation by Schopenhauer and Nietzsche”, argues that Nietzsche’s criticism of Kant’s notion of aesthetic disinterestedness rests on a misunderstanding of it.
 Nietzsche’s failure in this regard is due, Heidegger suggests, to the influence of Schopenhauer’s, in Heidegger’s view flawed, interpretation of Kant’s aesthetics. Nietzsche’s dependence on Schopenhauer’s appropriation of Kant’s notion of aesthetic disinterestedness is, Heidegger claims, particularly unfortunate in that there is, in fact, an affinity between Nietzsche’s and Kant’s conception of the beautiful which Nietzsche was unable to recognise. 

 In what follows, Heidegger’s text will be taken as a foil to develop an alternative to his account of Nietzsche’s response to Kant’s notion of aesthetic disinterestedness. Although Heidegger’s claim – that Nietzsche’s conception of art can itself be said to contain a notion of aesthetic disinterestedness – will be endorsed, a different conception of which aspects of Nietzsche’s thought can be thus conceived will be proposed. The strategy implicit in what follows will consist in finding Nietzsche’s conception of art to be the consummation of a nascent radicality in Kant’s aesthetics nurtured much more effectively, for all its faults, in Schopenhauer’s response to it than in the avenue of post-Kantian thought, originating with Hegel, which Heidegger valorises in the text in question.
 

 After a brief critical review of the claims made in Heidegger’s text, the two key occasions on which Nietzsche addresses Kant’s notion of aesthetic disinterestedness will be discussed. As the texts in question are, intriguingly, drawn respectively from what is often categorised in terms of the ‘early’ and ‘late’ (or ‘mature’) periods of Nietzsche’s thought, the interpretation offered here, in which Nietzsche’s thought seemingly declines in radicality, will appear somewhat unorthodox. This will set the scene for the closing elaboration of an alternative account to that suggested by Heidegger of the sense in which Nietzsche’s conception of art inherently develops, rather than rejects,  the notion of aesthetic disinterestedness.
 

I

 Although the overall contours of Heidegger’s argument in the text under consideration are impressive, his implicit view that Nietzsche’s critique of Kant’s aesthetics is rendered impotent by its dependence upon Schopenhauer’s reading of it is questionable. Similarly, Heidegger’s account of wherein lies the proximity between Nietzsche’s and Kant’s discussions of art can be challenged. A more convincing implication of Heidegger’s argument is that Nietzsche’s critique of the notion of aesthetic disinterestedness is far more applicable to Schopenhauer’s, much more unproblematically ascetic, conception of it than Kant’s. Yet however questionable Schopenhauer’s appropriation of Kant’s notion of disinterestedness might be, it at least foregrounds the theme of asceticism. Although Heidegger correctly upbraids both Schopenhauer and Nietzsche for interpreting Kant’s conception of disinterestedness as an ascetic notion (which, of course, each thinker evaluates very differently), it is precisely Nietzsche’s diagnosis of the source of Kant’s (and Schopenhauer’s) uncritical endorsement of the value of the ‘ascetic ideal’ that characterises the ‘genealogical’ nature of Nietzsche’s critique of their work. Heidegger, obsessed with ‘ontological’ concerns, failed to appreciate the ‘genealogical’ nature of Nietzsche’s critique of metaphysics.

 Heidegger, given his preference for The Will to Power, doesn’t, in the text considered here, discuss either of Nietzsche’s most important and extended statements on aesthetic disinterestedness found in The Birth of Tragedy and On the Genealogy of Morality respectively. Instead, Heidegger bases his claims on Nachlass material contemporaneous with On the Genealogy of Morality. In the absence of Heidegger’s consideration of the relevant texts it can be noted that the enthusiastic stance Nietzsche adopts towards the notion of disinterestedness in The Birth of Tragedy, combined with a criticism, albeit tentative and deferential, of Schopenhauer contests Heidegger’s claims.
 However, Nietzsche’s fiercely critical comments on Kant’s notion of aesthetic disinterestedness in On the Genealogy of Morality would seem to reinforce Heidegger’s view, even if Nietzsche’s explicit critical independence from Schopenhauer in this text disturbs it somewhat.  
 Heidegger, quite correctly, condemns the interpretation, which he accuses Schopenhauer of propagating, that conceives Kant’s notion of disinterestedness as a merely negative state of ‘indifference’.
 Heidegger stresses the inherently active nature of the comportment of ‘unconstrained favouring’ which, for Kant, characterises the aesthetic relation to the object of beauty. For Heidegger, the suspension of all empirical, utilitarian and moral ‘interests’, be they primary or derived, that characterises, for Kant, a disinterested, purely aesthetic, relation to an object requires the, ‘supreme effort of our essential nature, the liberation of ourselves for the release of what has proper worth in itself’.
 Heidegger thus appreciates the process of affective intensification Kant identifies with disinterested contemplation and compares this positively with the effect of de-intensification which Schopenhauer associates with beauty in his valorisation of art as a redeeming ‘denial of the will to live’. 

 Heideggger reminds us that Kant’s conception of aesthetic feeling and the judgment of taste based upon it is concerned with gaining access, precisely through the suspension of all empirical and moral interests in the ‘existence of the object’, to the ‘pleasure of reflection’.
 This reading allows Heidegger to demonstrate that Kant, no less than Nietzsche, conceived beauty in profoundly non-ascetic terms. Kant’s insistence on aesthetic disinterestedness as a necessary element of a ‘pure judgment of taste’ serves to clarify a specific source of ‘higher pleasure’ rather than negate pleasure per se. Hence Heidegger, having cited a passage from the Nachlass (which resonates conveniently with his own problematic!) in which Nietzsche describes the experience of beauty as the ‘thrill of being in our world now’ (das Entzucken, jetzt in unsere Welt zu sein)  proposes the following identification, ‘what Nietzsche describes as the thrill that comes of being in our world is what Kant means by the “pleasure of reflection”’.
 

 Of course, the affinity Heidegger detects between Kant’s and Nietzsche’s conceptions of beauty concerns his ‘ontological’ critique of metaphysics and excavation of a, hitherto concealed, configuration of being, appearing and the beautiful. For Heidegger the beautiful is conceived as the pre-eminent manifestation of presencing as such, the ‘shining-forth’ of a singular being in such a way that the self-concealing character of being itself (synonymous, for Heidegger, with the ‘difference between being and beings’) is disclosed. The radiance of the beautiful object is how, Heidegger contends, being explicitly conceals itself, how its self-concealing character becomes overt in a non-privative manner.
 From this perspective Kant’s and Nietzsche’s (and particularly, Plato’s) aesthetics are read by Heidegger in terms of traces detectable within ‘their’ texts, at the ‘end of philosophy’, of the ‘truth of being’, ‘unconcealment’ (aletheia), the ‘relation between being and human being’ etc. 

 Yet, however illuminating Heidegger’s text might be with regard to Kant it displays many of the shortcomings that mar his reading of Nietzsche. One of the most significant deficiencies in this respect is Heidegger’s treatment of the explicitly ‘physiological’ orientation of Nietzsche’s thought in general, and overtly ‘biological’ conception of art in particular. Indeed, Heidegger’s failure to comprehend the ‘transcendental’ nature of Nietzsche’s materialism is, arguably, the ‘achilles heel’ of his entire reading and a symptom of a failure to consider the possibility that the ‘ontological’ might be conceivable, non-reductively and without objectification, in ‘materialist’ terms. Heidegger never interrogates criticically the inherited assumptions he makes throughout his thinking concerning the nature, capacity and limits of materiality or expresses any self-critical suspicion about the sources of his pre-given ‘anti-naturalism’.
 Hence Heidegger can only express, in the text under consideration, an incredulity regarding Nietzsche’s ‘physiology of art’ evident in the claim that, ‘what is strange and almost incomprehensible is the fact that he tries to make his conception of the aesthetic state accessible to his contemporaries, and tries to convince them of it, by speaking the language of physiology and biology.’
     

 The interpretative stance adopted here, more attuned to both Nietzsche’s ‘materialism’ and the ‘genealogical’ nature of his critique of metaphysics, thematises the relation between Nietzsche’s and Kant’s aesthetics in a markedly different way to that sketched by Heidegger. The claim pursued below is that Nietzsche’s conception of the nature of art is not, contrary to appearances, incompatible with the notion of disinterestedness per se and that, in fact, it is a theme which illuminates essential aspects of his views. Through a transvaluative critique of Kant’s and Schopenhauer’s aesthetics, Nietzsche implicitly develops a radicalised, ‘extra-moral’ and affirmative conception of aesthetic disinterestedness even though he was increasingly unable to endorse the term as such. In short, it will be argued that a form of disinterestedness is inherently contained in Nietzsche’s claim that, ‘for art to exist, for any sort of aesthetic activity or perception to exist, a certain physiological precondition is indispensable: rapture (der Rausch)’.
 The most significant and extended discussions of aesthetic disinterestedness in Nietzsche’s texts must now be considered.  

II

 In seeking the ‘first evidence’ of the union between the ‘Apollonian’ and the ‘Dionysian’ in ancient Greek culture, Nietzsche addresses the problem of how, on the basis of the terms of reference of ‘modern aesthetics’, it is possible to account for the status, equal to that of Homer, the Greeks accorded Archilochus the lyrist, the quintessential ‘Dionysian artist’. The question Nietzsche addresses is how such an unashamedly ‘subjective’ artist as Archilochus is conceivable at all. In framing this ‘problem’, Nietzsche’s endorsement of the notion of disinterestedness is explicit and unequivocal, 
    […]we know the subjective artist only as the poor artist, and throughout the entire range of art
      we demand first of all the conquest of the subjective, redemption from the “ego”, and the 
      silencing of the individual will and desire; indeed we find it impossible to believe in any truly
      artistic production, however insignificant, if it is without objectivity, without pure

      contemplation devoid of interest [reines interesseloses Anschauen]. Hence our aesthetics must

      first solve the problem of how the “lyrist” is possible as an artist - he who, according to the

      experience of all ages, is continually saying “I” and running through the entire chromatic scale

      of his passions and desires.
 
 What is striking about this passage is that Nietzsche clearly insists upon identifying the seemingly contradictory domains of intense passion and disinterestedness or objectivity. To comprehend this apparently contradictory association of terms it is crucial to recall Nietzsche’s overtly impersonal, and radically anti-utilitarian, conception of the ‘Dionysian’ forces which engulf and determine the lyric poet. Hence, it transpires that the ‘outbursts of desire’
 that characterise Archilochus’ verse have a fundamentally a-subjective source and that the insistent ‘I’ that resounds throughout lyric poetry is essentially non-egoic. In this context the first person pronoun does not designate an ‘ego’ or self-identity but marks a site wherein fundamentally anonymous processes occur. Nietzsche states his insistence on the priority of such impersonal creative forces over the ‘subjectivity’ of artist in the following passage, 
    The artist has already surrendered his subjectivity in the Dionysian process. The “I” of the 
      lyrist therefore sounds from the depth of his being: its “subjectivity”, in the sense of the 
      modern aestheticians is a fiction[...]it is not his passion alone that dances before us in orgiastic
      frenzy...The lyric genius is conscious of a world of images and symbols - growing out of his 
      state of mystical self-abnegation and oneness[...]he, as the moving centre of this world, may say
      “I”: of course, this self is not the same as that of the waking, empirically real man 

      [ ...]Archilochus,  the passionately inflamed, loving, and hating man, is but a vision of the

      genius, who by this time is no longer merely Archilochus, but a world-genius expressing his

      primordial pain symbolically in the symbol of the man Archilochus - while the subjectively

      willing and desiring man, Archilochus, can never at any time be a poet.
 
 Nietzsche’s further identification in this passage of aesthetic objectivity or disinterestedness with intense, yet a-subjective, affect is the basis of his criticism of Schopenhauer’s conception of lyric poetry. Nietzsche claims that Schopenhauer, due to his oppositional conception of the relation between ‘willing’ (for Schopenhauer, the ‘unaesthetic’) and ‘pure contemplation’ (for Schopenhauer, the ‘aesthetic’) is forced to conceive lyric poetry as merely, in Nietzsche’s phrase, a ‘semi-art’ in which desire and disinterestedness are only ‘wonderfully mingled’ rather than fused.
 This leads Nietzsche into a concluding burst of radical impersonalism, 
    We contend[...]that the whole opposition between the subjective and the objective, which 
      Schopenhauer still uses as a measure of value in classifying the arts, is altogether irrelevant
      in aesthetics, since the subject, the willing individual that furthers his own egoistic ends, can
      be conceived of only as the antagonist, not the as the origin of art. Insofar as the subject is the
      artist...he has already been released from his individual will, and has become[...]the medium

      through which the one truly existent subject celebrates his release in appearance[...]Only insofar

      as the genius in the act of creation coalesces with this primordial artist of the world, does he

      know anything of the eternal essence of art[...]he is at once subject and object.
      

 Clearly therefore Nietzsche’s discussion of the nature of the ancient Greeks’ lyric poetry posits an alignment, rather than an opposition, between disinterestedness and the ‘Dionysian’. This suggests the possibility of a trajectory for the overcoming of selfish interest through artistic creation and aesthetic experience other than that proposed by either Kant or Schopenhauer. At least in the case of the comparison between Kant and Nietzsche the issue is not accurately thematised in terms of an opposition between self-denial and egoism but rather concerns a contrast between different economies of intense aesthetic feeling which, in both cases, concern the displacement of the empirical self in a resurgence of pre-egoic creative processes.
  In The Birth of Tragedy Nietzsche identifies the aesthetic state of disinterestedness with the affirmation of the ‘Dionysian’. This achieves a radical transvaluative realignment of Kantian-Schopenhauerian aesthetics based upon the uncovering of a primordial level of ‘nature’, the ‘will’, the ‘body’, the ‘unconscious’ etc., that cannot be described as inherently ‘selfish’ or said to be determined by lack, want or need. Nietzsche thereby overcomes the interpretation of the fundamental nature of ‘desire’ that forms the foundation of the value-system that constitutes Platonic-Christian metaphysics and provides the basis for the status it accords to the ‘ascetic ideal’ in its ‘moral’ guise.  
 In his dissatisfaction with Schopenhauer’s account of the lyrist, Nietzsche demonstrates that, even in his ‘early’ texts, he had developed a conception of the ‘will’ that breaks with the model of ‘desire as lack’ found in both Kant’s utilitarian conception of the ‘interests’ of the ‘empirical’ order and Schopenhauer’s description of the ‘affirmation of the will-to-live’ as a cycle of ‘pain and boredom’. This is why, unlike Nietzsche, neither Kant nor Schopenhauer can equate the overcoming of egoic interest with an affirmation of the most fundamental instinctual bases of material life. Nietzsche rejects German Idealism’s vision of the teleological unification of man and nature and develops an ‘extra-moral’ alternative in which the capacity for aesthetic disinterestedness plays a similarly crucial role. However, in Nietzsche’s case, the aesthetic condition gestures towards the dissolution of subjectivity into self-expending economy of anonymous intensities and affects, an ‘extra-moral’ and non-reductive materialisation of spirit rather than a ‘moral’ and reductive spiritualisation of matter.
  

III

 The treatment of the theme of aesthetic disinterestedness found in Nietzsche’s later texts fails to sustain the radicality of The Birth of Tragedy. Nietzsche no longer valorises a Dionysian form of disinterestedness and retreats from such an ambitious ‘transvaluative’ synthesis into a simpler oppositional framework in which the notion of disinterestedness is exclusively identified with asceticism. In his later texts Nietzsche finds no radical resources in the notion of disinterestedness relevant or applicable to his conception of art. Typical statements of the later Nietzsche’s negative evaluation of disinterestedness include its identification with the ‘emasculation of art today’
 and the claim that it is ‘a fat worm of basic error’.

  Nietzsche addressses the theme of aesthetic disinterestedness in On the Genealogy of Morality in the course of his investigation of the ‘meaning of the ascetic ideal’ in the case of the philosopher.
 Here the familiar reasons for Nietzsche’s rejection of the Kantian-Schopenhauerian conception of disinterestedness are expressed – the nihilism of its ‘denial of life’, its source in the psycho-physiological economy of the ‘slave’, the ‘weakness’ inherent in such expressions of desire for the transcendent, etc. Nietzsche’s claim is that the Kantian-Schopenhauerian conceptions of disinterestedness are instantiations of the ‘ascetic ideal’ which as such presuppose, either implicitly (Kant) or explicitly (Schopenhauer),  pessimism and negation in relation to the ‘will’, the ‘body’ etc. Nietzsche also condemns the purported claim to objectivity (in the Kantian sense of the universalisable a priori dimensions of subjectivity) inherent in the notion of disinterestedness. For Nietzsche any claim to aesthetic disinterestedness merely expresses, in a self-deluding fashion, the interests and self-preservative motivations of a particular, and decidedly enfeebled, type of will and its perspective on life.
 Yet although Nietzsche applies the full resources of his insights into ‘perspectivism’ against the notion of ‘contemplation without interest’, he also anticipates, for those so constituted as to be capable of it, the advent of a ‘future ‘objectivity’’ founded upon the acknowledgment, rather than the exclusion, of ‘difference in perspectives and affective interpretations’.
 
 The claim made here is that Nietzsche’s later critique of the notion of disinterestedness is applicable only to the Kantian-Schopenhauerian, ‘moral’ or ascetic interpretation of it. Furthermore it is suggested that Nietzsche’s later thought also contains, albeit implicitly, an alternative, affirmative form of aesthetic disinterestedness conceived as the expression of a ‘noble’ rather than a ‘slave’ aesthetic affective economy. It is crucial to establish the credibility of the, prima facie implausible, possibility that Nietzsche tacitly develops a notion of aesthetic disinterestedness if clichéd misinterpretations of his thought in ‘subjectivist’ terms are to be contested. Hence covertly contained in Nietzsche’s later critique of proponents of a transcendent conception of aesthetic disinterestedness is the excavation of an immanent variety of it aligned with the affirmation, through and as art, of a non-utilitarian dimension of the sensuous in which egoic interests are dissolved. One of Nietzsche’s most abiding and important projects is thereby furthered, namely, the overcoming of ingrained ‘Platonic-Christian’ assumptions concerning the allegedly ‘selfish’ orientation of the primary processes of desire, the ‘body’ etc., a necessary presuposition of the ‘moral world view’.   
 A key feature of Nietzsche’s critique of the notion of disinterestedness in his later thought is the diagnostic exposure of the interests of the psycho-physiological economy that masquerades behind it. Although in general Nietzsche bemoans the emphasis placed in modern aesthetics on the spectator rather than the artist, he also evaluates the relative ‘health’ of different spectators.
 Hence one of Kant’s formulations of disinterestedness is compared negatively by Nietzsche
 with Stendhal’s formulation, ‘beauty promises happiness’.
 He also expresses a preference for Stendhal’s conception of beauty, which he interprets as the ‘excitement of the will (...die Erregung des Willens) (“of interest”)’ over Schopenhauer’s account of it as a ‘calming of the will’.
 On the basis of his conception of the relative ‘health’ and ‘sickness’ of these individuals’ respective relationship to their sexuality, Nietzsche applauds the ‘happily adjusted personality’ of Stendhal over that of the ‘country parson’ Kant and the ‘tortured’ Schopenhauer.
 Thus the universalist pretensions inherent to Kant’s notion of disinterestedness are rejected and a diagnostic reflection on the ‘sexual experience’
 of particular individuals is offered instead. Clearly the later Nietzsche seems to forsake the radical synthesis suggested in The Birth of Tragedy between, on the one hand, a ‘Dionysian’ dimension of existence such as sexuality and, on the other hand, the possibility of aesthetic disinterestedness. Instead a merely oppositional stance is presented in which disinterestedness and the ‘excitement of the will’ are negatively contrasted with Nietzsche favouring the latter over the former. Hence the later Nietzsche seems only capable of an inversion, rather than a transvaluation, of a metaphysical opposition such as that between disinterestedness and instinctual desire.

 An appeal could be made at this point to a, albeit hermeneutically banal, periodisation of Nietzsche’s thought. It might be claimed that Nietzsche’s evaluation of the theme of aesthetic disinterestedness is governed by the degree of his deference to Schopenhauer and, as this wanes, so does the deployment of such traditional terminology. Hence, it may be argued, as Nietzsche’s thought matures, his assessment of a theme such as disinterestedness becomes ever more critical, culminating in a rejection of it as part of the unequivocal condemnation of Schopenhauer’s aesthetics found in his later texts. However, in addition to the shortcomings inherent to such objectivist hermeneutic schemas, the complexities of the relevant contrasts in Nietzsche’s case tend to invalidate such a simplistic account of his changing evaluation of the theme of disinterestedness.
 Whatever the subsequent fate in Nietzsche’s texts of the ‘aesthetical metaphysics’ adumbrated in The Birth of Tragedy 
 it is argued here that the notion of  disinterestedness remains relevant and applicable to the conception of the nature and role of art found in his later texts. Indeed Nietzsche’s perfectly justified, insistence in his later texts on the fundamental differences between his and Schopenhauer’s aesthetics tends to blind him to the radical resources nascent within Kant’s conception of aesthetic disinterestedness.
 Hence Nietzsche is unable to explicitly acknowledge the extent to which his conception of ‘affirmative’ art implicitly contains a radicalised version of the notion of  disinterestedness.

 Yet in his late texts Nietzsche does, albeit only in a gesture of critque rather than affirmative appropriation, overcome a dualistic interpretation of the relation between disinterestedness and desire. This he achieves by offering a naturalistic account of disinterestedness in pursuit of a non-reductive materialist interpretation of ‘culture’. On a general level this is an example of Nietzsche’s insistence on the self-contradictory character of the ‘ascetic ideal’ which, far from being a ‘denial of life’, functions as a key pragmatic strategy serving the self-preservative drives and ‘self-interests’ of particular types of will (the ‘artist’, ‘philosopher’, ‘ascetic priest’, ‘scientist’ etc). It signifies an acute affective paradox which finds its most intense expression in the lives of the ‘degenerate’ who derive an extraordinarily intense yield of pleasure from an unrestrained indulgence in self-denial.
 

 In the course of such a non-oppositional interpretation of the meaning of the ‘ascetic ideal’ in the life of the philosopher, Nietzsche offers the following account of Schopenhauer’s notion of disinterestedness, ‘[…]the aesthetic condition might well descend from the ingredient ‘sensuality’[....]sensuality is not suspended as soon as we enter the aesthetic condition, as Schopenhauer believed, but is only transfigured and no longer enters the consciousness as a sexual stimulus’.
 Nietzsche states that such insights are part of a ‘physiology of aesthetics’.
 This ‘naturalised’ interpretation of Kantian-Schopenhauerian conceptions of disinterestedness is clearly entirely critical in nature. Nonetheless, although it offers no explicit account of a transvalued conception of disinterestedness akin to that found in The Birth of Tragedy, it gestures toward the resources required for its development. The interpretative question that arises at this point is whether Nietzsche’s unmasking of the libidinal nature of the ‘ascetic ideal’, a perspective which contests the dualistic, ‘moral’ self-interpretation of its advocates, entails that his thought has a merely negative agenda which aims at nothing beyond the exposure of the naiveté and fraudulence of such, seemingly intrinsically idealist, notions such as disinterestedness. Is it not the case, rather, that such critique has a necessary but merely provisional status in Nietzsche’s attempted overcoming of nihilism which undermines merely ‘moral’ varieties of notions such as aesthetic disinterestedness as a prelude to the development of ‘extra-moral’ inhabitations of them? In short, can an affirmative, in a sense ‘non-sublimated’, conception of disinterestedness conceived as a non-redemptive process of artistic ‘transfiguration’, be said to be implicit in Nietzsche’s ‘physiology of art’? 

IV

  Arguably the fundamental conception of the nature and role of art found in The Birth of Tragedy, in which the notion of disinterestedness is endorsed, is retained by Nietzsche throughout his thought. In the preface to the second edition of The Birth of Tragedy, a text contemporaneous with On the Genealogy of Morality, Nietzsche notes how he increasingly forged a language which allowed the inherent radicality of his first book to emerge.
 Undeniably, the notion of disinterestedness, laden with the ascetic and pessimistic overtones of Schopenhauer’s thought, was a casualty of this process of stylistic maturation. As Nietzsche admits, ‘I tried laboriously to express by means of Schopenhaurian and Kantian formulas strange and new valuations which were basically at odds with Kant’s and Schopenhauer’s spirit and taste!’
 
 That the theme of the ‘Dionysian’ retained its central place throughout the course of Nietzsche’s discussions of art and aesthetic experience is uncontentious. If anything, the role of the ‘Dionysian’ expands in Nietzsche’s thought and tends to eclipse the ‘Apollonian’ in that it is also ultimately conceived in terms of ‘rapture’.
 The most significant and obvious development of  Nietzsche’s discourse on art is an increasingly overt insistence on a ‘physiological’ register through which to thematise it. Nietzsche employs this both critically, as in On the Genealogy of Morality, to undermine the idealism of his predecessors’ aesthetics but also, more importantly, in the elaboration of his own conception of art. This ‘physiology of art’ is given its most extended exposition in the Nachlass material collected in The Will to Power under the heading “The Will to Power as Art”. A recurring theme in these notes is the identification of art with the most primordial material and instinctual processes of ‘life’. The following passage provides a typical example,
    Art reminds us of states of animal vigor; it is on the one hand an excess and overflow of 
      blooming physicality into the world of images and desires; on the other hand, an excitation
      of animal functions through the images and desires of intensified life; – an enhancement of 
      the feeling of life, a stimulant to it.
  
 Nietzsche conceives the fundamental processes of ‘life’ in terms of ‘self-overcoming’ and argues that nature exhibits a primary prodigality and profligacy that precedes and excedes utilitarian and teleological processes.
 For Nietzsche the human animal is inextricably embroiled, without remainder,  in the gratuitous flow of impersonal materiality. Art is valorised by Nietzsche as the ‘cultural’ phenomenon most primordially rooted within the prodigious and primary interpretative force of material life. These fundamental elements of Nietzsche’s thought form the basis for the claim made here that the notion of disinterestedness resonates profoundly with his later conception of art. 
 Nietzsche implicitly radicalises Kant’s insight into the specificity of the ‘aesthetic attitude’ in an attempt to dissociate art entirely from all utilitarian and teleological perspectives and align it with the influx of an irretrievably ‘unproductive’ material excess. This aspect of disinterestedness must be disentangled from the Kantian-Schopenhauerian ‘moral’ appropriation of it in which it is conceived in terms of a project of purification from material contamination in support of a theologico-humanist system of value.  If a fundamental aspect of Nietzsche’s radicalisation of the Kantian-Schopenhauerian project of critique is the attempt not merely to recognise but to overcome anthropomorphism, then his thought could be said to display a radical disinterestedness in the promotion of the ‘human’ as a rational-moral entity essentially distinct in kind from ‘nature’. In turn, Nietzsche rejects any philosophical project which appropriates art and aesthetic experience in terms of a teleological interpretation of nature as a domain ultimately orientated to theologico-moral ends (even when critically disciplined). Nietzsche refuses to contribute to the pragmatic projects and self-sustaining illusions of the species he only nominally belongs to and instead prioritises the ‘interests’ of ‘life’ over those of the ‘human’ arguing that the former has primacy over the latter within a fundamentally a-symmetrical relation. In identifying art with the ‘stimulation of life’, Nietzsche implicitly radicalises Kant’s insights into disinterestedness by uncoupling it from even the critically restrained teleological perspective of the third Critique.
 Yet surely, it might be objected, Nietzsche’s ‘biological’ account of aesthetic experience entails an ineradicable role for instinctually based perspectival evaluations, a view radically incompatible with any notion of disinterestedness? In an important statement of such a view Nietzsche also insists, however, upon a crucial distinction, 
    [...]the beautiful and the ugly are recognised as relative to our most fundamental values
      of preservation. It is senseless to want to posit anything as beautiful or ugly apart from 
      this. The beautiful exists just as little as does the good,or the true. In every case it a question
      of the conditions of preservation of a certain type of man: thus the herd man will experience
      the value feeling of the beautiful in the presence of different things than will the exceptional
      or overman.
 
 This passage distinguishes between, in effect, ‘noble’ and ‘slave’ aesthetic sensibilities. If some of Nietzsche’s basic characterisations of the ‘overman’ are recalled, then it is clear that the self-preservation of the ‘noble’ type is synonymous with a process of ‘self-overcoming’, an incessantly reinvoked immanent, rather than transcendent, self-transcendence, a self-dissolution via immersion in, rather than redemption from, ‘this world’. The ‘conditions of self-preservation’ of the ‘noble’ aesthetic sensibility will, unlike the utilitarian instincts of the ‘slave’, find aesthetic pleasure in the resurgence of dysteleological forces. The aesthetic taste of the ‘noble’ affective economy warms to the artistic display of the ultimate irreducibility of ‘life’ to the theoretical and practical order of the ‘human’, the perpetual dashing of all (even critically delimited) fantasies concerning the teleological alignment of ‘nature’ and rational-moral humanity. Nietzsche described the qualities of such a ‘noble’ affective economy in terms of the ‘joy in destruction’
 that characterises an affirmative response to the ‘tragic’. The energetic economy from which such aesthetic evaluations arise is, as Nietzsche constantly stresses, not founded upon utility but upon a primary superabundance and excess; the ‘self-preservative’ aesthetic sensibility of those in whom the instinct of affirmative self-expenditure predominates. This is an economy of anti-utilitarian ‘interests’ within which ‘self-interest’ consists of self-abandonment. 
 Many of the claims that have been pursued here are illustrated in one of Nietzsche’s most important statements on art found in Twilight of the Idols.
 The sub-title of the text in question identifies the theme Nietzsche is critically assessing, namely, ‘l’art pour l’art’, a stance which might seem to be akin to Nietzsche’s own given his hostility to the ‘moralizing tendency in art’.
 Nietzsche’s response to the charge of aestheticism demonstrates the transvaluative character of his thought, 
    When one has excluded from art the purpose of moral preaching and human improvement
      it by no means follows that art is completely purposeless, goalless, meaningless, in short 
      l’art pour l’art[...]what does all art do? does it not praise? does it not glorify? does it not select?
      does it not highlight? By doing all this it strengthens or weakens certain valuations[...]is it not

      the prerequisite for the artist’s being an artist at all[...]Is his basic instinct directed towards art, or

      is it not directed towards the meaning of art, which is life? towards a desideratum of life? – Art

      is the great stimulus to life: how could it be thought purposeless, aimless, l’art pour l’art?
 
 The significance of this passage lies in its definitive rejection of both moralism and aestheticism. It provides clear evidence that Nietzsche implicitly developed, largely unknowingly, a transvalued conception of some of the principal themes of Kant’s aesthetics.
 Nietzsche concludes the text in which the passage above appears with a restatement of the anti-pessimistic perspective of the tragic artist who displays a ‘fearlessness in the face of the fearsome and questionable’.
 Nietzsche refuses therefore, to contain his thought within the inherited oppositional schemas it attacks. Hence, Nietzsche’s critique of the nihilistic nature of the teleological appropriation of art does not entail a commitment to its ‘purposelessness’. Instead, in a radicalisation of Kant’s theme of the ‘purposiveness without a purpose’ of aeshetic experience and judgment Nietzsche defines the ‘purpose’ of art in terms of the affirmation of anti-teleological forces. Art, for Nietzsche, is conceived as the reassertion of a primal, plenitudinous meaningfulness which, whilst irreducible to meaning, is not to be conceived privatively. Nietzsche valorises art as the natural-cultural hybrid through which the reduction of life to thought is perennially frustrated. Art derives its politico-critical force from an ultimate undermining of all appropriative gestures in terms of human communal sentiment which it contests through its advocacy of a politics of impersonal life forever at odds with the petty human concern for recognition and identity. It is this alignment of art with the resistance to human utilitarian endeavour in all its forms that signals the transvalued notion of disinterestedness implicitly operative in Nietzsche’s later conception of art. 
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