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Nietzsche’s Sensualism

(Mattia Riccardi, Universidade do Porto, riccardetds.up.pt)

. Introductiod

Recent literature on Nietzsche has given greattteto his late endorsement of the
epistemological position he sometimes refers twe&u quite puzzlingly, as ‘sensualism’. A
first thesis (T1) central to this view is succiyatlescribed in BGE 134, where he stresses that
‘[a]ll credibility, good conscience, and evidenddrath first comes from the senses’ (BGE
134). Taken at face value, this passage seemaitdypstate the empiricist view according to
which the senses are the source we need to comsutler to decide if a proposition about
the world is true or not. A second thesis (T2),ahhNietzsche explicitly links to the view he
refers to as ‘sensualism’, is that sense organsaargally efficacious. Again, at first sight this
claim seems to point to the elementary fact thaisease organs, as all other things, are
engaged in causal exchanges governed by the laplsysics. If we are to give credit to this
first impression, thus, the sensualism endorselibizsche would be a position akin to
empirical realism.

Notably, this is the exact view defended by MaudeenClark in her influential work
from 1990. In particular, Clark argued that by achting sensualism the late Nietzsche
abandoned two crucial assumptions held in his ptessvork: representationalism and,
consequently, the epistemological claim she c#llsification thesis’ (FT), i.e. the view
according to which we falsify reality by the way wegnize it. Clark’s reading has proved

highly controversial and has been questioned bgratbholars, in particular by R. Lanier



Anderson and Nadeem Hussain, who agree that Nietzstate sensualism is not
incompatible with any version of the falsificatitresis and that, therefore, there is no need to
maintain that he dismisses this key epistemologieal. In fact, there is a sense in which the
claim that ‘evidence of truth first comes from genses’, on the one hand, and the
falsification thesis, on the other hand, seem taditeonly compatible, but even intuitively
plausible in their conjunction. This point has beexll grasped by Kant, who stresses that ‘it
is correctly said that the senses do not err; gebacause they always judge correctly, but
because they do not judge at all’ (Kant 1781/1 884, A293/B350)Since the material our
senses supply cognition with is primitive and stdlw’'—one could argue—, it makes less
sense to say that our senses operate any falgificktowever, as we do process thew’
material cognitively, some form of falsification ghit well enter into the picture at higher
levels"

| think that the ‘compatibilism’ favoured by battussain and Anderson is the right
strategy to be pursued. However, it seems to me+emsons that will emerge later—that
their own proposals also raise substantial diffieal Here a brief preview: on the one hand, it
seems to me that Hussain’s reading cannot provatmancing account of the second of the
two central claims mentioned above, namely, thass®rgans are causally efficacious (T2);
on the other hand, Lanier Anderson’s interpretatibthe falsification thesis, according to
which consciousness is responsible for cognitivgdoy, does not fit well with Nietzsche’s
strongsensualistic assumption that senses ‘do not b#'qT1, ‘Reason’ in Philosophg).
Moreover, there is another important aspect thattk-thie exception of Robin Small—has
been almost completely ignored by the scholars atteampted to account for Nietzsche’s
sensualism, namely, the problem of the qualitativa&ent of sensation. In this paper | will
make the case for the claim that Nietzsche takieske an important—if not vital—issue for
his sensualism. A so far unknown marginal notendigg the theory of sensation defended
by the physicist Otto Schmitz-Dumont will provide liere with fascinating textual evidence
which indirectly supports this claim. Eventuallgetproposed reading will thus strongly
diverge both from Clark’s identification of Nietds£'s sensualism with empirical realism as
well as from Hussain’s and Lanier Anderson’s ‘cotitplst’ solutions.

An outline of the paper should be helpful. Siroe debate between Clark and Hussain
sets the frame for my own interpretation, in pattwill present and discuss both their
readings. | will start by sketching Clark’s positiand thus considering some problems for
her account already pointed out by Hussain. Therl) focus on Hussain’s proposal

according to which Nietzsche’s sensualism shoultebd as akin to Ernst Mach'’s ‘neutral



monism’. In particular, | will argue that Hussait&chian suggestion cannot make sense of
the ‘substantive’ causality Nietzsche clearly dssito sense organs (T2). Pardihls with
this last topic. Since Nietzsche’s late sensuaissatearly directed against neo-Kantian
accounts of cognition, | will briefly sketch thedat. Then, starting with a close reading of
BGE 15, | will argue that in this aphorism Nietze@ndorses a view of causality borrowed
by Maximilian Drossbach, a minor author, yet impeottfor his ‘intellectual biography'.

Part IV puts more flesh on the scaffolding providgdcausality. Firstly, | will address some
problems raised by my reading of Nietzsche’s actotinausality by arguing that he defends
aqualified sensualism that should not be conflated with ndistic folks sensualism. Then, |
will show that—as early as in ti@aybreak—Nietzsche was committed to anological
understanding of cognitiomnd maintairthat he never abandoned this position, but rather
redefined it within the frame of his later theoffytloe will to power. In particular, by
exploiting the similitude between sense organsraadsurement instruments provided in
Twilight of the Idols| will argue that for Nietzsche the reason why senses are reliable
(T1) is that the data they provide are ‘physicagligunded’ in causal exchanges with the
external world. Finally, in part V | will addredset problem of sensory qualities. Initially, |
will show that Nietzsche, indeed, holds this prable be not only relevarmin sich but
also—more remarkably—crucial to the problem of satism. Therefore, the further step

will be to sketch Nietzsche’s account of phenomeoahtent and to show how it fits within
the broader frame of his sensualism. Finally, | adldress the problem of falsification (FT).
Here, | will follow Hussain’s suggestion accorditogwhich conceptualisation is responsible
for the falsification of primitive sensations. Howvee, | will show that his account also creates
a significant difficulty with regard to the issuequalitative content. The last task will be to

offer a solution to this problem.

[l. Clark and Hussain

I1.1) Clark’s reading

Clark maintains that Nietzsche’s late sensualisongly differs from the account of
cognition he endorsed before, since, at leastnartiue time ofOn Truth and LieAccording
to her reading, this theory amounts to a versiomenft-Kantialf representationalism
committed to following epistemological claims: @l)we have cognitive access to are

representations; (b) representations do not cavreso the things in themselves; (c) our
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knowledge, since it is only about representatienilse: it is no (real) knowledge of the
(real) things in themselves. Point (c) correspdndie ‘falsification thesis’, i.e. the view
according to which ‘the human world is a falsificat and which, according to Clark,
motivates Nietzsche’s early ‘denial of truth’ ((Kar990: 103). Yet, Clark also argues that
Nietzsche still continued in maintaining the ‘féilsition thesis’ even after he had rejected the
concept of thing in itself, thus reshaping his pvas representationalism as follows: (a") all
we have cognitivaccess to are representations; (b') representatmnst correspond to the
‘chaos of sensation’; (¢') our knowledge, sinds nly about representations, is false: it is no
(real) knowledge of the (real) ‘chaos of sensatitmthis new version of representationalism,
thus, it is the ‘chaos of sensation’ which—insteéthe things in themselves—would act as
the ‘true world’, i.e. as the reality falsified loyr cognition. Crucially, the falsification thesis
is retained also in this scenario (see (c')).

However, could representationalism survive evendismissal of the thing in itself, as
soon as Nietzsche brings sensualism into playcioimes hopelessly untenable, as the
following passage from Clark shows:

To study physiology with a good conscience, we nmgst that the sense organs are
not appearances in the way idealist philosophy ussg¢hm: as such, they certainly
could not be cause! Sensualism, therefore, at ésastgulative principle, if not as a
heuristic principle.—What? and other people eventisat the external world is the
product of our organs? But then our body, as agpidéchis external world, would really
be the product of our organs! But then our orgaesiselves would really be — the
product of our organs! This looks to me like a thaghreductio ad absurdungiven

that the concept of @ausa suis something thoroughly absurd. So does it foltbat

the external world isot the product of our organs—? (BGE 15)

Commenting on this passage, Clark defends thazdiibe ‘must presuppose the existence of
real, independently existing, things; brains, sargans, the bodies to which they belong,
and the bodies with which they interact’ (Clark 29923). Hence—she stresses—the
sensualism here proposed by Nietzsche is akin foreal realism, which is clearly at odds
also with the second variant of representationaiesmmarized above. Therefore, since some
version of representationalism is on the contraguired by the ‘falsification thesis’, Clark
concludes that Nietzsche’s endorsement of sensualigloubtedly shows that he ends up

dropping his previous epistemological view.



I1.2) Problems with Clark’s view

There are two main problems with Clark’s interptieta” Since both have been
perspicuously discussed by Hussain, | will exantimeen briefly and add only some few
remarks.

The first problem is clearly seen also by Clarksk#. The claim that the late
Nietzsche abandoned the ‘falsification thesis’ seémrbe contradicted by the fact that, on the
contrary, several passages in his late works apparendorse it. Clark tries to solve this
tension by arguing that Nietzsche did not realmmediately that the rejection of the very
idea of a ‘true world’ made the ‘falsification th€untenable. This would be the reason why
he did not yet reject this thesis in BGE, thougthhd already dismissed both versions of the
‘true world’ previously employed to substantiatpnesentationalism, i.e. initially the thing in
itself and later the ‘chaos of sensation’. Starfiogn theGenealogy of Moralitythen, there
is according to Clark no passage in Nietzschetssiasdooks in which he endorses the
‘falsification thesis™" On this point, Hussain rightly notes that ‘thedmpetence ascribed to
Nietzsche is pretty severe’ (330), since cleaestants of the ‘falsification thesis’ can be
found in BGE 4 and 11, thus in the immediate vigioif the abovementioned aphorism 15.
Such incompetence becomes even more embarrasswegcibnsider that in the fifth book of
the Gay Sciencecomposed afteBeyond Good and Evénd before th&enealogy
falsification thesis and sensualism still seemsohabit* Finally, one could also add that—
ceteris paribus— an interpretation which does not need to maké sugroblematic
assumption should be preferred.

The second problem is about the ‘chaos of semsatfio start with, note that
Nietzsche refers to the ‘chaos of sensation’ omlgin unpublished note written in the fall of
1887* which is clearly at odds with the chronology prseo by Clark! Moreover, Hussain
correctly argues that the ‘chaos of sensation’@dalrdly substitute the thing in itself in
Nietzsche’s representationalism, since it is neyea figure out how something made up of
sensations could act as the extra mental realityark@ ‘true world’—upon which our
cognition operates. On the contrary, the standad#rstanding of the phrase ‘chaos of
sensation’ would take it as something mind-depetd@milar to Kant'sMannigfaltigkeit
More strikingly, however, is the fact that Nietzedimself unequivocally rules out that the

‘chaos of sensation’ is to be understood as a gateoof the ‘true world’, as Clark does:



The antithesis to this phenomenal world is not ttine world’, but rather the formless-
unformulable world of the chaos of sensations,—agokind, thus, of phenomenal
world, one ‘unknowable’ to us. (9[106], KSA 12: 396

Therefore, given that this is the only passagehitiwNietzsche refers to the ‘chaos of
sensation’, it clearly undermines Clark’s view thi¢tzsche keeps his representationalism
alive by considering such ‘chaos’ as the ‘true Wone falsify: for he explicitly stresses that

it, too, is just another sort of phenomenal world.

[1.3) Hussain’s Machian account

An alternative account of Nietzsche’s sensualissdeen delivered by Hussain, who
interprets it as similar to Ernst Mach’s ‘monism@’position according to which sensations are
the basic elements of reality and ontologicallytredui.e. neither physical nor psychical. On
Mach’s account, empirical objects are clustersughslements, having only a relative
permanence and no substantial character. As Hussauincingly shows, interpreting
Nietzsche’s sensualism in terms of Machian monisimesres an important goal, since it
avoids the two problems raised by Clark’s reading sketched abov&.

Firstly, reading Nietzsche’s sensualism in Macliemms makes it compatible with the
falsification thesis. For according to Mach, asg@s we consider empirical objects as
permanent substances, wefdlsify sensations taken as the elements which ultimately
constitute reality. In other words, Nietzsche woagpee with Mach’s claim that the world as

construed by our folks ontology is a ‘fictive’ wdrlas the following passage shows:

With the greatest respect, | will make an exceptorthe name oHeraclitus When all
the other philosophical folk threw out the testimar the senses because it showed
multiplicity and change, Heraclitus threw it outhase it made things look permanent
and unified. Heraclitus did not do justice to tkeases either. The senses do not lie the
way the Eleatics thought they dat, the way Heraclitus thought they didthey do not
lie at all. What wedo with the testimony of the senses, that is wheedi#ds begin, like
the lie of unity, the lie of objectivation, of subace, of permanence... (TRéason’ in
Philosophy?2)



Here Nietzsche makes clear that sensualism appiigsat the primitive level of sensations.
Thus, this leaves the way open to the entire spctf falsifications we introduce by further
processing the data of sensation and by structtinem into representations of permanent
substances. Here, | am not saying that HussainhMa reading of Tl should be accepted.
Leaving a more detailed analysis for 1dt&it is important to stress that Hussain’s strategy
provides an interpretation of Nietzsche’s sensmalghich is able to make sense of the
falsification thesis as presented in passagesh&ene just quoted. In this respect, Hussain’s
interpretation clearly has a point if compared viitat of Clark.

Secondly, a Machian reading allows us to makeesefhthe ‘chaos of sensation’ in a
way which is more in tune with the textual eviderféer Mach, as his rejection of Kant's
notion of the thing in itself demonstrates, is owmay committed to the idea that sensations
are a kind of metaphysical ‘true world’, a viewanlly denied also by Nietzsche in the
unpublished note focusing on the ‘chaos of sensatio

Given that Hussain’s reading gives a better treatrof both problems raised by
Clark’s interpretation, his general claim that vikesld read Nietzsche’s late epistemology
and ontology as a version of Machian monism creategtheless substantial difficulties on
its own. | will briefly focus on the aspects relav#o the issue of Nietzsche’s sensualism.

A first problem is posed by the sensation ontoltwgwhich it commits Nietzsche.
Taking for granted that Nietzsche defended somelogy and that he conceived of it as
being in some sense monistic, there is a generaéagent about the fact that Nietzsche’s
ontology is not an ontology of sensations, buteatn ontology of power&. However, it is
not clear how the Machian monism described by Hossauld correspond to such a
Nietzschean ontology.

A second concern regards the claim (T2) made3& B5 according to which we
have to assume that our sense organs are ‘cabsesi.tension seems to emerge between the
kind of ‘concrete’ causal power Nietzsche has indrand the merely functional treatment of
law-like interdependencies and processes endogsiéthbhX’ Significantly, Clark’s reading
here provides a better account, since it interghetsensualism of BGE 15 as the claim that
sense organs are to be considered as standardaainpimjects, which obviously possess and
display ‘concrete’ causal powers.

Given the weaknesses of both Clark’s and Hussaitespretations, there are mainly
four points an alternative reading has to clanifprder to deliver a more consistent solution
to the puzzles posited by Nietzsche’s sensualiajto(explain how Nietzsche can hold to the

falsification thesis despite endorsing sensual{@nto make sense of the ‘chaos of



sensation’; (c) to interpret the claim that sengmos are ‘causes’; (d) to situate sensualism
within the frame offered by his theory of powewill address (c) and (d) first. Then, in the
last two sections, | will respond to (a) and (b).

Il. Senses, causes and powers: making sense oflIBGE
[1.1) Nietzsche’s target: the neo-Kantian frame
Thereductiocontained in the second part of BGE 15 is direegginst a specific account of
cognition that we can, generally, define as neotiganIn particular, we can identify both a
‘narrow’ and a ‘broad’ target with which Nietzschelphorism is concerned. The narrow
‘target’ is the Kantian-framed sense physiologyfdieveloped by Hermann von Helmholtz
and endorsed—to name two direct sources of Nie¢zs¢hought on this point—by Friedrich
Albert Lange and by Otto Liebmarifi.Indeed, the thesis attacked by thductio
corresponds almost certainly to the conclusion tvhiange draws from the premises of
Helmholtz’s physiological theory in hiistory of Materialisnd" The main argument of
BGE 15, however, can be seen as addressing a reoeeay neo-Kantian approach to
perception and, in general, cognition, which isretdy a great part of the contemporary
philosophical literature Nietzsche was acquaintét, vior instance, by Afrikan Spir and
Gustav Teichmiillef™ As Hussain notes, one significant common traieligtthe
conception of the world of experience in phenomishtdrms as made up of sensations that
come and go in various clusters according to twm laws’ (Hussain 2004: 342). The point
of thereductiois thus that, once we situate such phenomenatitorai neo-Kantian frame, it
turns out to generate an inconsistency. Relevantiat is dismissed by the sensualism
proposed in BGE 15 is not the phenomenalist accaisich but rather the commitment
some of its supporters have to a neo-Kantian ogyoémd epistemology.

Given this sketchy picture of Nietzsche’s targje¢re are two more specific theories
about perception developed within the ‘narrow’ feaof neo-Kantian sense physiology |
would like to briefly introduce. Importantly, theye not theories Nietzsche needed to reject
together with the neo-Kantian position endorsedhieyr proponents. Rather, they are relevant
in order to better outline the historical contekhis own account of perceptual content—a
topic which will occupy us in part IV of the paper.

The first point concerns the treatment of sensolliies made standard by
Helmoltzian sense physiology. Helmholtz explicityk over the principle firdbrmulated
by his teacher Johannes Mullaccording to which each sensory channel disposas of



‘specific sense energy’ responsible for the qui@iacharacter of the corresponding
modality. Given that the same stimulus can trigf@rinstance, both a tactile and a visual
sensation with the same representatihebntent—you can both feel and see the roundness
of a tennis ball in your hand—, the qualitativette® typical for a given sensation must
depend on the sensory system by which it is pratluse Otto Liebmann stresses, Muller
recognizes that the ‘qualitative content of ourssgions’ bears no similarity with its physical
causes, being, on the contrary, ‘subjective anai@imenal’ (Liebmann 1880: 40). This
shows how the problem of qualitative content waated by the dominant scientific view in
Nietzsche’s time: the physical, i.e. mere quantgataccount of sensation was integrated by
assuming a distinctive, quality-producing ‘specditergy’ for each sensory modality.

Also the second relevant point has been fully tgedl by Helmholtz. In order to
explain how we come to take perceptual contenépesenting ordinary ‘things’, he argued
that we transform ‘raw’ sensations into fully-flextfyobject-directed pictures of the world by
means of ‘unconscious inferences’. Here, it isimgtortant to follow this theory in detail.
The significant aspect, rather, is that Nietzschs not only familiar with, but also clearly
endorsed a view according to which conscious meataient is the result of a series of
unconscious cognitive operations that remain ieotvely inaccessible. Again, this view
will be relevant with regard to Nietzsche’s accoohtjualitative content.

For now, however, it is more urgent to keep inartime general representational thesis
shared by both the ‘narrow’ and the ‘broad’ versidmeo-Kantianism, namely the view that
the ‘things’ we experience are nothing but clustdrsensations—anithusnothing but

‘appearances’.

I1.2) Appearances and causal powers
The central part of BGE 15 is the first one: herevhere Nietzsche argues that we should
accept, at least as a ‘regulative principle’, thsifpon he calls ‘sensualism’. To start with, let

us read these few lines again:

[1a] To study physiology with a good conscience muest insist that the sense organs
arenot appearances in the way idealist philosophy ussséim: as such, they certainly
could not be cause!

[1b] Sensualism, therefore, at least as regulgtiireciple, if not as a heuristic principle.



How are we to understand this passage? A firsttploat can be made is that, as Clark
suggests, ‘senses are causal conditions of knoelé@tark/Dudrick 2004: 372): in order to
‘study physiology with a good conscience’'—whatev@eneans—we need to recognize that
sense organs are causally efficacious. Hencegldirs seems to be one of the core
ingredients of the sensualism Nietzsche invitewedorse. More puzzling is the argument
underlying the first sentence of the aphorism [hddich can be reconstructed as follotis:

P1) appearances cannot be causally efficacious

P2) sense organs are causally efficacious (= T2)

C) sense organs are not appearances
Nietzsche’s second premise (P2/T2) is that sergamnerare causes, i.e. that they are causally
efficacious in that they hold some causal poweicé&wme recognize this and if we accept P1,
we are lead to believe that a Kantian accountisefgC). P1, however, remains quite obscure,

as Hussain correctly remarks:

idealists in the transcendental tradition [...] fiheé claim being made quite peculiar.
After all the domain concerning which causal clasns the most appropriate [...] is
precisely that of the phenomenal world. The natilmalg to say, if we are speaking in
the ‘sense of idealistic philosophy’ might well the following: ‘We must insist that the
sense organs are phenomena otherwise they coulskroaiuses (or at least not causes

in any sense that we have a clear grip on)’.

This is actually a puzzle, and in my opinion botark€ and Hussain fail to explain what
exactly Nietzsche had in mind by stating P1. Theresfand also because it will help us to
make sense of the claim that sense organs arellyaeffiaacious (P2/T2), | will focus on it.
As Schmidt convincingly shows, the claim that ‘epmnces cannot be causes’ occurs
repeatedly in differenilachlasspassages as a sort of shorthand formulation foora
elaborated thesis Nietzsche picked up from a beoktensively read in 1884 and 1885,
namely Maximilian Drossbach@ber die scheinbaren und die wirklichen Ursaches de
Geschehens in der Weftublished in 188%" This should be hardly surprising, since the
major goal of Drossbach’s work is to uncover a famental error’ he views as pervasive in
philosophy, i.e. ‘the principlef the causality of appearancéSausalitat der
Erscheinungen. Xxi My suggestion, hence, is that the examinationroesBbach’s position

will give us the key to understand P1.
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Drossbach starts by discussing Hume’s and Kanteunt of causality. To exemplify
his point, let us take as an example the causah &> B - C. In his reconstruction, both
Hume and Kant hold that A, B and C are represemiator appearances. On Drossbach’s
construal, Hume, on the one hand, argues that @earacquainted with the powéréft)
which actually brings about the causal change,fsayy A to B: we just perceive the switch
from A to B as a temporal one, but such a tempguretessionpost hog gives us no reason
to postulate a causal relatigorgpter hog. Kant, on the other hand, introduces the category
of causality as a cognitive function which guarastthat the relation between A and B is not
just a mere temporal succession, but a necessasglozonnection. In Drossbach’s view,
however, the commitment to the wrong view that eéitysis a relation which obtains
between appearances undermines both positionge@len for this is that—so he argues—
an ‘appearance is always a mere subjective mental §&dentthszustand)Drossbach
1884: 4) and, consequently, has no causal povadt. & order to make sense of causality,
however, we need genuine power, ‘active fomikende Kraff' (Drossbach 1884: 5). On
Drossbach’s view, Hume recognizes this point atlpartially, as he holds that a causal
relation must involve some ‘real’ power and thgpegrances have none. Unfortunately, from
this premises he draws the wrong conclusion thatoncept of causality is unwarranted. It
is with Kant, though, that things get really badirossbach’s view. For since he purges
causality from the intervention of any genuine poweant—‘in order to explain the causal
connection between appearances’ (Drossbach 1884é&)ds to postulate aa hoc
cognitive device, i.e. the category of causality.

What, then, does Drossbach’s own proposal lo@liks noted before, appearances
are for him just pictures ‘in the head’ that canbetcausally efficacious. Therefore, the only
sound position is to consider them not as ‘causes’rather as ‘caused’ by external ‘things’
affecting our cognition: in Drossbach’s phrasenbehe effects that ‘real’ causal powers
display by acting on our sense organs, appeardraces cause, budre themselves no
cause.

This position has important implications for Droash’s account of sensation that can
be highlighted by considering a simple examplesdaapple there on the table. Drossbach
shares the view that qualities such as the redrfabe apple are mind-dependent. However,
if we accept this, we must conclude—so Drossbaghes—that it makes no sense to say that
we perceive the apple’s redness, since rednesstian element of our actual mental content.
What we actually perceive is rather a force or pomigich affects our visual apparatus in

such a way that, put roughly, it ‘triggersiter alia, our mental content ‘redness’. Moreover,
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since the ‘apple’ is on this view a mere mentakobhja ‘sum of sensationsb{d.: 12), we
should not say, in general, that we perceive tppl&, but rather a causal power which
affects us so as to produce the mental content ‘applais€quently, the ‘things’ acting on us
cannotbe for Drossbach ordinary empirical objects. Rathe proposes a neo-Leibnizian
metaphysics according to which the basic elemeisatity are ‘power substances’
(Kraftsubstanzenable to display ‘real’ causality.

This brief excursus strongly indicates that iDi®ssbach’s refusal of Kant’s account
of causality which underlies the most problematenpise (P1) of the argument contained in
BGE 15. It follows, thus, that Nietzsche does risider causality as a link cognitively
drawn between ‘pictures in the head’, as assumetaoy™" On the contrary, he conceives
of causality in terms of ‘concrete’ power exchangecordingly, mental images—
representations or appearances—are not the rigtitdithings to be thought of as causally
interwoven, for they simply lack the power requilgdany form of causality. Moreover,
neither Mach'’s clusters of elements nor ordinaryieical objects are, too, more suitable
candidates, for they are—in the relevant resfiéettantamount to Drossbach’s ‘sums of
sensations’. This indicates, therefore, that batlkddin’s and Clark’s readings fail to
correctly recognize the notion of causality whicihstantiates Nietzsche’s sensualism.

Surely, there are some aspects which remain ohdouparticular, Drossbach’s
account seems to create two crucial problems fosémsualism of BGE 15. Firstly,
Drossbach too—as we have seen—considers empibgaite as ‘appearances’. A first
problem, therefore, is how to reconcile this witietdsche’s refusal of ‘idealistic’
appearances as stated in BGE 15. Secondly, thefrBleossbach’s ‘power substances’
remains unclear. Are we to suppose that by assuRidnyietzsche commits himself to an
ontology akin to Drossbach’s one? These are prggsoblems | will deal with in the
following section. For now | would like to make emtial assessment.

Reading P1 as sustained by Drossbach’s argumaimsaglant’s account of causality
helps to make sense of Nietzsche’s critique agaioist the ‘narrow’ and the ‘broad’ neo-
Kantian target. For, as it takes causality to bel@ion which obtains only between
appearances, the neo-Kantian position cannot atéomutme obvious fact that there is a
causalstory whichproducesour sensations and involvesth our sense orgar@dthe outer
world—which is precisely the point Nietzsche urgego appreciate in order to ‘do
physiology with a good conscience’. Thus, working exactly how he conceives of such a

causal story will help us to further flesh out s&nsualism.
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[I1) Grounding sensualism

[11.1) Two kinds of sensualism

As already stressed at the end of the previousosethere is a central aspect in which
Drossbach’s position seems very close to the nagi&aone rejected in the second part of
BGE 15, namely the account of empirical things@searances. This point is crucial. For, if
we consider that our body and our sense organsnap@ical things, according to Drossbach
we should conclude that they are appearancesséRiss to suggest that his theory, too,
would succumb to theeductioNietzsche addresses to the Kantian-framed senseobbryy

of Lange and Helmholtz. Importantly, Clark’s reatisaccount of empirical objects makes
sense of our sense organs being causally efficawitioutraising this problem. An accurate
treatment of this question is thus urgent.

As Hussain already observes, a first thing to mthat the open question with which
the aphorism ends seems to be a rhetorical meanduoe the reader not to come to an
‘obvious response’ (Hussain 2004: 354). To makesaseh Nietzsche’s cautiousness, one
could point out that his late perspectivistic egsblogy does natompletelydismiss the
claim defended by the neo-Kantians that our cogmiteturns to us a falsified reality. Rather,
he needs to redefine this claim within a new framéwin Nietzsche’s view, thus, there is a
sense in which we are correct in underscoringsitteeinbarkeibf our experience. Lanier

Anderson sets the scene accurately:

[Plerspectivism insists that something about thecsiire of a cognitive subject [...]

gives the world a certain ‘look’, or appearance,tfer, and that we are in error when we
treat such appearances as adequate representatigopjes, of the structure of some
world independent from the operations of perspectiow can Nietzsche deploy the
appearance/reality and subject/object distinctiothis way, and yet avoid the
consequence that the cognitive organization oktligect as we know it (i.e. as it
appears from the perspective) end up causing itsfamdamental structure as

appearance? (Lanier Anderson 2002: 107)

My suggestion regarding the problem perspicuousiynéd by Lanier Anderson is that in
BGE 15 Nietzsche is proposingjaalified sensualisii' radically different from théolks
sensualism which takes ordinary empirical objectsanstitute a completely mind-
independent world. In other words, Nietzsche’s galsm should not be conflated with
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common sense realism. To support this view | willlsgise Nietzsche’s differentiated use of
the term ‘sensualism’ in BGE
Significantly, the kind of folks sensualism Niethe doesiot want us to endorse is

described in the aphorism which immediately presd®8E 15. The text begins as follows:

Now it is beginning to dawn on maybe five or siaibs that physics too is only an
interpretation and arrangement of the world (adogrtb ourselves! If | may say so)
and not an explanation of the world. But to theeakthat physics rests on belief in the
senses, it passes for more, and will continue nafoelan explanation, for a long time

to come. It has visual evidence and tangibilitytasllies. (BGE 14)

Nietzsche contrasts here a subtle and esoteriastadding of physics, which considers it as
an ‘interpretation’ of the world, with the standasidw according to which physics ‘explains’
the world. This second view is said to ‘instinctivéollow][...] the canon of truth of the
eternally popular sensualism’, which naively acsdpé testimony of the ‘visual evidence
(Augenschei) (ibid.). Nietzsche affirms that such common sense reatisuited—together
with the ironically depicted ‘sturdy, industriousce of machinists and bridge-builders of the
future’— to the ‘Darwinians and anti-teleologisteewvork in physiology’ ipid.).

Prima facie this seems to confirm Clark’s reading according/boch the sensualism
to be adopted as a ‘regulative principle’ in orttedo ‘physiology with a good conscience’
(BGE 15) coincides thoroughly with the ‘popular sealism’ which underpins the research
performed by the ‘Darwinian and anti-teleologistsoawork in physiology’ (BGE 145"
Nietzsche, thus, would invite the physiologists vémalorse the dubious neo-Kantian
epistemology to switch to a more solid empiricallism.

Yet, on a closer view Clark’s hypothesis appeass convincing. A first problem is
raised by the ‘five or six brains’ who—accordingNeetzsche’s own rhetorical emphasis in
BGE 14—seem to hold the wisest positidff. Why, then, should Nietzsche not be willing to
induce us to endorse the same view? This questioonbes even more compelling if we
consider that Nietzsche often criticizes phygigsciselyfor having ‘our eyes and our fingers
as allies’ (BGE 14). A good example is BGE 12. Hétietzsche praises the work of Joseph
Boscovich for having disproved the traditional ‘eyalistic atomism’:

While Copernicus convinced us to beliegentrary to all our sensgsny italics], that

the earth doesot stand still, Boscovich taught us to renounce bali¢he last bit of
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earth that did ‘stand still’, the belief in ‘matfein the ‘material,” in the residual piece of
earth and clump of an atom: it was the gredtesnph over the sensgsy italics] that
the world had ever known. (BGE 12)

Nietzsche underscores that two of the most strikicgpmplishments of modern science were
achieved by overcoming the ‘visual evidena®igenschein(BGE 12). This indicates that
the physical theory described in BGE 14 has hawiisgial evidence and tangibility’ (BGE
14) on its side is akin to—if not identical with—etbmaterialistic atomism’ attacked here.
Hence, a conclusion we can draw is that Nietzsohsiders the science committed to the
‘popular sensualism’ depicted in BGE 14 as beih@@ one, still tangled in the untenable,
naively realistic presuppositions of materialistiechanism.

Further support for this reading is provided bynparing the final version of BGE 15

with a previous draft which only comprises thetfpart of the published aphorism:

To study physiology we must believe that senserwgae not merely appearances
(nicht Erscheinungen blof3 sindis such, they certainly could not be cause. Thus
sensualism as regulative principle, as we havelife. No one takes a beefsteak to be
an appearance. (KSA 14: 350)

This previous version of the text published in B@gkes clear that for Nietzsche, in order to
make sense of the causality our sense organs urtdldy display, we have to assume that
they are not ‘merely appearances’. This, howewagsdot imply that sense organs are not
appearance®ut court Nor is this claim implied by BGE 15, for here tismissal of the

view that sense organs are appearances targetseety a specific reading of such view,
namely the one which reads ‘appearances’ in thaigtie sense of the term. Therefore,
Nietzsche does not exclude that there is a reawfitige phenomenalist claim that ‘things’ are
appearances which turns out to be correct. Sinmplgrder to avoid the contradiction
unveiled by theeductioin the second part of the aphorism, we have tp thie neo-Kantian
declination of this claim.

The upshot, thus, is that Nietzsche’s sensualigmtiso be conflated with the
‘popular’ one described in BGE 14, since such aelgimaterialistic folks sensualism has
not only already been philosophically rejected iy &rguments provided, for instance, by
Schopenhauer and Lange, but also—and more relgvadtes not even jibe with the views

favoured by the subtlest scientists of his timenéée Nietzsche does not want us to resume a
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view already dismissed, but rather to endorse &fmpaaform of sensualism which would
also suit the more refined, Boscovichian philosophgcience approvingly alluded to at the
beginning of BGE 14 and explicitly subscribed tBGE 12. Yet, how can we accurately
describe the qualified sensualism that Nietzsclserhanind in BGE 157

Since he links folks sensualism and materialistgchanism tightly together, a
straightforward hypothesis—as suggested by Smalte-t®nsider his own qualified
sensualism as bearing some deep affinity with thieraaterialistic, dynamical, Boscovichian

view praised in BGE 12:

Nietzsche’s reading in natural science had conwien that the dynamic physics of

Boscovich, recently renewed in Faraday’'s develogroéthe new science of

electricity, would replace materialism in its olderm. Neither Boscovich’s ‘points of

matter’ nor Faraday’s ‘centres of force’ could Hentified with the solid particles of

Boyle’s atomism; but more important, neither coodédpictured by analogy with the

familiar objects of everyday experience, known tigio the senses. (Small 1999: 75)
Driving back to the problem of how to make sensthefclaim that sense organs are ‘causes’
(T?2), the problem which now presses us, thus, fgtoe outhow sense organs are causally
efficaciouswithin such a Boscovichian worldview. More precisely, thallenge is to explain
the causality of sense orgagisen that wecannotconceive of them as ordinary empirical
things. This is the topic of next section. There,will also have the opportunity to handle the
second question raised by a Drossbachian readiBG&f 15, namely what kind of

ontological commitment it imposes on Nietzsche.

[11.2) The ‘measuring we call sensation’: ecolodié@me and ‘physical grounding’
In the last section | argued that, by reading B@eeftully, a differentiated use of the term
‘sensualism’ soon emerges. This substantiatesldima that Nietzsche is proposing a
gualified version of sensualism not to be equated with @ foir common sense realism which
takes empirical things to be completely mind-indefsnt entities. Though, it still remains
unclear how, within the frame of this qualified sealism, we are to interpret the claim that
our sense organs are causally efficacious (T2).

In order to better frame this question, considst the second problem raised by a
Drossbachian reading of BGE 15. Are we to concthdé Nietzsche, too, is committed to an

ontology similar to the one underlying Drossbachésv? Well, it depends on how we

16



understand “similar”. Since Nietzsche notoriousjects the very notion of substance, he is
surely not endorsing a ‘powsubstanceésontology like the one proposed by Drossbach.
Here, thus, we encounter a fundamental differefbere is, however, a crucial respect in
which we are likely to expect a substantial ‘simiia of view. To appreciate this, compare
Drossbach’s neo-Leibnizian metaphysics with thecBeihian picture of the world praised
in BGE 12 and presumably also substantiating No#iz's sensualist claims. Despite several
fundamental differences, both defend the view teality is ultimately constituted by force or
power centres. Importantly, this common denominat@tso shared by Nietzsche’s theory of
the will to power: indeed, it is most likely thadth Drossbachian metaphysics and
Boscovichian physics served as models to his blanhtquantaheory™>*

My strategy, thus, will be to exploit the frameeaxd by this theory by arguing that
sense organs are the ‘interface’ through whichraqodar class of power ‘groupings’, namely
organisms, causally interact with the world, i.&hvother power ‘groupings’. This will
explain how sense organs are causally efficacioRsWithout coinciding with the ‘things’ of
our common sense ontology. Simultaneously, it &a8b provide us with the key to the claim
that senses ‘do not lie’ (T1).

To start pursuing this strategy, let us analyfieviong passage frormiwilight of the
Idols, which offers the most informative descriptiorb®found in Nietzsche’s late work of

how sense organs function:

—And what excellent tools for observation we havelr senses! Take the nose, for
instance—no philosopher has ever mentioned the witsedmiration and gratitude,
even though it is the most delicate instrument axehat our disposal: noses can detect
tiny differences in motion that even spectroscagesot notice. (TI,Reason’ in
Philosophy3)

This passage is crucial in many respects. Finstijmmediately follows the aforementioned
aphorism where Nietzsche affirms that our sensesidd lie’. Thus, this passage has to be
read as an exemplification of the preceding, gerotaan: it illustrates in which sense our
sense organs ‘say the trutfi’.Secondly, Nietzsche compares the activity of @mss
organs—the ‘nose’ represents here the entire clast+the operating of a measurement
instrument. This clarifies how he believes themtodte: sense organs accurately ‘detect’
modifications in the surrounding environment. Heeehave therefore a key to properly

grasp the view that sense organs are causes (2ggburing and responding to the action
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exerted by external powers, they allow us to keagktof the changes occurring in the outer
world.

In order to better spell out how Nietzsche undeds the ‘measuring’ operated by our
sense organs, let us consider an aphorism fronz$dle¢’s ‘middle period’ where the same

metaphor occurs.

In Prison—My eyes, however strong or weak they may be, earoslly a certain
distance, and it is within the space encompassedhivylistance that I live and move,
the line of this horizon constitutes my immediatef in great things and small, from
which | cannot escape. Around every being thedescribed a similar concentric

circle, which has a mid-point and is peculiar tmhOur ears enclose us within a
comparable circle, and so does our sense of tolmh, it is by these horizons, within
which each of us encloses his senses as if behiswhpwalls, that weneasurehe

world, we say that this is near and that far, ihisig and that small, this is hard and that
soft: this measuring we call sensation. (D 117)

The picture Nietzsche provides in this aphorisnartyesuggests that he endorses an

XXI

ecological™ view of perception and, in general, cognition. Bgin with, he stresses that we
are the focus of a perceptual sphere defined birthied detection powers of our senses.
Moreover, he claims that the constitution of thesgeptual sphere depends on the very nature
of our sense organs: we can ‘measure’ the worlg smffar as they can real{ Every
organism, thus, is the focus of its own represantat world, shaped by the concrete,
embodied configuration of its perceptual apparatimsvever, there is more than this: a closer
look at the genesis of this aphorism indicates fiatzsche’s ecological view of cognition is
rooted in the broader frame provided by the fom®logy he found exposed in the bdokr
heliocentrische Standpunct der WeltbetrachtungAlfons Bilharz, a Schopenhauerian
physician and enthusiastic reader of Nietzschely @srks "

In 1879 Bilharz sent to Nietzsche the aforememtihrireshly published work
proposing a revision of Schopenhauer’s monistiception of the will. Despite Nietzsche’s
reading of this book having received virtually riteation, it contributed crucially to the
genesis of some key aphorisms of freybreakdealing with epistemological questions, in
particular numbers 117 and 118. Bilharz suggestis3bhopenhauer was right in considering
the relation between subject and object as thalistandpoint any serious philosophical

attempt has to assume. In his eyes, however, Sohaper remained fatally committed to the

18



‘geocentric viewpoint’, as he considered human geeis the exclusive subjects to which the
entire world relates as an inert objectivation.t@scontrary, Bilharz argues that the subject-
object relation is reversible: every creature cacdnsidered as the subject, as the focus
around which the rest of the world ‘rotates’. Hen€ene accepts the switch to the
‘heliocentric viewpoint’ suggested by Bilharz, d@lows that there is no unique, all-
embracing Schopenhauerian will, but rather a nudlagtof will/force centres mutually
interacting with each oth&f" Every creature is thus ‘the mid-point of a forplere which
pervades the infinite space’ (Bilharz 1879: 95jeav almost literally co-opted by Nietzsche,
who affirms that ‘[a]Jround every being there isd#sed a similar concentric circle, which
has a mid-point and is peculiar to him’ (D 117)isTéphere traced around each being is
delimited by the reach of the powers it possesad3ilharz’ own terms, it is margined by the
‘obstacles’ Hemmungenprovided by the action of other beings. Therefaeording to this
view which Nietzsche endorses in D 117, realitgasstituted by will/force centres
entertaining powers in relation to the world exéto them.

Given this, it is tempting to place the descriptad how sense organs work given in
Tl into the broader frame provided by D 117. Ykere is apparently a good reason for
resistance. For the ecological account of cognii®mvell as the Bilharzian force ontology to
be found in thédaybreakare still committed to a neo-Kantian approachthasending of
aphorism 117 as well as the assumptions implidihéepistemological considerations made
in aphorism 118 clearly shoW’ This is a striking difference with regard to tlemsualism
defended in BGE 15, since the last one contragiogtly with the neo-Kantian position.
How are we to interpret this change? By abandotliagheo-Kantian frame of D 117, does
Nietzsche dismiss also the ecological understanadlipgrception, according to which our
sense organs work as a representational interteteeebn us and the outer world? And does
he also abdicate the underlying ontological assiomphat organisms are to be seen as
specific kinds of highly complex force centres?bibdh these questions, it seems to me, the
correct answer is No.

Firstly, the fact that as late asTiwilight of the IdolNietzsche again compares
perception to measurement seems to indicate thathading a position which retains some
crucial elements of the view exposed in reybreak—a comparisomota benewhich
underscores a point which is at the heart of tldogecal account endorsed in the earlier
work. Secondly, recall that the Bilharzian—anuajtatis mutandisalso Drossbachian and
Boscovichiafi®'—core assumption according to which the world isstituted by power or

force centres is retained by Nietzsche and sealylessied over into his later power
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ontology. Therefore, this speaks strongly in favolua fundamental continuity in his view.
To spell out this clue will be the task of the rémnag part of this section, where | will show
that Nietzsche redefines the ecological view otgpption defended in D 117 in accordance
with his later theory of the will to power. In paudlar, | will focus on the ontology of
Machtquantehe fragmentarily sketched in the years 1887-1888)ing that it here provides
the new frame.

According to the late Nietzsche, as its most biesiel reality is to be understood as
constituted byMachtquantai.e. power or force aggregates. Relevantly, tieeecrucial
aspect in which sucklachtquantadiffer from Bilharzian, Drossbachian and Boscoiach
force centres: they do not have any ontologidaliginsic core. This point is made clear by an
important note where Nietzsche explicitly counterechanism’. There, he resumes the
critigue of BGE 12 and 14, according to which mialestic atomism is naively construed out
of the evidence provided by vision and touch. keséngly, Nietzsche extends this criticism
also to the Boscovichian ‘dynamic atom’, arguingtti is still conceived of as a *“thing™
which ‘acts (irkt)' (14[79]: KSA 13: 258). At the end of the dayu#) even the purely
mathematical, extensionless force centre turnsoobe derived from the human-specific
‘language of the sensesbid.). In order to avoid any commitment to the folksadogy
induced by the prejudices of our senses, dynaratoahs are thus to be replaced by
dynamical quanta:

Once we have eliminated these ingredients, it ighings what remains left, but rather
dynamical quanta in a tension relation to all othgramical quanta, the essence of
which consists in their relation to all other guann their ‘acting’ Wirken upon these.
(14[79]: KSA 13: 259)

The difference stressed in this passage also aplithe metaphysical force substances
posited by both Bilharz and Drossbach. For Nietegelects the view that power clusters
have a substantial, intrinsic nature over and allogower relations they entertain with the
other power groupings. On the contrary, the ‘essenfcaMachtquantunis constituted
precisely by the concrete net of such mutual poedations.

Notably, the power ontology briefly sketched herevimles a new basis also for
Nietzsche’s account of cognition. Regarding thispdne maintains that every ‘force-centre
(Kraftcentrum—not only the man—spontaneously construes theeergmaining world’
(14[186], KSA 13: 373). This clearly indicates tlia¢ late Nietzsche still endorses the
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‘heliocentric viewpoint’ proposed by Bilharz: owpresentational world is an ecological
construal which depends on the way in which weeanbedded in the environment. In
particular, two aspects of our relatiatith the outer world can be stressed. Firstly, on a
evolutionary scale our cognition has been moddiiethe constraints imposed on us by the
environment. Our picture of the world, thus, is tbsult of a specific adaptive history.
Secondly, at the level of individual organisms,ave provided with cognitive tools which
enable us to keep track of what is going on inetkternal world and to act accordingly. This
second aspect seems to me the relevant one fastine discussed here, since it is at this level
that the description of sense organs as measurensgniments obtains. Crucially, this is
also the point in which Nietzsche’s theory of th# te power can help us make sense of both
Nietzsche central claims (T1 and T2).

Firstly, this theory provides a broader frame fog tlaim that our sense organs are
‘causes’ (T2), since we can consider the causagsgent they allow us to entertain with
the world as a specific form of power relation. $htne ‘concrete’ causality we have been
looking for is precisely the one Nietzsche putthatcore of his notion of will to power. This
has two crucial consequences. On the one handamaaw grasp in which respect our sense
organs—Iike all other ‘things'—aneot ordinary empirical objects as according to common
sense realism. For taken at the level of basiclogyahey are, too, specific power
‘groupings’ functionally integrated in larg&ftachtquantaconfigurations (organisms). On the
other hand, we are able, at the same time, to ethkse of the fact that they ‘look’ the way
they do, i.e. as ordinary empirical objects, withcommitting ourselves to a neo-Kantian
theory of appearances. Consider how my left hasak4’ to me visually. Here, Nietzsche’s
sensualism allows the most straightforward expbcatmy visual perception of my left hand
asa ‘thing’ with such-and-such properties (shapetuee, colour, etc.) depends on a causal
interaction between my hand and my eyes which istqmperly described at the basic level
of physics (optics). Now, according to Nietzschewas’t come across aryrdinary
empirical object athis level, as Boscovichian physics has already taughRather, he
suggests, what we would find is nothing Machtquanta—or better, ‘groupings’ thereof. Of
course, one could reply that the proposed readiigsNietzsche’s sensualism into a quite
fancy metaphysics. Well, | am not sure that thdification as ‘fancy’ is justified, but |
won't contest it here. The point | want to makeather that seeing Nietzsche’s sensualism as
being grounded in his power ontology is the bestegyy to consistently make sense of his
quite puzzling claims. Importantly, it also givesaiclue as how to account for the kind of

Scheinbarkeihe still sees as a prominent feature of our pectidrthe world.
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Secondly, Nietzsche’s power ontology also motivétesview according to which we
should trust our senses (T1). For if their ‘measwest’ of environmental factors is causally
grounded in power relations, we have good reasotisrik that it isreliable. In other words,
since sensations are causallgrrantedresponses to external stimulation, it makes neesen
to say that they falsify reality. This point is cral, yet in need of further elucidation. To
illustrate it, consider a simple example: the seasaf heat we normally have by touching a
pan set on the fire. The sensation of heat isEorese to the causal interaction between my
hand and the hot pan, say, to my accidental grgsithe pan and the subsequent damage of
some skin tissue. Therefore, it is determined leyatcurring causal connection—in
Nietzsche’s own words, the power relation—betwegrhand and the pan. Of course, one
might raise at least two objections against thstpm. Firstly, there are cases in which
external stimulation is neither a necessary, reuficient condition for a sensory response,
like, for instance, hallucinations or pain agnasispectively. In such cases, however, some
element relevant for the causal story which appbeke described example is actually
missing. Thus, they provide no pertinent countemga to the proposed account. Secondly,
this account seems to leave the qualitative sidminoexperience completely aside. To put it
in the terms of current philosophy of mind, it esipk how sensations are produced in purely
functional terms, i.e. by considering only theifoirmational import and thus by fully
ignoring their phenomenal content. Since | will ldedh the problem of phenomenal content
in the next section, a brief remark should suffmenow. As the comparison with
measurement instruments suggests, the point gfabsage from Tl actually indicates that
here the focus is precisely on the causal, funatisitle of the problem. For sense organs—as
long as they areonsidered as measurement instruments+r-diact operate as purely
functional devices. Moreover, this treatment i®atstune with the qualified sensualism
proposed in BGE 15, according to which we haveotwsitler sense organs as ‘caud&¥’. A
third problem is that, on this account, the sensatprovided by sense organs iaeeessarily
correct for they are always created by some causal cAgain, even if this might seem
prima faciequite an odd view, it seems to be exactly the fgdiatzsche wants to make. After
all, he is arguing that sensesverlie, and that falsification first comes into plagly once we
have manipulated their testimony. And, again, ihionfirmed by the measurment
instrument picture. For it makes less sense tdlsgtya thermometer deliveirscorrect
information, given that it works under normal cdrafs.

In order to better clarify Nietzsche’s positiorthink it will be helpful to reformulate

it in terms of the so-called ‘physical groundingpaoach to the problem of content. The

22



guestion addressed by this approach is how to thawlistinction between symbols which
genuinely represent something and those which doTihe ‘physical grounding’ answer to
this problem is that a symbol is to be considesedemuinely representing ‘p’ only if ‘p’ is
‘physically grounded’, i.e. only if it has been aagd through causal interaction with the
environment®™ " Let me illustrate the point by considering twofeliént cases. Firstly,
consider a thermometer measuring the temperatuaeasm. As | have already pointed out,
there is a sense in which the temperature valye28s’C’, cannotlie, for it is the result of a
causal, physical process which immediately linlsriiometer and external world. Secondly,
consider a computer which runs a thermal buildingugation software programme.
Numerical values like ‘22 °C’ can be surely codifientered and thus symbolically
manipulated: however, there is no causal interadiere between the computer and the
relevant feature of the real world, i.e. the terapéne of the room. In this case, the value 22
°C’ is not physically grounded.

Now, compare these two cases with the one ofld playing with a yellow ball. The
mental content ‘yellow ballwe can ascribe to the child is acquired throughaittual
sensorimotor encounter with—i.e. percepgigloration and purposive handling of—the
yellow ball. Therefore, both the numerical valu@ €’ displayed by the thermometer and
the mental content in the child’s head are phygioalinded, i.e. both are the result of an
occurrent causal story. There is of course a fursaah difference between the thermometer
and the child, for we can assume that only thersbas genuine mental content: on the
contrary, the symbol ‘22 °C’ we read on the measrmt device’s display lacks any form of
mentality. Leaving this aspect for the next secteirme focus on the similarity—for
Nietzsche’s comparison between sense organs amnglinree@ent instruments seems to make
precisely this point. Gauging values as well asagons are ‘grounded’ by virtue of concrete
causal relations which obtain between physicaksyst—measurement devices and
organisms respectively—and their own environment.

To conclude this section, let me briefly recapitalwhere we have gone so far.
Firstly, 1 worked out the broader, ecological viefxcognition in which Nietzsche’s
sensualism is to be framed. As indicated by D 11ig,view is rooted into a force ontology
which the late Nietzsche reformulates accordinigisadownMachtquantatheory. Secondly,
once we have located Nietzsche’s sensualism withsnecological frame, we are in a good
position—I argued—to make sense of its two maimtdasense organs are causally

efficacious (T2) in being the ‘devices’ by whichvper exchanges between organisms and

23



environment are modulated; senses ‘do not lie’ @&dause their outputs are ‘physically
grounded’ responses to environmental inputs.

Yet, two points still need to be addressed andagxgd. The first one has already
been mentioned earlier in this section and regarezsche’s position on the qualitative
content of sensation: is he an eliminativist whoy denies that anything like the
‘phenomenal’ exists, or does he on the contrargptcit? And if so, how does he account for
it? The second point was introduced at the beggirhow are we to make sense of the
falsification thesis and, in particular, of Niethsts idea of a primitive ‘chaos of sensation’

upon which such falsification operates? Part IM ddal with these two questions.

V) Qualitative content
IV.1) Sensualism and sensory qualities: a placepf@nomenal content
In this section | will deal with the first of thevd problems referred to at the end of the last
section, namely the problem of phenomenal confiére.key point is that the ‘physical
grounding’ account Nietzsche endorses does nop ghasdifference between the way a
sensowdiscriminatesred’ and the way human beings or other anirsalssered’, since it
focuses only on the functional side of the probldhetzsche, however,—as almost everyone
else—seems to believe that the phenomenal, quaditaspect of sensation and, in general, of
experience requires an appropriate explanatiothdGay Sciencefor instance, he once
more criticizes the mechanistic worldview for beftige stupidesof all possible
interpretations” (GS 373: 239), as it reduces tg#&di mere quantitative processes, thus
conceiving of it as ‘an essentialtyeaninglessvorld’ (ibid.). The ending of the aphorism

serves to exemplify his point:

Suppose one judged the value of a piece of musmrding to how much of it could be
counted, calculated, and expressed in formulas—dimsumrd such a ‘scientific’
evaluation of music would be! What would one hasmprehended, understood,

recognized? Nothing, really nothing of what is ‘neug it! (1bid.)

This passage indicated that Nietzsche—unsurprigirgbhkesauditory experiencéo be the
heart of music. Of course, it is possible to delae acoustic description of a piece of music

or, more interestingly, to encode its musical conie ways which allow it to be written on
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and retrieved from different supports. Nietzschmigt, however, is that all this gives us not

even the merest hint of its aesthetical value, asichr—literally—is somethingualitativel

can attend to only by actually listening to it,d¥periencing it in first-person modality. How,

then, are we to situate the qualitative aspeckpé&gence within the frame of his sensualism?
In an unpublished note from 1880 Nietzsche clegidis up Bilharz’s force ontology

and develops some considerations on perceptionvgmelude what he will write in D 117:

Given that there are innumeralskentientlempfindendenpoints in the being{asein:
everyone has a sphdrew farandhow strongt perceives relations, i.e. a sphere of
limitation and error. Similarly, every force has gphere, it acts that far and that strong,
and on this and that, but not on that other; argpbklimitation. (6[441], KSA 9: 312)

In this note—like in D 117, as examined before,—tk8ehe describes the representational
world as construed by our perceptual appanatasalogy tathe sphere which—according to
Bilharz—is drawn by the force emanating from evieeyng. In particular, he seems to
understand perceptual experience as a specificdifmbncentric circle’ whiclonly sentient
beings trace around them. The unpublished paskagever, alludes to a remarkable
asymmetry in this parallel which slips away in greated aphorism. While the sphere of
mere physical force is said to be solely of ‘limida’, the perceptual circle surrounding a
sentient being is also a sphere of ‘errBrima facieit might seem less plausible to give
much weight to this point. After all, the passageawe reading is a notebook entry and the
asymmetry | pointed out might well be a rather fliected, indeed casual textual trait.
Nonetheless, a further note from 1881 confirms th@tasymmetry is not accidental. There,
Nietzsche traces a clear demarcation line betweefdead, inorganic world and the
sentient, organic one. On the one hand, sinceeiintbrganic world interaction occurs
exclusively as ‘force against force’ (11[70], KSA45B8), there is no chance for ‘errors’ to
emerge: the causal story, here, is the only oneamdell. On the other hand, in the ‘sentient
world everything [is] false and obscur@ig.). It is not completely clear what Nietzsche has
here in mind. A good candidate, however, is the tat phenomenal experience emerges and
gradually develops in parallel to sensitivity. fner words, Nietzsche seems to think that,
once ‘sensing’ organs have evolved, the modificetiey are exposed to by the action of
external powers originates not only a functionalysiological response, but also qualitative,

mental content.
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Even if Nietzsche does not defend this view ingublished works, he revisits it again

in several other notebook passages. Considemgtance, the following one:

The passage from the inorganic to the organic wisrte passage from definite
perceptions of force values and power ratiogrtsure, undetermineshes—for a
multiplicity of beings fighting each other (= prglasm) feels itself as facing the
external world der Aul3enwelt gegentibe(35 [59], KSA 11: 537)

Here, Nietzsche seems to suggest that the highnepleity of organisms is responsible for
their ‘mediated’ response to external stimulatie®ing hierarchically structured coalescences
of multiple sub-clusters, organisms require a nedaborated interface to cope with the
surrounding environment. More relevant for our pealy however, is the transition to a
world, the organic one, in which the quantitatigpect of causal interactions does not tell us
the whole story*** For organisms, as sentient beings, have a firsipeaccess to the causal
processes they are involved in which is qualitaitivexactly the same way ofgelingthe

pressure and the coldness of a steel bar in outshan

Qualities are our insuperable boundaries; we camna way avoid to sense mere
quantity differences as something fundamentallfed#t from quantity, namely as
qualities, which are no more reducible to one a@oth..] It is evident, that every being
different from us senses other qualities and, aqunsetly, lives in another world as the
one in which we live. (6[14]: KSA 12: 238)

This last passage makes at least three differentpd-irstly, Nietzsche claims that we, as
well as all other organisms, perceive quantitativierences as qualitative ones. Colours are
a good illustration of what he has in mind: the sajqualitative colour experience corresponds
to different patterns of stimulation—a particulastance of the ‘specific energy’ law which,
according to Johannes Miiller, is responsible ferglculiar qualitative texture of each
sensory channé!. Secondly, each quality is a discrete elementdhanot be reduced to other
qualities. Here, Nietzsche seems thus to treaitgtiaé content as consisting of qualia.
Thirdly, phenomenal content is an essential ingnatdof the way in which we cognitively
construe our picture of the world. This suggesas the ‘perceptual circle’ surrounding every
sentient being is not a mere representational wdher, and crucially, it is a world of

experience

26



Given Nietzsche’s claim that our experience hasidamental, irreducible qualitative
character, one could argue that this feature dalitree relevant reason for holding the
falsification thesis. On this reading, phenomemaitent would introduce a basic form of
falsification by being a subjective, idiosyncratmntent generated by the species-dependent
sense organs of a certain organism. As Lanier Aswaieputs it, ‘conscious apprehension
somehow transforms the contents originally givenunconscious perceptual states’ (Lanier
Anderson 2002: 109). On the one hand, Nietzscherigéen of the ‘sentient world’ as ‘false
and obscure’ and pervaded by ‘error’ strongly speakkavour of this reading. Moreover, it is
quite hard to deny that Nietzsche held this pasitiotheDaybreak for there he explicitly
refers to the ‘lies and deception of sensation1{F). On the other hand, this view seems to
contradict the first claim (T1) crucial to his seabsm, according to which we have to ‘trust
our senses’. Here we are confronted with a tensodreasy to resolve.

A strategy would be to argue that our sensatisag the truthonly as long ashey
are ‘physically grounded’ in the sense illustratethe section before. To make this point
clear, consider again the case of my grasping dh@dn. Here—one could stress—what
makes my sensation of heatiable is the fact that it encodes the information of mayd
being burned by touching the pan in a functionapipropriate way. The qualitative
component of my heat sensation, though, would ptagole in the causal story | could tell
about my burned hand. For it is possible to imagiwase in which one has a sensation of
heat with a qualitative content that is radicaliifedtent from mine and nonetheless properly
reacts by retracting her hand from the pan. Toakplscenario which has been often evoked
in contemporary philosophy of mind, on this readiigtzsche’s sensualism would equally
apply to myself and to my behaviourally identichbugh experience-less zombie tWinin
other words, the only sense in which we were tsttitoe outputs of our sense organs is
because they are devices that—due to proper ceuisadction—detect what is going on in
the world and hence allow us to act adequatelyth@rother hand, and importantly, this
picture would allow for sensory content being cewfgited through its becoming
phenomenally conscious and thus provide room fefdlsification thesis.

Although good textual evidence and sound syst@&alagasons could be adduced in
favour of this reading, | find it less palatabler it eventually amounts to the view that our
senses—at least in some sensi®-eperate a falsification, which clearly contrastthw
Nietzsche’sstrongclaim that ‘they do not liat all' (TI, * Reason’ in Philosophy, 2ny
italics). Thus, if we are to make sense of thigntlae have to hold that the lajesensualist’

Nietzsche considers qualitative contéat, as free of any cognitive forgery and
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consequently dropped the view—still defended inDagbreak—that sensory qualities ‘lie’
sincethey are phenomenally conscious.

An indirect but important piece of support for tingerpretation comes from
Nietzsche’s reaction to the theory of sensatiomfdated by Otto Schmitz-Dumont, a
physicist who is probably one of the ‘five or sisalms’ Nietzsche had in mind when writing
BGE 14. In Schmitz-Dumont’s woiRie Einheit der Naturkrafte und die Deutung ihrer
gemeinsamen Formekhere he proposed a Boscovichian theory basdédeonotion of
extensionless force centr8é there is a long passage which deserves closerieation due

to the attention Nietzsche paid to it:

What do we know absolutely? That is our sensatidfesknow the impression an object
makes on us, be it ‘green, hard, sour etc.’, absiyluno matter whether the
representation we make ourselves of the thingyl# or wrong; and equally irrelevant
for the sensation being known absolutely is whetimer takes a colour to be red which
is blue for another one. For the first one redhesgensation turned consciobs\usst
gewordene Empfinduh@s veraciously as blue is for the second oneyeweknows

what one senses.

Here, Schmitz-Dumont argues that sensations aréwsdare immediately acquainted with.

Yet, the examples he provides clearly show thattwkaefers to is the qualitative content of
sensory experienc®. Now, in his own copy of Schmitz-Dumont’s work—afed our

problem very remarkably—, Nietzsche wrote the weethsualism’ as a gloss to the quoted
passag&" This suggests thais sensualism is in some crucial sense related tolém

made by Schmitz-Dumont that sensory qualities aloedlutely’ given.

In fact, Schmitz-Dumont’s view of sensation addessthe problem of the relation
between representational and qualitative conteatviray that will help us to shed light on
Nietzsche’s own account. This aspect of Schmitz-Dui's theory is presented in his work
Die mathematischen Elemente der Erkenntnistheptiblished in 1878 and also owned by

Nietzsche. There he writes:
Any time we have a sensation—warm, green, hard4s,nbt only a sensory sign

(Sinneszeichgrthat simply registers an external procassrgang, like the

photographic plate does with the optical compoewt scale, and like thermometer and
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electrometer or so do with the other componentstbing or process; rather, these

sensory signs are accompanied by what wef@eling (Schmitz-Dumont 1878: 41

Here, Schmitz-Dumont clearly distinguishes repreg@nal from phenomenal content. On
the one hand, sensations work as mere functioeast®y signs’ carrying information about
events and things in the world. As such, they lager¢sult of a pure physiological process
and therefore equivalent to the output statesgzfaging device. So far, thus, Schmitz-
Dumont is underscoring the same aspect pointetyNlietzsche in TI: sensations are
functional states ‘physically grounded’ in the caluateraction between sense organs and
external environment. On the other hand, thouglstiesses that ‘sensory signs’ are always
given together with a subjective, first-person liieg'.

The question we have now to face, thus, is homa&e sense of Nietzsche’s side
note, i.e., how to link his sensualism to Schmitmidnt’s position. With regard to this
guestion, there are three points | would like tostder. Let me start by pointing out an
obvious agreement—tHest point: both agree that sensations, taken as ‘sgsfyns’, are
mere functional states which directly respond tieeal stimulation. In this sense, Schmitz-
Dumont shares Nietzsche’s sensualism as interpnetide previous section. Rather, the
problem arises with the qualitative aspect.

Schmitz-Dumont says—and we are now bygbeondooint—that the phenomenal
content just ‘accompanies’ the ‘sensory sign’, the. mere physiological state corresponding
to our sensation—which seems to imply that the pheanal properties of a mental state are
causally inert. Now, the question if Nietzsche deéfethis last claim or not is highly
controversial and | will leave it to the side. Uiffices here to stress that such claim would fit
well with the purely functional frame set in theepious section.

A further problem—myhird point—is whether we have to take this position as
implying that—as proposed by Hussain’s Machian irgge-'we do have, in one sense, an
unmediated awareness of sensory qualities’ (HusX0d: 351). There is no doubt that this
claim applies to Schmitz-Dumont’s position. Moregwgven the fact that his theory of
sensation anticipates in many respects the one Maakd articulately present only in 1886,
one could take it as an indirect support for Hussailaim*" For one could explain the
apparent Machian fashion of Nietzsche’s sensudbgishowing that it has been (partially)
modelled on Schmitz-Dumont’s (partiate litteramMachianism. Nonetheless—as

Hussain’s clause ‘in one sense’ indicates—, thélpro cannot be solved so easily. Since
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this issue is closely related to the problem of heevshould understand the falsification of

primitive sensations (FT), | will leave a detaildidcussion for the next section.

IV.2) Where the lies begin: ‘chaos of sensatiord gerceptual content
The concern of this last section will be the fatsifion thesis. More precisely, the question to
be answered is how we are to make sense—uwithifrahee of Nietzsche’s sensualism—of
the view according to which we falsify what he salie ‘chaos of sensation’. One possibility
would be to follow Lanier Anderson, who interpréli®tzsche as holding that consciousness
is responsible for the falsification of the sensoontent we are originally supplied with. As
argued in the section before, however, this opgmon turns out to be less palatable, since it
would imply that sensory qualities, which are giverty consciously, weralready
falsified—a position at odds with Nietzsche’s viaacording to which senses ‘do not lie at
all’ (T, ‘Reason’ in Philosophg). A more viable alternative is the one offergdHussain,
according to which conceptualisation should bena®the cause of falsification. The
guestion, thus, is how to qualify this claim in aywvhich convincingly suits Nietzsche’s
sensualism as interpreted here. Let me initiallyrasls this question by resuming the
discussion of Hussain’s position.

As quoted at the end of the last section, Hussajnes that according to Nietzsche’s
sensualism we am@nly ‘in one sense’ directly acquainted with the qasiNtee content of our

sensation. Then, he goes on to explain the sertbésakstriction:

| say ‘in one sense’ because the minute | use prgsentational capacities to
state something about the world of sensory eleméissfication enters the
picture. Given this falsification, there is thus#rer sense in which there is no
unmediated access. Any attempt to have a thoughtepresents something
about the world of sensory elements uses condeatsalsify—they are the
falsifying medium, so to speak, that shape allnapts to represent something

about the sensory elements. (Hussain 2004: 351)

Here, Hussain endorses the idea that we falsifyctios of sensation’ by conceptualizing it:
any time we want to say something about our semsatve inescapably apply conceptual
structures which counterfeit them. Significantlyydsain’s argument seems to draw on
epistemiaconsiderations, since the point he makes is tedaek the appropriate conceptual

tools in order tahink of our sensations without falsifying their conteftis view correlates
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well with Nietzsche’s claim that the ‘chaos of sain’ is ‘formless-unformable’, and
therefore ‘unknowable’ to us (9[106], KSA 12: 398kcordingly, the ‘unmediated
awareness’ we have of sensations, thus, wouldsloet @f pre-conceptual ‘grasp’, to use a
Husserlian formula: even if we lack cognitive ascesour primitive sensory qualities,
nonetheless they are given to us pre-noeticallg, glsenomenologist would say. The problem
with this view, however, is that it actually seetinat we danot have any such pre-conceptual
awarenes®f sensory qualities. Let me expose this pointarasticulately.

Given that to bawareof somequalitativecontent ‘p’ seems to imply that one is
currently given ‘p’ in her consciousness, it isthtr believe that we arenmediatedlyaware
of unconceptualisedensory qualities. To see this consider a sinyden@le: when we see a
cat, normally we do not first experience a formlesgidle of sensory qualities: on the
contrary, we perceive the dditectly. We are aware neither of the ‘formless’ ‘chaos of
sensation’, nor of the cognitive processing whichcure it into the conceptualised
perceptual content ‘cat’, for all this happens urttie threshold of our consciousness.
Moreover, recall that this was already the standarentific view at Nietzsche’s time—the
perceptual content we are aware of is already fidlggorised, if not even propositional,
since shaped by Helmholtzian ‘unconscious inferstt® Thus, he was clearly familiar
with the idea that what we normally experience figllafledged perceptual content delivered
by unconscious processing. The point, therefonepighat we do not dispose of any
cognitive resource able to non-distortively ‘renas the unconceptualised ‘chaos of
sensation’, to correctly reproduce the sensoryasdnwe have been primitively aware of.
Rather, we normalliack access to unconceptualised conterihe first place This turns
Hussain’s claim that—according to Nietzsche’s sahissn—we have an ‘unmediated
awareness’ of sensory qualities quite probleni&tic.

We need, hence, an alternative account whichdhasake sense of the apparent
contradiction between the claim (a) that concepatbn is the source of falsification and the
claim (b) that sensory qualities, though they amenmally given as already integrated into
conceptualised perceptual content, are not fatkifdefore | go on to deliver a detailed
treatment, let me outline the strategy | will pursn order to solve this tension. The key fact
about the sensory qualities normally conjoint incpptual content is thatchnattend to them
individually: | can scan the different shades af amd yellow of the apple | am now holding
in my hand and, more relevantly, by doing so | abstract from the fact that they are
gualities of the object ‘apple’. In other wordsgeenvf we are normally aware of sensory

gualities as already conceptualised, weenally attend to them in the ‘unconceptualised
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mode’ by considering them not as properties ofrag@ual item, but rather as qualitative
tokens in their own right.

To prove if this strategy works, a good starbisoiok at Nietzsche’s view about
perception more closely. The aphorism 192 fid@yondGood and Evildelivers his most
informative treatment of this topic. There, Nietasavrites that ‘our senses learn late and
never fully learn to be refined, trusty, carefujans of knowledge’ (BGE 192: 181). The
example he provides is following:

Just as little as today’s reader takes in all tickvidual words (or especially syllables)
on a page (he catches maybe five out of twenty svardl ‘guesses’ what these five
arbitrary words might possibly mean)—just as litttewe see a tree precisely and

completely, with respect to leaves, branches, e¢eland shapelkid.: 181-2)

The general conclusion Nietzsche draws, thus ais'ffjliven some stimulus, our eyes find it
more convenient to reproduce an image that theg b&en produced before than to register
what is different and new about an impressidnd(: 181).

How are we to interpret this aphorism? Nietzsawess to figure out how we
conceptually structure the perceptual contentwaw similar to the one recently proposed by
David Papineau. According to Papineau’s view, pgeixea concepts are ‘sensory templates’
that work as follows:

These templates will be set up on initial encouswath the relevant referents. They
will then be reactivated on later perceptual entensn via matches between incoming
stimuli and stored template—perhaps the incomimgui can be thought of as
‘resonating’ with the stored pattern and therebp@p@mplified. (Papineau 2006: 114-
5)

Significantly, by applying the stored templatehe tontent it is now currently attended to,

one can ‘take it to possess certain features thee wanifested in previous encounters, but
may not yet be manifest in the re-encountdxid(, 115). Precisely such cases are the ones
Nietzsche is drawing our attention to: it seemséothat | have a fine-grained perception of
the tree which only encompasses sensory qualitteslidy given to me. On a closer scrutiny,

however, this phenomenological datum reveals itseHn illusion.
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The point Nietzsche wants to make is clear. Te tknore straightforward example,
consider how we perceive a walNormally, we take the wall to be qualitatively famm,
although the visual input we receive is that oba-homogeneous surface with different
shades of colour and textures. As Nietzsche sugigestjust do not take the trouble to
accurately register in our perception all thesessgndetails: an approximate picture is
enough. However, and crucially, this does not auiethe possibility to attend to the sensory
gualities cushioned by the template. For we camndeédo scan the surface meticulously in
order to ascertain how visual qualities change sTha Alva Noé notes, such qualities are
‘virtually present’ since ‘accessible’ (Noé 2004: 63). Farew they are normally given in
the synthetic totality of perception, sensory dguedican be analytically isolated and attended
to in their own right: we can always take a ‘pailytattitude’ towards our perceptual content.

Furthermore, there is at least one additional geadon in favour of this view. For, in
fact, there are some rare cases in whiclagtaallybecome to be acquainted with
unconceptualised sensory qualities in such an ‘aaed’ way. Consider the case of abstract
painting, as, for instance, some pictures by Kasidiror Pollock. Since here the visual
gualities we are confronted with do not trigger aeypsory template, we do not categorise
them into ‘things’. Indeed, it is a rare case inakhwe literally perceive a ‘chaos of
sensation’. An even more compelling example is diiat picture containing a hidden object,
say a cat. Again, by looking at the picture, atst moment we just see a chaotic mix of
colour spots. Then, the ‘eureka’ moment eventuaiyies: we see the cat, i.e. the content of
our perceptual experience is now conceptualiseds,Wthenever we come across uncommon
‘groups of sensations’ (BGE 268), we are likelhtve arunmediatedappreciation of their
gualitative content. In turn, such cases provid#itaahal evidence for the claim that the
perceptual content we are normally aware of haadir been unconsciously conceptualised
and therefore—according to Nietzsche—falsified.

To conclude, the reading elaborated in this lastign offers a solution to the first two
problems individuated and addressed by Clark angs&in, namely how to make sense,
within the frame of Nietzsche’s sensualism, of hibign falsification thesis (FT) and the
‘chaos of sensation’. On the one hand, given thetziche’s view according to which senses
‘do not lie’ applies not only to the functionallgskcribable, but also to the phenomenal
content of sensation, the apparent tension betéteeclaim and the falsification thesis can
be turned down by taking conceptualisation as nesipte for falsification, as Hussain
already does. On the other hand, we had to facentne delicate issue raised by sensory

gualities being attended, as normally understos@|r@ady categorised perceptually.
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However, with the proposed solution to this probleatcording to which the qualitative
‘chaos of sensation’ is normally accessible toniy wirtually—we finally achieved an
explanation of the last missing point. We have tiogventire picture before us.

V) Conclusion

The apparently innocuous statement that ‘[a]ll do#itly, good conscience, and evidence of
truth first comes from the sense’ (BGE 134) hagmaks through an entire series of probably
unexpected difficulties. Indeed, the question sén'sualism’ is well-suited as the starting
motive for an authentiour de forcehrough Nietzsche’s late philosophy of mind,
epistemology and ontology. Since after an exhagdtirt fascinatin{) journey it always

brings us a sort of gratifying relief to recompdise images crowding our mind, let me briefly
recapitulate the main points of the reading devediogbove.

A first thesis is that the general frame of Niel®ss sensualism iscological This
means that cognition is something we can make s&rmd@y by considering the relation
between organism and environment. Importantly, rislistion goes in both directions. Firstly,
the cognitive features of a species are the adaptisult of environmental constraints.
Secondly, the way an organism represents the vi@ddtermined by its cognitive
scaffolding. This is, thus, the broader picturgvimch we have to place the two core claims
of Nietzsche's sensualism, i.e. that sense orgarnsauses’ (T2) and that senses ‘do not lie’
(T1). On the one hand, given the ecological baakigdahe first claim (T2) follows suit, for if
sense organs are the means by which we interdcthatworld, it seems obvious that they do
it causally. Rather, the main concern has beepét sut the kind of causality Nietzsche is
concerned with. On this point, my proposal is thatcausality Nietzsche ascribes to the
sense organs is the kind of power causality heeates in higlachtquanteontology. On the
other hand, from the fact that sense organs cgusédiract with the environment follows that
sensations, being the result of such a causal ageh@annot but—at least in one sense—'tell
the truth’ (T1). This reading is supported by Nsefze’'s comparing sense organs with
measurement devices, as this clearly indicateshéhabnsiders the representational content
of sensations to be ‘physically grounded’ in a \sayilar to that of measure values delivered
by gauging instruments. For both are the outputsadusal story.

This merely functional account of sensations, havegtoes not exhaust Nietzsche’s

sensualism. On the contrary, he takes the quaktgphenomenal element of sensation as also
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demanding an explanation. With regard to this prohlthe main concern has been how to
account for it within the frame of Nietzsche’s sgaigsm. A first option would be to argue
that the claim that sensations ‘do not lie’ (T1edmot hold for the qualitative content of
sensation. The great advantage of this positidimaisit provides also a straightforward
solution as how to make sense of the falsificatiwsis (FT), for one could simply maintain
that phenomenal consciousness is the source dfdai®n. However, this interpretation is
less palatable, since it would imply that falsifioa intervenes already at the basic level of
sensory qualities. Therefore, the view to be fagduras to allow for phenomenal content,
too, being ‘truthful’. The bad news, here, is ttied falsification thesis does not follow as
smoothly from this second option. Nonethelesssthetegy of assuming conceptualisation as
responsible for falsification permitted us to swesfelly account for it, though at the same
time requiring some refinement in order to explainv sensory qualities can be accessed as
still ‘unconceptualised'.

To conclude, it seems to me that this readingiefadche’s late sensualism has some
advantages compared with Clark’s and Hussain's iotempretations. Firstly, it not only
consistently explains its key thesis (T1, T2 and, Btt also solves all four main problems
raised by Clark’s and Hussain’s accounts. Secoiitdyso accounts for the problem of
gualitative content, an issue which is completghored by Clark and not put into the right
focus by Hussain. Thirdly, the proposed readingamby makes sense of the relevant textual
evidence, but also accurately situates Nietzsgh@sgion in its own historical context by
linking it to the theories he could find in works tvas familiar with and referred to—yet
often covertly—both in the published opus and mNlachlass Fourthly, and crucially, it
delivers an account of sensualism which is in twitke other central theories endorsed by

Nietzsche, in particular with his late power ongpio
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" A first, much shorter version of this paper wassented in September 2009 at the Oxford Conferemce
‘Nietzsche on Mind and Nature’, where | could bénedm discussion with the audience. Many tharkslikos
Loukidelis, Pietro Gori and, in particular, Alesdaa Tanesini for their careful reading of and peatéeig
comments on previous drafts. Finally, | would ltkethank Marie-Luise Haase for her hémphilologicis
"I will use following, standard abbreviations forektsche’s works (references are to the list ofgiheted
literature):

— D =Daybreak. Thoughts on the Prejudices of Morgége Nietzsche 1881)

— GS =The Gay Sciendsee Nietzsche 1882/1887)

- BGE =Beyond Good and Evil. Prelude to a Philosophyheffuture(see Nietzsche 1886)

— Tl =Twilight of the Idolgsee Nietzsche 1888)
~ — KSA =Kritische Studienausgabe in 15 Béar(dee Nietzsche 1980)
" One could reply that a Kantian solution seems dggsopriate when making sense of a position redeio as
‘sensualism’. However, this objection should notheo us, since Nietzsche himself stresses ‘the gootion of
sensualism he [Kant] took over into his theory nbWwledge’ (D,Preface3: 3). This suggests that Nietzsche'’s
notion of sensualism is quisali generisMore on this and on the reason why Nietzschest&ant to be a kind
of sensualist in note xxii below.
V| borrow this expression from Brobjer 2008.
VI will use the expression ‘phenomenal contenté@sal to ‘qualitative content’. Both refer to theébgective
aspects of conscious experience—what is oftencctlie ‘what-it-is-like’ of being in a certain mehtate. In
some cases, though, ‘phenomenal’ is meant in tgigasense of the term, which also corresponds to
Nietzsche’s own usage.
"' understand ‘neo-Kantian’ loosely as referringgstemological and ontological positions substaht
inspired by Kant’s transcendental philosophy. Fbatixcomes, pertinent examples are, for instanca, F.
Lange, O. Liebmann or H. von Helmholtz. | say thisrder to avoid misunderstandings due to Clagkige
different use of the term.
Y"1 will consider only those problems relevant foe oresent discussion. Another, in my view less/izming,
point is Clark’s reading of Nietzsche’s rejectidrthee thing in itself. Since this issue is not e¢ahto the
guestion of sensualism, | won’t consider it here.
Y As Clark admits, TI—in particularReason’ in Philosophy2—is an exception, since, at lepsgma facie it
seems to state the falsification thesis.
" Two things to say here. Firstly, Clark has moeraly argued for a deflationary reading of BGEnd 41
(Clark/Dudrick 2004: 370-3). There are, thougheothphorisms which seem to clearly endorse thédiaton
thesis, as BGE 192. Secondly, after being initiailgsive about the position Nietzsche would maintathe
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fifth book of GS, her ‘current view' is that ‘thalsification thesis is present in the first fourtgaf GS, which
was published in 1882, but not in the fifth partl gmeface, published in 1887, thus the same ye@haand the
year after BGE'ipid.: 384, note 3). See, however, GS 354 and GS 372.

* See 9[106], KSA 12: 395-6.

' As stressed above, Clark maintains that by the 6ffBGE—published in 1886—Nietzsche had already
droppedbothversions of the ‘true world’, i.e. thing in itselhd ‘chaos of sensation’. However, the fact tleat h
refers to the ‘chaos of sensation’ in 1887 undeesithis claim.

“' This view is also endorsed by Gori 2009a, 2009 b.

X" Indeed, | will defend the same general thesis afgtorsed by Hussain, i.e. that conceptualisasion i
responsible for falsification. Simultaneously, llvehow that Hussain’s treatment fails to addressl@vant
problem raised by the conceptualisation thesis gy section IV.2.

*¥ For Nietzsche’s power ontology compare the difiepositions defended by Mdller-Lauter 1974, Paslin
1995, Richardson 1996, Gerhardt 1996, Abel 1998idraAnderson also argues against Hussain’s Machian
reading by pointing out that the “semantics analugly of sensory elements raise deep worries for
characteristic Nietzschean doctrines” (Lanier Asdar2002: 105).

* ‘Functionalism’ is the term standardly used teereb Mach’s view that concepts like ‘cause’, ‘salnge’ or
‘effect’ cannot serve a proper explanation of titeridependencies among physical objects. Rathgsjqsh
should allow only mathematical—this is the mearohfunctional here—descriptions of such
interdependencies.

* See on this Riccardi 2005 and 2009, ch. 2, asageReuter 2009 for a far more detailed analysis.

“ This is convincingly shown by Hussain 2004.

“" Teichmuller, though, would probably not be happy¢ called a neo-Kantian.

**In accordance with its current use in philosophynind, ‘representational content’ is meant hergitdk up
the propositionally expressible or, more generafifgrmational content of a perceptual state, gsogjie to its
‘phenomenal content’.

* For a different rendering of this argument seaglkZudrick 2004, who argue that one of its premises
following: ‘Among the findings of physiology is théhe sense organs are causes, i.e., are caustticos of
knowledge’ (372, point 2 in Clark/Dudrick’s schemEpwever, | am not sure that Nietzsche consides t
claim that ‘sense organs are causes’ as ‘amonfintliags of physiology’. Rather, it seems to figume
Nietzsche’s argument as a compelling intuition [pbigglists need to appreciate in order to do tharkwwith
good conscience’.

! See Schmidt 1988 and, as examples, 34[246] arfgbB6{SA 12: 503 and 562. In an appendix to hiicket
Schmidt provides several textual concordances lmtWietzsche’s unpublished notes from 1884/1885 and
passages from Drossbach’s book.

*! This task is accomplished in the first two chaptentitledGegen die Causalitéat der Erscheinungerd
Gegen die auf der Causalitat der Erscheinungen fbende Erfahrung

I Of course, this is just the Drossbachian readfrigamt picked up by Nietzsche.

¥ Roughly, the relevant respect is the fact thatpating to a Drossbachian view of causality, theylzoth
mental entities. This can be seen quite straigidadly in the case of ordinary empirical objecsfar
Drossbach they arorstellunger—such as the ‘apple’ of the example discussed abideee controversial is
this claim with regard to Mach’s ‘complexes of s&tiens’. Here, one could dispute that they careken as
equivalent to Drossbach’s ‘sums of sensationshinr@levant sense, since Mach explicitly denies tha
sensations arnatrinsically mental, but rather—and ultimately—ontologicaflgutral elements. My reply is
that—granted that Mach’s sensation/element distings coherent, which | doubt—from his positioitl st
follows that everything that could possibly ‘pro@lua sensation ‘p’ wouldltimatelybe ontologically
equivalent to ‘p’, as both were neutral elementisassumption, however, is clearly incompatibléhwei
Drossbachian account of causality.

¥ As already stressed above (see note i), an hiitveuggests that Nietzsche’s sensualisguigjeneriss the
passage from thBaybreakwhere Kant is called a ‘true son of his centugtause of—among others things—
‘the good portion of sensualism he took over inttheory of knowledge’ (DPreface3: 3). This
characterisation of Kant is strikingly—almost laély—similar to the one we can find in Gustav Teitliler's
Die wirkliche und die scheinbare Welkant was the son of the sensualism of his tikle.had not studied the
ancients and of Plato he only knew that “he engag#dSocrates’ practical doctrines”. On the contréant
was deep into the natural science of his time nthre sensualist works of English philosopherati$iwhy he
considered only what is given to the sensesxégtingand being aubstance(Teichmiller 1884: 112; for more
parallels between Nietzsche and Teichmiiller onghiat see Riccardi 2007b). Therefore, Teichmiilex very
probable source for Nietzsche's understanding ®téhm. On the contrary, there is no direct evidahat
Lange’s account of Czolbe’s sensualism had anyémite on it, as suggested by Hussain 2004.

" This move is similar to the one suggested by Smdilb argues that Nietzsche distinguishes between a
theoretical and a practical version of sensualiSmgll 1999: 74).
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i See, in particular, Clark/Dudrick 2004: 373-6.

A good question here would be: who are these tiveix brains? One good candidate is Otto Schmitz
Dumont, whose account of perception will concerinusection IV.1. See also footnote xI below.

X See again Schmidt 1988 for Drossbach. Severalashisave pointed at Boscovich as to an important
inspiration for Nietzsche’s notion of will to power

** This is confirmed by a note which contains a fistft of this aphorism. There, the praise of theenis
preceded by the claim: ‘It isot the senses which deceive!’ See 14[134], KSA 18. 31

¥ The term ‘ecological’ as used in this paper dastsrefer to Gibsonian theories of perception, dsroin
current literature. What | have in mind is rathemMUexkiill's view according to which every organism
cognitively shapes its own environment. Cruciadlygd contrary to Gibsonian approaches, such a vims dot
imply a commitment to non-representationalism.

U See the second part of the aphorism: ‘If our eye® a hundredfold sharper, man would appear to us
tremendously tall; it is possible, indeed, to inmegorgans by virtue of which he would be felt ami@asurable.
On the other hand, organs could be so constitti@dahole solar systems were viewed contractecbanked
together like a single cell: and to beings withopiposite constitution a cell of the human body dqresent
itself, in motion, construction and harmony, agkssystem’ (D 117).

i Eor the textual genesis of D 117 and 118 as veelbaNietzsche’s general reception of Bilharz' wosee
Riccardi 2007a.

WV See for instance: ‘Thus, the unitaginheitlich force appears as dissolved in thousand différetividual
forces, all animated by the same essence, the nvards being; and thus, the unitary objectuahipappears
as dissolved in an infinite number of force centilessthe one the subject point itself is; one agaall, all
against one, everyone pervading the infinity withforce sphere’ (Bilharz 1879: 90).

** On this, see again Riccardi 2007a.

' See above, at the beginning of this section.

Y One could object that Nietzsche’s functional er@bout sense organs are better understood in
teleosemantical terms, as argued by Richardson. Zxf)4he kind of functionalism | here ascribe ietksche
would be the wrong one. My answer is that Richantsteleofunctionalism and my own ‘causal’ functdiem
are not only compatible, but also complementangcesthey respond to two different problems. Onathe
hand, we can ask the question—as Nietzsche irafketd—: how did it happen that the sense orgaas of
speciesS could have evolved as to become such-and-sucts?ig hiproblem addressed by the teleofunctionalist
account. On the other hand, Nietzsche also corsstterfollowing, quite different problem: how de&tkense
organs of an individuad work? Importantly, this is the relevant questionNietzsche’s sensualism, since it is
at this level that the problems discussed in BGRrAdin Tl raise. The kind of functionalist accooffered
here, thus, tries to answer this second question.

il See Harnad 1990 and Brooks 1990 for how this isml#pplies to the problem raised by the TuringtTes
Anderson 2003 argues that a ‘symbol grounding’ eagh is the distinguishing trait of research prigjée the
field of Embodied Cognition (EC). Given that ECdhies normally endorse an ecological view of cdgnitin
a first and partial presentation of this paperidduced my proposal as an ‘embodied account’ et2d¢che’s
sensualism. However, | eventually dropped thisi€joation as, on closer scrutiny, it appeared tomare
confusing than explicative.

™ 1n his Harvard lecture Nicholas Humphrey deliveredently a similar ‘story’ about how phenomenal
content might have gradually emerged as somethffegeht from the representational, propositionad a
object-oriented, content. According to Humphregtoty’, the last step in this evolution is followin'What
happens is that the whole sensory activity getwvédgized”: the command signals for sensory respegst
short-circuited before they reach the body surfaoghat instead of reaching all the way out topbepheral
site of stimulation they now reach only to pointsrenor more central on the incoming sensory patisyvaytil
eventually the whole process becomes closed affi ttee outside world in an internal loop within thrin’,
Humphrey 2005: 94.

X Again, this is a view which recurs repeatedly ietkische’s notebooks. See for instance KSA 11: 28[&1]
and 647, 49[37], resp. from 1884 and 1885, and K3A197, 5[36], from 1886-1887. This last notelusigd
and commented by Small 1999: 80.

I See above, section Il1.1.

“ The zombie debate in philosophy of mind has beggered by Chalmers 1996.

Xl See Maxwell’s reaction to Schmitz-Dumont’s geneggproach: ‘I agree with you that the conception of
atoms having length breadth and thickness, andaafsiog on each other at a distance, is an unsiigfuision
of two irreconcilable modes of thinking. If we doegive up a “continuum?”, let us try what we canwlith the
force-points of Boscovich, each of which has a eteate mass’, in Maxwell 2002: 736 (letter to O®chmitz-
Dumont, §' January 1879). Schmitz-Dumont's Boscovichian tié®just one of several reasons for
considering him one of the ‘five or six brains’ niened at the beginning of BGE 14. A second, evenem
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telling one is that Schmitz-Dumont explicitly deflsnthe very same view Nietzsche ascribes to thamety
that science offers no ‘explanation’, but simplylescription’ of the world.

XV For Schmitz-Dumont this remains true even underradical conditions. Firstly, the fact that we may
structure the sense data into a wrong representdties not undermine the immediateness of theiitgtirze
content. Secondly, Schmitz-Dumont addresses a soemhich resembles the ‘inverted spectrum’ cases
controversially debated in current philosophy ohdh{for an overview see again Chalmers 1996). @angivo
people A and B looking at the same object, saypmhea but having each a qualitatively differentaal
experience: while A has a standard red experighegghenomenal content of B’s perception is thevaimieh is
normally generated by looking at blue objects. \&ie icnagine that both A and B agree, in some se¢hatthe
apple is red, as they are able to discriminateotgelct correctly. The sensory qualities, thought they
entertain by looking at the apple are completetfedint. Now, Schmitz-Dumont suggests that eves thi
possibility would be irrelevant, for A and B woulévertheless be directly acquainted with the cdrdaétheir
own sensations: they just would know what they wesaally sensing.

* Nietzsche also heavily underscored this passageofithes of his copy of Schmitz-Dumont’s work dae
consulted at th&nna Amalia Bibliothekin Weimar.

X"’[ In Nietzsche's own copy of this book there aregraindicating that he read these pages.

™I Though, this would not help compensate the exilieahortcoming of Hussain’s account with regardhie
problem of causality.

i See above, section I11.1.

XX A move one could undertake to save Hussain’s nggidito claim that sensory qualities are not nesly
conscious, as suggested by Rosenthal 2005. ledhés we could say that one, in order to be unreddigiven
a qualitative content ‘p’, does not need tcalotually aware of it, as cases like subliminal perceptiseam to
suggest. Even if this is correct, however, we watildllack any ‘unmediated awareness’ of ‘p’.

' Compare Papineau’s position with following passagélietzsche: ‘concepts [...] are more ore less
determinate pictorial signs for sensations thatiotmgether and recur frequently, for groups oksséions’
(BGE 268).

'f. This example is discussed by both Noé (2004: 49-59

" As always, it is not the guide which makes a fagcinating’, but rather the landscape itself—iistcase,
Nietzsche’s texts.
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