Lived reductio ad absurdum:

The method of Continental Philosophy

Cf. LW.
“I am asceticism, I am nihilism”: Nietzsche’s truth. 

Nietzsche: the first perfect nihilist?

Friedrich Nietzsche wrote at the opening of ‘The Will Power’ that he considered himself to be ‘Europe’s first perfect nihilist’.


For those who have some familiarity with Nietzsche’s philosophy, this declaration tends to come as something of a surprise. “Surely”, one says to oneself, “Nietzsche was a ferocious opponent of nihilism. Surely, for example, he savagely criticised Christianity, and its dead God, precisely on the grounds that it was nihilistic. Surely he wanted instead to argue affirmatively for the vigorous pursuit of life, and for the creation of new values.”


Well, yes... and no. For arguably Nietzsche believed that the creation of new values was only possible once we had thoroughly expunged the old from our systems. And he believed that that was a lot more difficult to achieve than it would be tempting to think.  ((detail below))


In part, because ascetic ideals, those ‘ideals’ at the epicentre of  nihilism, are virtually everywhere, including perhaps in some surprising places. We have a strong hint of this at the very opening of the Third essay of ‘The Genealogy of Morality’:


“What do ascetic ideals mean? -- With artists, nothing, or too many different things; with philosophers and scholars, something like a nose and sense for the most favourable conditions of higher intellectuality;
 with women, at most, one more seductive charm...; with physiological casualties and the disgruntled (with the majority of mortals), an attempt to see themselves as ‘too good’ for this world...; with priests, the actual priestly faith, their best instrument of power and also the ‘ultimate’ sanction of their power; with saints, an excuse to hibernate at last...their rest in nothingness (‘God’), their form of madness. That the ascetic ideal has meant so much to man reveals a basic fact of human will, its horror vacui; it needs an aim --, and it prefers to will nothingness than not will.” (p.72)

This encapsulated preview of all that will follow suggests the breadth of Nietzsche’s target in this Essay, and, among other things, immediately leads us to wonder what we sometimes have to wonder about Wittgenstein when he makes criticisms of and raises questions about philosophy -- is he himself included in the target-range of the criticisms? While I think that the later Wittgenstein tends to make evident, to an attentive reader, when he is talking about philosophy as practised by himself (philosophy after the ‘kink’ in the evolution of philosophy which he spoke of), and when not, this is in not-a-cut-and-dried manner, and is still less so in his earlier work, wherein what might have been taken to be a paradigm for philosophy (his own ‘arguments’ and ‘positions’ in the Tractatus) themselves become central objects among his criticisms -- in the Tractatus. Still less does this turn out to be cut-and-dried in Nietzsche -- this is what will discover, when we attend carefully to his words (especially in the Genealogy of Morality and certain other important moments in his ‘later’ writing), below.


But, as already mentioned, Nietzsche is taken, especially in these his later works, to be a ferocious foe of nihilism. How could this be?

((detail below))

In order to see how, in order to see how texts such as the Genealogy of Morality, which have been taken to genealogise so as to show contingency and to revolt, to repel from so as to repel toward the clear and present alternative, we need to look closely at the structure of Nietzsche’s rhetoric, of his argument.

--------------

Establishing the nature of Nietzsche’s argument

Why is this important? 

Above; but also: One significant supplementary reason is that the perpetuation of the divide between Anglo-American and Continental philosophy is I think, in significant part, possible only because of the failure of the two ‘traditions’ to understand the virtues of each other’s argumentative strategies. Notoriously, Continental philosophy is disrespected by Anglo-American philosophy because the English-speaking world normally finds in the Continental ‘tradition’ a failure to take sufficently seriously the virtues of arguing for one’s conclusions, of producing deductive, abductive etc. claims for things. But I am suggesting that the reverse is also true. That the Anglo-American tradition has signally failed to appreciate the pre-eminent (but very different) style(s) of argumentation within the Continental thinkers.


Thus, when they look at a text by Nietzsche, or Heidegger, or Derrida, or Sartre, or even Wittgenstein,
 most Anglo-American thinkers ask, “What is this? Where is the argument?” They try to convert what they are reading into an argument of the kind they recognize, or they focus only on certain fragments of the texts which they are looking at which actually are genuinely arguments of that same kind (gie an e.g. from Nietzsche?). Or else they think: This isn’t really philosophy at all.


What they miss, then, is the big argumentative picture. For the great Continental thinkers typically do make arguments -- and moreover, I will suggest, arguments of a very powerful kind, arguments which actually are of the essence of what philosophy needs. (Because, being a Wittgensteinian, I take that to be not the putting forward of philosophical theses, propositions, constructive arguments, or positions, but the effort to get clearer about what we already know, about what we say, about what it does and doesn’t make sense to say. On this reading of Wittgenstein, there are deep affinities between Wittgenstein on the one hand and Kant, Kierkegaard, Nietzsche, Sartre, Weil, Heidegger, Foucault, and more on the other (see Conant, Nehamas).)


It is the kind of argument, its scale and subtle nature, a nature not that much found outside philosophy (unlike the ordinary ‘good sense’ arguments commonly made in Analytical Philosophy, arguments much like good arguments in newspaper leaders or debating societies etc.), that makes Continental Philosophy what it is, and that makes it essential reading for Anglo-American philosophers interested in doing serious philosophy, in really thinking to the essence of what their ‘discipline’ can deliver.


Let me give some examples. 

Derrida is often complicit in his texts with the very positions he is meaning to expose or undercut. For instance, in the opening both of “Signature Event Context” and of ‘Spurs: Nietzsche’s styles’, Derrida is 

(and later)

Kierkegaard (Conant)

Crucially, remarkably, Wittgenstein has been misunderstood in much the same fashion.

The argument-structure of the ‘Tractatus’ has been most obviously understood. Time and again, readers have failed to attempt to take Wittgenstein seriously in his repeated claims, at the
 outset and at the close of the ‘Tractatus’, for instance, that .


The two dominant modes of interpreting the Tractatus have been appositely characterized by Conant as the ‘Positivist’ and the ‘Ineffability’ interpretation. 

The Positivist interpretation of T L-P

T L-P rules out as nonsense, as metaphysics, all that does not fall within the ‘picture theory’ of language.

The problem is that Positivism has no way of legitimating its own status: it too falls victim to the ‘picture theory’’s strictures on meaningfulness! All the ‘saying’ / ‘picturing’ stuff in the Tractatus , so beloved of the Positivists, is in a certain sense re-assessed as nonsense by the closing passages in T L-P -- the Positivist interpretation can make nothing of these pages, and has to ignore them. Unfortunately, though, if you ignore these pages, then you still simply fail to grapple with the inevitable fact that the ‘picture theory’ condemns much, including philosophy, including itself, as nonsense. The Positivist reading of the Tractatus simply fails to deal with the end of the text -- but even so is caught in a straight, if implicit, contradiction. Interestingly enough, this is of course exactly what happened to Logical Positivism -- to Carnap, Hempel, et al -- in real life, over the next twenty years! I.e. Positivism spent almost its whole life desperately trying to find some status for itself, some status for its central ‘Verificationist criterion of meaning’. It never succeeded. The Verificationist criterion could not itself begin to be verified or falsified. And thus Positivism had to conclude that if it was true, then it itself was meaningless. If only Carnap, Hempel and friends had read the Tractatus to the end, and thought about it more, they could have saved themselves the waste of time which they spent the next twenty or more years mired in!

The kind of problem the Positivists found themselves in is in fact illustrative of the peculiar philosophical problematic that I am suggesting Continental Philosophy has wrestled with and trafficked in more than Anglo-American Philosophy (actually, the greats of both -- see footnote
, above, and see below). 

A reductio ad absurdum -- but where the absurdity is something which we cannot understand -- not merely something absurd in the sense of obviously false.

This is what I am talking about.

Following Diamond and Conant, I would suggest that the Preface to the ‘Tractatus’ is

extremely revealing of the book’s point, ‘content’, form, arguably; hard to square entirely with the single most popular reading of T L-P, what has become the conventional -- ‘Ineffability’ -- reading of the ‘Tractatus’ -- as ‘containing’ many doctrines which can perhaps be thought, but cannot be said, and can ‘strictly’ only be ‘shown’:

e.g. N.B. :  Where is ‘showing’ in the Preface??


(Is it (only) ‘shown’?!)

Wittgenstein wrote that his work consisted essentially of elucidations. If this is so, then it will be of no use to attempt to understand Wittgenstein as producing over the course of the ‘Tractatus’ anything remotely resembling a deductive argument. For each numbered remark is a commentary on one or more preceding remark, not, strictly, a deduction of consequences from it.


Wittgenstein offered us in the Tractatus elucidations, not philosophical propositions; and he held (hoped) that ultimately one would come not to need these elucidations, that one would be able to give up even the pseudo-propositions of the ‘Tractatus’ itself. (Ref. Ogden correspondence)


Wittgenstein switched in his later work to a very different style, having witnessed the failure of the ‘Tractatus’ to be understood; indeed, having seen it repeatedly utterly misunderstood. Whole schools of thought were found on its misinterpretation. (Most notably, Logical Positivism; also, Ryleanism (Palmer).)  As Conant has argued, Wittgenstein’s later work actually looks rather like his prescription at the end of the ‘Tractatus’ for what the correct method in philosophy would be; a prescription he himself had not followed there, and which had been again catastrophically ignored or misunderstood by Wittgenstein’s opponents and ‘followers’ alike.


But in this later work, too, Wittgenstein has been radically misunderstood. He has been often here too interpreted in practice as some kind of Behaviourist, and even as some kind of Verificationist or Positivist -- even, again, by those claiming to be his followers. Even sympathetic and relatively good readers such as Marie McGinn have quite failed to take seriously Wittgenstein’s style, his refusal to assert positive philosophical assertions (e.g. to make claims concerning the form of language)JUSTIFY, his refusal to begin a new jargon or to put together a new set of technical terms; and his insistence that the important thing about his philosophy is not the finding of any answers to problems/questions, but the finding of some methods which can be of use in dealing with philosophical confusion.


(Refs. to Throwing away the bedrock)

As has Anscombe -- Conant again.

The example I am going to focus on pre-eminently here -- while making comparisons to others, and especially in fact to Wittgenstein -- is how to read

Nietzsche. How to avoid making the same mistake with him.

Throwing away the truth: How to read “What is the meaning of ascetic ideals?”
It is ‘well-known’ that Nietzsche would sometimes rather tarry with nihilism than tarry with the truth. His sometime advocacy of lieing, or of careing about neither truth nor falsity, and his sense of the great power and strongly tempting qualities of nihilism -- the evaporation of meaning, the lack of anything save life-denyingness -- these have led some to suggest that he is himself a nihilist of sorts. 

But it is probably rather more ‘well-known’ that Nietzsche does not in the end -- or indeed, really, at any time -- actually endorse nihilism himself, nor is it thought by most commentators that his own views actually do or should eventuate in nihilistic conclusions. Thus we find, for example, Nietzsche condemning moral values, Christian values, and more besides, in the name of other, life-affirming values. The very final section of ‘The Anti-Christ’, that magnificent and ruthless polemic against Pauline Christianity, Nietzsche writes as follows:


“-- With that I have done and pronounce my judgement. I condemn Christianity, I bring against the Christian Church the most terrible charge any prosecutor has ever uttered. To me it is the extremest thinkable form of corruption, it has the will to the ultimate corruption conceivably possible. The Christian Church has left nothing untouched by its depravity, it has made of every value a disvalue, of every truth a lie, of every kind of integrity a vileness of soul... . These are the blessings of Christianity! -- Parasitism as the sole practice of the Church...; the Beyond as the will to deny reality of every kind; the Cross as the badge of recognition for the most subterranean conspiracy there has ever been -- a conspiracy against health, beauty, well-constitudness, bravery, intellect, benevolence of soul, against life itself . . .


Wherever there are walls I shall inscribe this eternal accusation against Christianity upon them -- I can write in letters which even the blind can see . . . . ...I call Christianity the one immortal blemish of mankind . . . 


And one calculates time from the [unlucky day] on which this fatality arose -- from the first day of Christianity! -- Why not rather from its last -- From today? -- Revaluation of all values!”

Well... no doubt about where he stands on that, then. Very firmly... against it. Surely there can be no question about that. And so, presumably, for something else.


And so one would expect to find his arguments against it set out in the pages that precede it. 


But when Anglo-American commentators look for arguments in Nietzsche, they often find themselves, again, somewhat disappointed. Especially when they look for arguments in what probably look on the surface like Nietzsche’s two most conventionally argumentative, quasi-Analytical texts: ‘Beyond Good and Evil’ and (especially) ‘The Genealogy of Morality’.
 So they -- and journeymen philosophers and scholars more generlaly, whatever their home town -- often seek to interpret Nietzsche’s argument in ways which do violence to it. They produce ‘hard’ interpretations of it -- Nietzsche as elitist anti-democratic Romanticist. Even Nietzsche as Nazi. They emphasize then Nietzsche as ‘psychologist’ and even ‘physiologist’. Or: They read Nietzsche as giving us a new metaphysics, a monist metaphysics of the will to power, to ‘replace’ subject vs. object dualism. They try to pin down Nietzsche’s writing into hadny memorisable formulae, into theses.


I will now seek to show in detail why this is -- and (more importantly) why this is inadequate. I will offer a reading of the ‘Genealogy’; specifically, of its culminatory third essay. I think this reading, which has Nietzsche making an argument, but a long argument with a rhetoric hard to understand on casual inspection and almost impossible to render compatible with the constructive (and piecemeal) spirit of Anglo-American philosophizing. An argument of a somewhat special kind, a kind crucial to understand if one wishes to understand Continental philosophy and its contribution (actual and potential) to the last one hundred years or more of Modern thought. And an argument whose nature has not generally been understood well, even among those who have been influenced by Nietzsche, and even influenced by it.


IN the early stages of Essay 3 of the Genealogy, things may appear to proceed not unsmoothly for the advocate of a straightforward Analyticalish reading of Nietzsche. Niezsche makes clear what he is taking a stand against. 

Although the long list in section 1 mentioned above might already give us pause.

Nietzsche’s target widens. The danger of nihilism is to be found as much in science and -- and here we are perhaps shocked, if we think as we read -- in atheism.     Nietzsche, the great recorder of the death of God, warning us that atheism too is a knell of nihilism?

Section 20 and thereafter:

How is this to be understood? Nietzsche is clearing away the rubble, the rubble of what has already been destroyed, even if some of it does not yet know that it is destroyed. Here again, comparison with Wittgenstein is instructive:


“Where does our investigation get its importance from, since it seems only to destroy everything interesting, that is, all that is great and important? (As it were all the buildings, leaving behind only bits of stone and rubble.) What we are destroying is nothing but houses of cards and we are clearing up the grounds of language on which they stand.” (PI para.118).

Cf. GM II 24

law-tables

But there is still a crucial further turn of the screw.

By this point, Nietzsche may seem to be saying, “I am alone! This is why I will be born, if at all, posthumously. You my readers -- you too are nihilists. You too, you worshippers of the truth; you are not yet free spirits; you are not yet free of piety, of truthfulness. I am against all of you!”

But perhaps by now my reader has guessed the truth. Nor is Nietszsche. And he knows it.

My interpretation of Nietzsche is strikingly similar to Heidegger’s -- only Nietzsche is already beyond being the last of the great metaphysicians. Precisely because, and not in spite of, the fact that he knows that he is complicit in that which he is critiquing. He knows that he is not yet free of the truth, of truthfulness, of asceticism. He is trying to clear the ground -- but it is not only us but also him which he needs to clear it of. He would be a metaphysician if he stood magisterially and bombastically against all he surveyed; if he thus proposed a counter-system. But he does not. He fights the systems he is against -- and is willing to recognise that he does not fight them from outside of them.

What is the 3rd essay of the Genealogy? What is Nietzsche? Dynamite.
 Or, better still, a purgative. The Pyrrhonians had it right. As Sextus implied, a purgative is a better metaphor (though are we sure we want a really good one?
 ) than a ladder, or a bomb.


Wittgenstein and Nietzsche insist that there is nothing that they are destroying. I hope now to have strengthened the case for saying that they are right quite considerably.


We’ll only throw away the truth if we are shown it in its full horror; if we realize it, and live it until there is nothing left. A lived reductio.

(Criticisms of conventional reductio ad absurdum in philosophy detailed?).

Detail: section 27.

Back to Derrida, on Nietzsche/truth.

Part of what we encounter with Derrida is undoubtedly a problem inherited from Nietzsche: Can there be any such thing as overcoming the whole discourse

of truth?

(Thus a caveat with regard to what follows: My own view is that it is least clear in the case of Derrida, not entirely clear in the case of Nietzsche, and quite clear in the case of Wittgenstein, that by reading them in the fashion I am suggesting we can emerge with a correct philosophical perspective, with something which is not only nonsense when staticised or fixed, but also of some real dialogical use. But I am urging that we must try to read them in the fashion I am suggesting -- because there is no other available which does not radically fail to read the words of their texts ((But there’s a possible paradox here -- if one must try to make sense, then it’s no good to read Derrida (say) as substantial nonsense. See Conant’s work for how to deal with this.)) 


But we can at least note here another small but perhaps very telling connection between Nietzsche and Wittgenstein; the use by both of the term, ‘überwinden’. That’s right; the word which Wittgenstein uses at the end of his ‘Tractatus’ to refer to what we are supposed to do with even his ‘propositions’ is the very same word which Nietzsche uses to refer to what we are supposed to do to those things which he is critiquing; things which ultimately, I am claiming in this paper, include his own words, his own attempts to clear the ground for the übermenschen to come after him.


Can it now be seen how very close the form of the two arguments are, how very close are their aims and hoped-for-outcomes? Both urge us to overcome the words in which they themselves are expressed. Just as Wittgenstein, in closing passages of the Tractatus, urges us to understand him, and not to ‘understand’ the nonsensical ‘propositions’ he has offered us, so, if we understand Nietzsche (and he asks more and more, in his last years, if he has been understood), we will find his texts, his words, to be so many provocations and invitations to recognise ourselves, to recognise the nonsense and the nothingness that we are. Nietzsche, in offering us the Genealogy of Morality, invites us to overcome it. And ‘it’ here refers not just to morality, but also to the genealogy, the (nihilistic) philosophy, that exposes it, and is toward the end itself exposed.

We can take both seriously, or at least we can try to. We can read Nietzsche, like Wittgenstein, as he demands to be read; as in fact he must be read, if we are not , again, to ignore his words, including but not restricted to those words in which he specifically invites us to read him in certain ways (not, notably, universalistic ways.)


Nietzsche is in fact then, strictly, on this point a John the Baptist, more than a Jesus. He died for the truth to come, the truth that we can only barely begin to conceive, as yet -- the truth that there is no truth, that there should be no truth, that the übermensch will have no truck with truth.


He invites us to throw away truth; but really to throw away truth is to recognize that there is/was nothing to throw away, only the appearance of something. (Contra substantial nonsense.) He invites us to throw away truth -- but, insofar as we are still within the economy of truth and falsity -- and he and we surely still are -- then it’s a tall order. If this is an end of nihilism, or philosophy, then it is an end of nihilism, or of philosophy, which stretches on, for now, indefinitely far into the future.

Nietzsche: the first perfect nihilist
In the Preface to ‘The Will to Power’, Nietzsche makes explicit -- in fact, rather too explicit, somewhat crude, in comparison 
  -- some of what one has to carefully read and find in the subtle, extraordinary, elaborate, original, bizarre argument-structure of the third essay of ‘The Genealogy of Morals’. 

In this Preface, Nietzsche writes that it is now (1888) plain that the advent of nihilism in European culture is now inevitably upon us, “violently, headlong, like a river that wants to reach the end, that no longer reflects, that is afraid to reflect.” (WtP, p.3). And then he speaks of himself, in Section 3 of the Preface:


He that speaks here, conversely, has done nothing so far but reflect: a philosopher and solitary by instinct, who has found his advantage in standing aside and outside, in patience, in procrastination, in staying behnd; as a spirit of daring and experiment that has already lost its way once in every labyrinth of the future; as a soothsayer-bird spirit who looks back when relating what will come; as the first perfect nihilist of Europe who, however, has even now lived through the whole of nihilism, to the end, leaving it behind, outside himself.

“The first perfect nihilist...” -- what could make it plainer than that that the reading given in this paper of Nietzsche as the self-conscious nihilist ending nihilism, setting himself at the apex of the tower of playing cards that is ‘asceticism’, and thus showing that it is merely a card-tower, and taking it down with him, is correct? That this is the true Nietzsche?


But, one is tempted to say, what of the qualification in the above quote: “...who, however, has even now lived through the whole of nihilism, to the end, leaving it behind, outside himself.”?


If only. This is a wish Nietzsche has for himself, but he must now that it has not been realized in his own life, or even in his own works. And indeed, surely we can see this even in the passage itself. Nietzsche reads himself as a “soothsayer-bird spirit”, but one says sooth about the future, in which he allows that his spirit has “already lost its way once in every labyrinth [thereof].”


Secion 4 of the Preface reads as follows: 


“ “ The Will to Power: Attempt at a revaluation of all values” -- in this formulation a countermovement finds expression, regarding both principle and task; a movement that in some future will take the place of this perfect nihilism -- but presupposes it, logically and psychologically, and certainly can come only after and out of it. For why has the advent of nihilism become necessary? Because the values we have had hitherto thus draw their final consequence; because nihilism represents the ultimate logical conclusion of our great values and ideals -- because we must experience nihilism before we can find out what value these “values’ really had. -- We require, sometime, new values.”


But not yet. Or rather: we require them already, perhaps, but we cannot have them until we have experienced nihilism, perfectly. In some future, Nietzsche’s countermovement will find expression genuinely, sometime. But this can only happen after this perfect nihilism, the nihilism of Nietzsche, the nihilism that forbids us the lies involved not only in religion but even in (the self-images of) science ... and atheism ... and philosophy. Only then will an attempt at thoroughgoing revaluation have a real chance of success.

(For now, we are condemned to a Derridean situ?)

What is your aim in philosophy, Nietzsche? To show the ascetic the way out of asceticism. But while recognizing that we are ALL ascetics 
 -- and that the way out is extraordinarily difficult. Where one will be when one emerges, no-one yet knows. A place that has to be made, that is not there waiting for us like another world.

Nietzsche is not really an end-of-philosophy philosopher, any more than Wittgenstein (ref. Jolley reply). Because ending philosophy can at best be an open-ended project, not a state that any of us now can arrive at simply through will-power or such-like. One can stop doing philosophy -- but absolutely not just whenever one wants, unless one is merely stopping doing philosophy (which is O.K.), rather than ending it.

(See Harry Redner)

Nietzsche end Section I of the Third Essay of teh Genealogy by writing, “Have I made myself understood? . . . ‘Absolutely not, sir!’ -- So let us start at teh beginning.” But in his beginning is his end, for of course Section 28 famously ends: “It is absolutely impossible for us to conceal what was...given its direction by the ascetic ideal: this hatred of the human, and even more of the animalistic, even more of the material, this horror of the senses, of reason itself, this fear of happiness and beauty, this longing to get away from appearance, transience, growth, detah, wishing, longing itself -- all that means, let us dare to grasp it, a will to nothingness, an aversion to life, a rebellion against the most fundamental prerequisites of life, but it is and reamins a will! . . . And, to conclude by saying what I said at the beginning: man still prefers to will nothingness, than not will. . . (p.128).

 One shouldn’t perhaps read too much into this particular circular movement, this lovely classical rhetorical flourish -- but I venture that it is legible as one more confirmation of the unusual ‘argument-structure’ of the Genealogy. Nietzsche writes a fairly long essay to tell you ... exactly what he told you at the beginning of the essay. It is as though you have to read the Essay for yourself, come to think the thoughts that are expressed in it -- only then will you be able to get out of the fly-bottle, and fly away. In fact, cut the ‘as though’ in the previous sentence. Nietzsche’s book is not a text-book -- it will perhaps be comprehensible only to one who has already thought the thoughts that are in it -- or, rather, who has attempted to (for it is not clear that one can succeed). It is a provocation to one to think for oneself, of course, for sure -- but it takes you along a road that can lead precisely to this possibility of thinking for oneself, a possibility as yet hardly attainable, under the apparently-unavoidable tyranny of truth. ((Redo last bit of that)).


To look a little closer at those last two sentences of the essay: Can all that be what ascetic ideals mean? For sure, in the preview (in Section I), a vast range of things were specified as coming under the ascetic ideal, but perhaps that was merely to get us interested. No; what we saw in looking at the trajectory of the essay, especially latterly, was just how much does indeed fall under the purview of this ‘ideal’; even ourselves. Nietzsche means the penultimate sentence of teh Third Essay -- he means, for example, that the will to nothingness which has dominated humankind is a horror not just of longing but also “of reason itself”. A telling inclusion, this last one. What has dominated humankind to date, what it is whose tutelage is almost impossible to escape from, whose tutelage and power Nietzsche himself admits, as we have seen, he cannot yet escape from, is a horror of virtually everything that human beings have been, and that life is. Reason itself is a horror of ... reason itself, for example. When we try to think this, we are in a position way beyond the easy logic of a polemic, or of a piece of standard rational informal logic, or of a (scientificish) theory, or even of a standard reductio ad absurdum form.
  We are, instead, in the territory of what I am calling a livedreductio ad absurdum.
To sum up, then:

He argued in ‘The Genealogy of Morals’ that science and even atheism are nihilistic, because they still have faith in truth, they still believe in a god -- Truth.
  Until we can get beyond such faith, which Nietzsche himself of course shared, and indeed exemplified, Nietzsche holds that we have no chance of creating truly new values, of dancing and affirming in a space beyond good and evil, beyond truth and falsity. (Assassins)


So, what is Nietzsche’s solution in ‘The Genealogy of Morals’? Arguably, it is this: to attack nihilism, but then to reveal that even the attack is still nihilistic (because it is exposing the lies involved in religion etc., but all in the name of a new god, Truth), and that he, Nietzsche, himself, is in fact the apogee of nihilism. The reader is then encouraged, if s/he can, to start to get beyond both Nietzsche and what Nietzsche criticised, in his or her own way. Nietzsche destroys nihilism, but from the inside; like a virus, or a bomb, or (best of all) an emetic... That’s the perfect way to do it.


[imp: Have to square Niezsche himself as nihilism with Nietzsch’e texts as nihilistic, but him as beckoning us beyond that.) Say something like: ‘To dramatize, we can violate the careful way Wittgenstein does it, and identify Niet himself with what he is saying, with what he cannot as yet say more than.)

He is the perfect nihilist, because he reduces even nihilism (and himself, in the process) to nothing, and thus clears the ground for something new. embodied a truth that destroyed its nemesis from the inside, by both becoming and exposing it. Nietzsche took nihilism to its logical conclusion, and in him, the anti-nihilistic nihilist, it perished of the truth, of the contradiction, of itself. 


The startling realization that comes to one once one has got ‘The Genealogy’ right, once in particular one has understod the remarkable self-implicating dialectic of its Section 24.27, is as follows. Nietzsche’s truth: “I am the Truth, I am Christianity, I am nihilism -- come to realize its own nature, come home to roost...”.
  To roost, that is, in the reader’s comprehension. ‘The Genealogy’ is like a mirror. Only the reader takes an awful long time to recognise her own reflection in it. One wants to believe that one is already outside, beyond, or at least before nihilism. One is encouraged in this hope by the example of Nietzsche -- if he can think pure anti-nihilism, then, we think, perhaps we can too. Nietzsche shows you that even he isn’t beyond nihilism; indeed, that he is it in its purest form, and your hope collapses -- and finally perhaps there is hope for you, because finally you can perhaps be persuaded.
 You see yourself in all your horror, as he did, and perhaps then you have the first inklings of an opportunity to rebel, perhaps then you have the opportunity to see where the truth has brought us to, and where, just possibly, we can go from here. To save humanity he/we had to destroy it. Or at least, to destroy all of its illusions.


(Like the Winch “Persuasion” argument. Cite)


 Nietzsche, like Jesus Christ, and like Socrates, a sacrifice. 

(Niet teels the truth more than he fictions, despite all his valoirasation of the latter

Truth perishes of itself -- then something else possible. No objects, no subjects -- no things in themselves, no truth-in-itself. Only perspective seeing.

And this philosophy is not universalistic (Nehamas 2) -- again, Nietzsche and Wittgenstein are at one in wanting the reader to respond to this philosophy for themselves. This is, again, an aspect of Wittgenstein’s thought that has not been sufficiently understood or respected. It is quite plain in the Prefaces to his two masterpieces. This, in the Investigations we have:

“I should not like my writing to spare other people the trouble of thinking. But, if possible, to stimulate someone to thoughts of his own.” 
 

While the opening of the ‘Tractatus’ reads:

.

Nietzsche and Wittgenstein -- have they been understood? Little, all too little...

But we can understand them right now, if we are willing to make the effort.


Jaspers was half-right; Nietzsche’s philosophy is in an important sense wholly negative. But this is a triumph. It is a triumph in the sense in which it is a triumph also in Austin, in Marx, and in Foucault, and (above all, perhaps) in Wittgenstein (who only assembles reminders, and deals with philosophical problems as they come along, who has no philosophical system at all). These were the first philosophers to effectively give themselves a self-denying ordinance for how the future, utopia, was to be (No wonder that they wondered whether they were really philosophers at all). Marx was occasionally tempted to describe what Communism would/could be like (what things would be like after the withering away of the state), as Nietzsche was to describe what life could be like after the perishing of the ascetic ideal, but both mostly managed to resist this impulse. This asceticism, this holding back from the wish to write a philosophy hopelessly attempting to be ‘in’ the future, is, I am claiming, a triumph. It is high time that this remarkable achievement were recognized. The precondition for that is the recognition of the character of Nietzsche’s argument, above all in ‘The Genealogy of Morality’.

� Does this -- could this -- exclude Nietzsche? Well, for one thing, one notes already how close this formulation of asceticism is to -- the will to power...


� And even, in fact, Hume, Berkeley, Kant, and Frege, at their bests... Thus we have here, I would actually claim, not so much a divide between Anglo-American and Continental as between great philosophers and the journeymen of both traditions. Lesser Continental writers, at least in the Academy, tend to be more Analytical than those they are writing on; and the same is true, I am alleging, of lesser Anglo-Americans...


� Kauf., p.3


� Ecce Homo, p.326.


� 6.54		If you throw away the ladder after climbing it, does that leave you still up the ladder? Or do you collapse with the ladder?


You would have to be standing somewhere new, to be not just back where you started in a heap. You would have to be on a platform or something, able to survey what is below. (And the later Wittgenstein also uses metaphors of survey, of perspicuous over-view. But is ANY of this more than metaphor?)  Where is this platform? Is its location describable?


		What if the ladder were a very long one in non-Euclidean space, or in Relativistic space where space is ‘curved’? One might then, even if one “literally” (!) and not only “so to speak” climbed up, end up at the foot of the ladder again after climbing it. Would that be a result that Wittgenstein himself did not desire?


		If you climb up a ladder “so to speak”, do you climb TO anywhere?


		(Or would it be better to say that you grow up the ladder -- up the trellis -- of this book? This metaphor seems indeed to work better -- but that may be its danger! For part of the point about the ladder metaphor must surely be that it itself is also to be thrown away, as Conant argues...)


� Treating The Will to Power -- which, after all, was an unpublished collection of notes -- as the key to interpreting The Genealogy of Morals etc. is rather like treating Wittgenstein’s Notebooks as the key to interpreting his published work, the Tractatus. A very dubious and potentially misleading exercise -- see my    (Journal of the History of Philosophy  ). Likewise Ecce Homo -- a marvellous work, but a work of irony and grandiosity and more besides -- not a simple key to how to read what came before. The devastatingly subtle and all-pervasive ground-clearing philosophy of Nietzsche as expressed in the thrid essay of teh Genealogy -- this is not gainsaid by occasional moments of apparently greater ‘directness’ in the lovely breezy pages of Ecce Homo.


� Kaufman’s Intro., p.12


� In future work, I hope to show how actually even the standard reductio ad absurdum form is misunderstood virtually whenever it is applied in philosophy.


� CUT SOME: Nietzsche’s ‘affirmative’ -- and paradoxical -- philosophy of love and science, summed up in the marvellous notion of ‘the gay science’ itself. Crucially, Nietzsche argues that there is no such thing as presuppositionless knowing, more powerfully than even James or Kuhn. This puts faith and pasion back into (our concept of) science -- at the cost of rendering science asceticistic and nihilistic in Nietzsche’s special, broad sense of those words. Science is not beyond faith, and scientists do not have faith in themselves -- “for they still have faith in truth.” (Genealogy of Morals (New York: Vintage, 1969; ed./transl. Kaufmann), Essay II, Section 24; p.150) That science (and human inquiry in general) has yet to recognize this leaves it wanting, for Nietzsche, in the court of intellectual conscience: for it has not yet drawn the conclusion against itself that it should do, if it were ‘hard’ (sic.) and conscientious and ‘truthful’ enough to ... put all will to truth into doubt, as Nietzsche himself attempts to begin to, while recognizing that he himself, paradoxically, is in fact the purest representative that has yet been produced ... of the ascetic ideal! For he is trying honestly and truthfully to face the horrifying fact of the consequences of the will to truth, the passion for truth above everything else...


� Nietzsche is nihilism, perhaps, in the sense that one of his semi-‘heros’, Napoleon, was when he said of himself, “I am the Revolution”. Its essence -- not just its antithesis...


� One is reminded of the remarkable lines of the rebel leader in Genet’s ‘The Balcony’, when asked by a subordinate whether there is hope of acheiving victory: “Stop hoping. We’ll win.”


� Preceding this in the Preface, we have the following: “[T]he essential thing [about my book as I envisaged it] was that the thoughts should proceed from one subject to another in a natural order and without breaks. // After several unsuccessful attempts to weld my results together into such a whole, I realized that I should never succeed. The best that I could write would never be more than philosophical remarks; my thoughts were soon crippled if I tried to force them on in any single direction against their natural inclination.----And this was, of course, connected with the very nature of the investigation. For this compels us to travel over a wide field of thought criss-cross in every direction... // It is not impossible that it should fall to the lot of this work, in its poverty and in the darkness of this time, to bring light into one brain or another -- but, of course, it is not likely.” (PI ix-x; emphasis mine).  The early part of this quotation illustrates again how very much Wittgenstein is likely to be misconstrued if one takes him -- as have so many, including Waismann, Pears, C.McGinn, M.McGinn, and even Hacker (in practice) -- to be writing philosophy in a form which can be ‘translated’ successfully into a style radically other than his own. For more detail on the view of style and philosophy which I am here endorsing, see pp.3-4 of A.Nehamas’s The Art of Living: Socratic reflections from Plato to Foucault (Berkeley, CA: U.Cal., 1998).





