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ABSTRACT

THE CONCEPTS OF (DIS)PLEASURE AND PAIN IN NIETZSCHE AND
FOUCAULT

Karatekeli, Emre
M.A, Department of Philosophy

Supervisor: Prof. Dr. S. Halil Turan

June 2016, 133 pages

This thesis seeks to problematise Nietzsche’s and Foucault’s interpretations of the
feelings of pleasure, displeasure, and pain. For this purpose, I firstly bring under
discussion Nietzsche’s treatment of the feelings in question on a physiological and a
cultural level, by dealing with The Will to Power and On the Genealogy of Morality,
respectively. In this part of the study, | examine the issues of, inter alia, the critique
of the overvaluation of consciousness, the ineluctable yet predominantly forgotten
significance of the body in human life, the novelty and radicality of immanency in
the Nietzschean art of interpretation, and the possibility of a partial antidote to
modern nihilism, as provided by ancient Greek life. Secondly, furthering my
discussion on the cultural level, I investigate Foucault’s conceptualisation of pain
and pleasure in his two works, Discipline and Punish and The Use of Pleasure,
respectively.l aim to demonstrate how Nietzschean Foucault is in his construal of the
role of the body and pain, as the latter undergoes fateful transformations in
modernity as regards the economy of punishment. Foucault’s reading of ancient
Greek (sexual) pleasures,aphrodisia, | claim, seeks to find a way out of modern
asceticism or nihilism by revisiting enkrateia, namely asceticism a la the ancient

Greeks.

Keywords: Nietzsche, Foucault, pleasure, displeasure, pain.
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NIETZSCHE VE FOUCAULT DA ZEVK(SIiZLiK) VE ACI KAVRAMLARI

Karatekeli, Emre
Yuksek Lisans, Felsefe BOlUmu
Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. S. Halil Turan

Haziran 2016, 133 sayfa

Bu tez Nietzsche’nin and Foucault’'nun zevk, zevksizlik ve act duygularini
yorumlamalarint sorunsallastirmay1 amaglamaktadir. Bu amagla, ilk olarak, sirastyla
Gii¢c Istenci ve Ahlakin Soykiitiigii eserleri tartisilarak, Nietzsche’nin s6z konusu
duygular1 fizyolojik ve kiiltiirel bir diizeyde isleyisi tartismaya agilacaktir.
Calismanin bu boliimiinde, digerleri yaninda, bilincin asir1 degerlenisinin elestirisi,
bedenin insan hayatindaki kacinilmaz fakat biiyiik 6l¢lide unutulmus olan 6nemi,
Nietzscheci yorumlama sanatindaki i¢kinselligin yeniligi ve radikalligi, eski Yunan
hayatindan tedarik edilebilinecek olan modern nihilizme karst kismi panzehirin
olanaklilig1 gibi konular irdelenecektir. Ikinci olarak, Kiiltiirel diizeydeki tartigma
devam ettirilerek, Foucault’nun ac1 ve haz duygularin1 kavramsallagtirmasi sirasiyla
Hapishanenin Dogusu ve Cinselligin Tarihi eserlerinde goriildigi  sekliyle
incelenecektir. Foucault’nun beden ve aci kavramlarinin rollerini yorumlamasinda,
ikincisi modernitede ceza ekonomisi baglaminda can alici doniisiimlerden gegerken,
nasil Nietzscheci oldugunun kanitlanmasi hedeflenmektedir. Foucault’nun eski
Yunandaki (cinsel) hazlar, yani aphrodisia okumasinin enkrateia, yani eski Yunan
tarzi ¢ilecilik mefthumunu yeniden degerlendirerek, modern ¢ilecilige veya nihilizme

kars1 bir ¢ikis yolunu aramaya ¢alistig1 savlanmaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Nietzsche, Foucault, zevk, zevksizlik, aci.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

There is no question that Western philosophy from Plato up until Nietzsche has been
mainly concerned with issues which glossed over the role of the body in human life.
One might state that underlying this habit of thinking is an otherworldly and hence
life-defamatory conception of life: positing a realm of ideas, spirit, reason, etc. as
opposed to that of the body, and declaring the former superior and the, or more, real
sphere, whilst the latter the less real, or illusory one. | believe and seek to
demonstrate throughout this thesis how Nietzsche’s philosophy has been a serious
challenge and even an attempt to overcome this nihilistic tradition by his radical
bringing into play the indispensable and primary value of the body in human life.
The radicality and complexity of the thought of Nietzsche no doubt reverberated in
the subsequent philosophies, and, as | wish to prove in this thesis, Foucault has been
one of those who closely followed Nietzsche in his general lines of thinking. By
scrutinising Nietzsche’s and Foucault’s readings of the concepts of pleasure,
displeasure, and pain, | wish to unpack the radicality in question.

In the following, | will firstly be narrating the thoughts of some philosophers that
precede Nietzsche on the issue of these three feelings under consideration; secondly,
the philosophies of Nietzsche and Foucault will be outlined; lastly, the body of the

thesis will be summed up.

1.1. A Brief Historical Survey: Pleasure and Pain in Plato, Aristotle, Epicurus,
and J. S. Mill

The first important figure in the history of Western philosophy who sought to give an
account of pleasure and pain is Plato. Given that his ideas were far from systematic,
we need to look at some of his dialogues separately to be able to grasp his thoughts

on this issue. As Dorothea Frede points out, in Plato’s oeuvre one can find such



varied positions as pro-hedonism, anti-hedonism, as well as an in-between one®.
Having stated in the Euthyphro the absence of a solid criterion as regards the
question what is just and unjust, the good and the bad, etc. such as the one which can
be found in the sciences of number, measurement and weight, Plato maintains a
hedonistic stance on pleasure and pain in the Protagoras: if, the argument goes, the
good and the bad are equated with pleasure and pain, respectively, one can be said to
have an objective criterion for determining the good and the bad, for pleasure and
pain can be measured objectively?. As Dorothea Frede observes, positing the good
(and the bad) as being measurable so as to assess them rationally was a recurrent
theme in Plato — e.g. the same stance can be found also in the Philebus®,

In the Gorgias, which can be regarded as expanding on the hedonism of the
Protagoras®, we see Plato’s Socrates differentiate between different sorts of pleasure,
and hence introduce the idea that there must be better and worse pleasures”.
However, before reaching this verdict, Socrates dismisses pleasures, since he regards
them as nothing but the unceasing replenishment of a painful lack — thereby, this
never-ending process can never result in a desired satisfactoriness or undisturbedness
in human life®.

The Phaedo can be taken to be Plato’s most anti-hedonistic stance on pleasure’.
By apparently disposing the differentiation between the higher and lower kinds of

pleasure, which he had introduced in the Gorgias, Plato denounces pleasures as

! Frede, Dorothea, “Pleasure and Pain in Aristotle’s Ethics” in Richard Kraut (ed.),The Blackwell
Guide to Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics. Oxford: Blackwell, 2006, p. 255. Hereafter PaP.

’Santas, Gerasimos, “Plato on Pleasure as the Human Good” in Hugh H. Benson (ed.),A Companion
to Plato. Oxford: Blackwell, 2006, p. 309. Hereafter PoP.

3Frede, Dorothea, “Disintegration and restoration: Pleasure and pain in Plato’s Philebus” in Richard
Kraut (ed.), The Cambridge Companion to Plato. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999, p.
434. Hereafter DR.

*PoP, p. 314.

DR, p. 434.

® PaP, p. 255.

"DR, p. 435.



bodily fetters weighing down on the soul, which can be freed from the imprisonment
of the body only upon death®. It is worth noting that underlying this assertion of Plato
are the two assumptions that, firstly, pleasure is entirely associated with the body,
and, secondly, the possibility of ‘higher’ or philosophical pleasures connected with
the soul or the mind is not allowed®.

In the Republic Plato’s stance on the nature of pleasure takes a novel twist,
thereby he adopts a mixed position by excluding both the hedonistic and the anti-
hedonistic standpoints™. Accordingly, having introduced the tripartite conception of
the soul, according to which the soul is composed of an appetitive, spirited, and
logical component in the ascending order of purity, pleasures can be evaluated by
specifying to which part of the soul the pleasure in question is connected. In such a
model only the pleasures of the rational part of the soul can be deemed genuine,
since any pleasure belonging to the appetitive or the spirited part of the soul cannot

be said to be pure and real*?

. Also, the latter are only the appearance of pleasure
owing to Plato’s contention that they are nothing more than the filling of a painful
lack, and hence not unadulterated with pain®3.

In the Philebus as well, Plato maintains that pleasure is nothing but the re-
establishment of a disturbance by way of filling a painful lack, and thereby, as
regards its status among the other goods, it represents an inferior one*. The last

dialogue to be looked at is the Laws, in which, although he continues to regard

¥ DR, p. 435.

DR, p. 435.

19papP, p. 256.

1pop, p. 318.

12pop, p. 318; DR, p. 435.
3 pop, p. 318; PaP, p. 256.

4 paP, p. 256.



pleasure as having a secondary value, Plato assigns to them the function of educating
s0 as to achieve the good citizens of the polis®.

As far as this brief survey of Plato’s views on pleasure and pain demonstrates, he
was far from committed to a systematic and coherent understanding of them.
However, it should be noted that Plato’s most noteworthy contribution on this issue
can be said to be his construal of pleasure as the replenishment of a lack. Also, pain
is generally considered to be the opposite of pleasure. All in all, one could point out
that Plato’s assertions on the feelings of pleasure and pain vacillate between
hedonism (the Protagoras) and antihedonism (the Phaedo).

The second philosopher who gave an important account of pleasure and pain in
ancient Greek philosophy is Aristotle, who, in the Nicomachean Ethics, “manages to
integrate pleasure in his moral philosophy and to assign an intrinsic value to it
without treating it as the ultimate motive of our actions”°. One problem about the
treatment of pleasure in this work is that the discussion of the role of pleasure in a

1. He thereby states

good life precedes Aristotle’s interpretation of pleasure in itsel
that in a happy life, in which one can exercise the best abilities of its own soul, one
has the highest degree of pleasure as an intrinsic part of its life'®.

Contending that pleasures are intrinsic elements in one’s own life is a vital
contribution on the part of Aristotle, since, by this insight, he forestalls the criticism
directed at a hedonistic understanding of pleasure by regarding it as a feature of an
action, not as the motive of an action™®. In such a conception, in which pleasure is not
an element taken to be considered on its own regardless of its pertinent action,
pleasure is an indicator of one’s abilities — so that, if one takes pleasure in a virtuous

action, it would necessarily point to the intrinsically virtuous character of that

> paP, p. 256.
1% pap, p. 257.
1 paP, p. 258.
18 paP, pp. 258-9.

19paP, p. 259.



person’s soul?’. According to this narrative, one cannot hold that pleasure is
something which is good or bad in itself, since evaluating its goodness or badness is
entirely contingent on the activity associated with the pleasure in question®. For
instance, to Aristotle, a life full of accomplished activities in concord with one’s
abilities will, of necessity, be a happy life, which is pleasurable?.

As stated earlier, after discussing the role of pleasure in a virtuous or good life
Aristotle takes up the issue of the nature of pleasure in itself. Pleasure, says Aristotle,
is “an ‘unimpeded activity [energeia] of a natural state/disposition” — through this
view he refutes Plato’s construal of pleasure as a process of restoration, i.e., the
replenishment of a painful lack?®. In other words, as Douglas Hutchinson remarks,
pleasure for Aristotle is “involved in any unfrustrated activity that exercises our
natural capacities”24. On the other hand, Aristotle criticises Plato’s interpretation of
pleasure as restoration on the grounds that, in addition to being unimpeded, pleasure
is to be perfect at all times — hence, according to Aristotle’s standards, pleasure in
Plato cannot be perfect at every moment unless it reaches the moment of (temporary)
full satisfaction®®. In other words, in the Philebus Plato treats pleasure, not as good,
but as ‘“a process toward[s] someting good”, or towards the original state of
fullness®.

All in all, whilst Plato characterises pleasure as a “‘perceptible process to a natural

299

condition’”, Aristotle as an “‘unimpeded activity of a natural condition’”?’. I think

that the ‘to’ in Plato and the ‘of” in Aristotle neatly lays out the difference in their

20 paP, p. 2509.

'Hutchinson, Douglas, “Ethics” in Jonathan Barnes (ed.), The Cambridge Companion to Aristotle.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999, p. 211. Hereafter E.

2E, p.211.

2 paP, p. 262.
*E, p.211.

2 PaP, p. 262-3.
®E p.211.

?TE, p. 212, italics added.



views: the former takes pleasure to be an external element to the related action,
whereas the latter gives it an internal, immanent or intrinsic sense by laying emphasis
on the indissociability of pleasure and its action.

As for the feeling of pain, the Nicomachean Ethics provides us next to nothing,
perhaps due to the fact that this work is devoted to the elucidation of a good life”®. So
that as regards Aristotle’s understanding of pain, we have only the assertions that,
taking it as the opposite of pleasure, it is connected either with the obstruction of an
activity or with acting badly, and that the good life must include some pains as well,
e.g. the pains of a brave life?.

The next figure is Epicurus, whose account on pleasure is heavily indebted to
Aristotle, but also differs from the latter in some respects®. As for the similarities,
Epicurus concurs with Aristotle that happiness (eudaimonia) constitutes the highest
good, and that along with other intrinsic goods such as “pleasure, honour, virtue and
friendship”, happiness is desirable for its own sake, i.e., it is not an instrumental
goodgl. However, although Epicurus accepts Aristotle’s teleological account of the
good, one should take note of the fact that the former rejects the latter’s teleological
understanding of nature — according to which all organs have a purpose, and, since
reason is the highest organ, the happiest life must be the one including reasoning and
rationality for the most part®®. For Epicurus, even though it is true that our eyes are
capable of seeing, our hands of grasping, etc., one should not infer from this fact that

they were designed for the sake of carrying out such functions*®.

%8 paP, p. 263.

2 paP, p. 263.

% Due to the limitations of this introductory chapter, | cannot go into the subtle differences between
Epicurean philosophers and hence point out if any assertion belongs to Epicurus himself or other
lesser figures of this school. For this reason, | will be only treating Epicurus, at times presenting
Epicureanism as if it were articulated only by Epicurus.

31 O’Keefe, Tim, Epicureanism. Durham: Acumen, 2010, pp. 111-2.

%Epicureanism, p. 112.

$Epicureanism, p. 112.



As for the points on which Epicurus disagreed with Plato, for the latter, “we desire
what is good because it is good, whereas [for the former], [we desire] pleasure [as]
the highest good because we desire it”3*. In addition, Epicurus maintained that the
Platonic conception of the good as such is untenable, since Epicurean materialism
held that goodness, like other notions, can attain its meaning only in its relation with
other phenomena®.

After seeing on what points Epicurus concurred with and differed from his
predecessors, now we can look at Epicurus’s account of pleasure in itself. We can
call his ideas on this issue “psychological egoistic hedonism”, which rests on two
main theses: i-) “the only thing we desire for its own sake is our own pleasure” — as
is the case with a newborn baby, whose behaviours are almost entirely regulated by
the pleasure principle; ii-) the raw experience patently shows that, just like the infant,
we invariably consider pleasure good and pain bad. Furthermore, relying on these
two arguments of psychological hedonism, Epicurus thinks that it is possible to
establish the “ethical egoistic hedonism”, which holds that “the only thing that is
intrinsically valuable is our own pleasure™®. This narrative which seeks to examine
not what ought to be the case, but what is the case vis-a-vis human beings’ most
immediate experiences of pleasure, as elucidated by Epicurus was challenged firstly
by the Stoics, who held that an infant’s behaviour is regulated by self-preservation,
not by pleasures®. Secondly, Aristotle would state that, given his teleological
understanding of nature, we should be investigating not an infant’s, but an adult’s

(re)action to pleasures for such a discussion®.

%Epicureanism, pp. 112-3.
%Epicureanism, p. 113.
%®Epicureanism, pp. 113-4.
¥Epicureanism, p. 114.
Epicureanism, pp. 114-5.

%Epicureanism, p. 115.



In order not to misconstrue Epicurus’ hedonism as espousing a licentious and
voluptuous life, the discussion of the two distinctions that aim to differentiate
between different sorts of pleasure is in order. In the first place, Epicurus makes a
distinction between mental and bodily pleasures: unlike the latter, which are solely
linked with the present, the former are connected with the past, the present, and the
future®®. Also, Epicurus is of the view that, even though the mental pleasures are
determined by the bodily ones, we should be regarding the mental pleasures as
constituting the more valuable side in this distinction*.

In the second place, Epicurus differentiates between kinetic and katastematic
pleasures: whereas the former represent the pleasures which contain movement, the
bodily process of satisfaction in everyday sense, the latter refer to a state of being
freed from satisfaction, need or painful lack, i.e., a neutral state*’. Ataraxia, or
tranquillity, says Epicurus, denotes the mental katastematic pleasures, and the
attainment of ataraxia is nothing but the highest degree of pleasure®. Additionally,
aponia is the term Epicurus uses to designate the bodily katastematic pleasures**. In
brief, according to Epicurus, aponia and ataraxia characterise the highest pleasures
with the proviso that ataraxia depends on, but is far more crucial than, aponia®.

As we have seen, even though Epicurus’ interpretation of pleasures can be said to
have a hedonistic perspective, one should bear in mind that for him the apex of a
happy life is the life of ataraxia, namely a life of total freedom from the fetters of
constant need of pleasurable satisfaction of painful lacks. So that, so as to come close
to this state, Epicurean hedonism recommends people to be dependent more and

“Epicureanism, pp. 117-8.
“Epicureanism, p. 118.
“Epicureanism, p. 120.
“Epicureanism, p. 120.
“Epicureanism, p. 120.

*Epicureanism, p. 120.



more on natural bodily needs, thereby a life of self-sufficiency not trapped by self-
indulgence could become possible®.

The last figure, in whose thinking the concept of pleasure played an important
role, is J. S. Mill. First of all, it should be noted that although one could hold that J.
S. Mill is to be considered together with the other two important thinkers of
utilitarianism, this contention needs to be qualified: it was J. S. Mill who modified
and expanded on his predecessors’ ideas by extending the purview of and enriching
utilitarianism*’. Hence, J. S. Mill could be regarded as representing the most fully
fledged version of utilitarianism. However, in the following discussion only his
views on the concept of pleasure will be pertinent.

Before going into this issue, we should firstly look at the basic tenets of
utilitarianism, which is shared by its all thinkers. In general, utilitarianism as a moral
theory holds that actions are to be evaluated on the basis of their utility, thus rules out
the view that any action can have an intrinsic moral value on its own*. This moral
theory contends that the good is more fundamental than what constitutes rights and
obligations, and that the latter are to be ascertained according to the former®. As
regards the interpretation of what the good is, all three important figures of
utilitarianism maintain that “the good we seek to promote consists in mental states

250 In other words,

such as pleasure, happiness, enjoyment or satisfaction
utilitarianism holds in the main that what human beings ultimately want is their
pleasure or happiness®’. As a prime example of this view, in his “felicific calculus’, J.
Bentham seeks to evaluate actions by quantifying their pleasures and pains on a scale

according to their intensity and duration; as a result, “the higher on the scale of

**Epicureanism, p. 117.

“Donner, Wendy, “Mill’s Utilitarianism” in John Skorupski (ed.), The Cambridge Companion to
Mill. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998, p. 255. Hereafter MU.

*® MU, p. 256.
* MU, p. 256.
0 MU, p. 256, italics added.

L MU, p. 256.



quantity each pleasure is placed, the greater is its value”% However, on the issue of
what constitutes the utility, the utilitarians give varying accounts.

After this brief look at the basic tenets of utilitarianism, we can proceed to Mill’s
specifications on them. He asserts that utility is the bedrock of his moral theory and
such a view espouses the greatest happiness principle: whatever promotes happiness
is to be considered good, and what is meant by happiness is pleasure or the absence
of pain®. In this scheme, the bad is the opposite of the good, i.e., the lack of pleasure
and the presence of pain®*. By relying on this structure, J. S. Mill establishes a what
he calls ‘the theory of life’: only things that are good or desirable in themselves are
either pleasure or avoiding pain, or any means which enable one to pursue pleasure
or shun pain™.

This narrative of J. S. Mill diverges from J. Bentham in that even though both of
them argue that the good consists in mental pleasures, the latter takes these mental
pleasures to be sensuous pleasure, whilst the former much more complex mental
experiences®®. Secondly, J. S. Mill improved on Bentham’s quantitative hedonism by
adding a new axis which takes also the qualitative aspect into account®’. This new
dimension focuses on an irreducible, qualitative superiority of an action, which is
deemed preferable to any other action containing the same amount of pleasure with a
lower quality®. As Wendy Donner states, it is by introducing this qualitative
dimension and by enriching the understanding of mental pleasures that J. S. Mill can

be said to provide a more insightful perspective in utilitarianism®.

2 MU, p. 268.
MU, p. 257.
*MU, p. 257.
MU, p. 257.
MU, p. 257.
MU, p. 257.
MU, p. 262.
¥ MU, p. 272.
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1.2. Nietzsche’s and Foucault’s Thoughts in General

Now, after this brief historical survey on the values ascribed to pleasure and pain by
Plato, Aristotle, Epicurus, and J. S. Mill, respectively, | would like to briefly discuss
Nietzsche’s and Foucault’s philosophies in general. The discussion in the following
will be revolving around their understanding of, firstly, the power (relations), and
secondly, the conception of the subject.

One of the most radical and far-reaching contributions of Nietzsche to philosophy
is his doctrine of will to power. According to this theory, life — organic or inorganic,
human or non-human, etc. — is to be interpreted as an incessant, never-ending and
purposeless will to become master of resistances standing in the way of this will, or
will to expend more and more regardless of the outcome of this process. Against the
backdrop of Western metaphysics, which has been predominantly mired in
philosophising in terms of substance, Nietzsche’s doctrine seeks to conceptualise life
according to a monistic but polyvalent outlook.

As regards the monistic feature of will to power, it is at pains to replace the
dualistic ontology of ‘this world vs. the real world’ with life as such — not this life
since it would still refer to the existence of another life. As for its polyvalence, this
doctrine seeks to interpret phenomena not according to some pre-given, solidified,
universal and necessary (pace Kant) criteria whose ‘truth’ cannot be doubted.
Instead, the novelty of Nietzschean interpretation is its commitment to treat each
phenomenon in its specificity, by heeding the specific values the phenomena in
question take up. As a result of this, one and the same word, notion, feeling, etc. can
be construed as having even contrary meanings by looking at the articulator of these
senses.

Furthermore, as Alan D. Schrift states, Nietzsche’s ontology of will to power
seeks to supplant the traditional focus on substances, subjects and things, which
isolates them from life or relationality, by a method of investigation which mainly

deals with the relations between these phenomena®. In order to dispel the probable

0gchrift, Alan, Nietzsche’s French Legacy: A Genealogy of Poststructuralism. New York, London:
Routledge, 1995, pp. 39-40. Hereafter NFL.
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misunderstanding that Nietzsche’s polyvalent doctrine or perspectivism is doomed to
relativism and thus to nihilism, it should be noted that this outlook adopts a
physiological criterion: phenomena are to be assessed according to whether they are
the effects of a healthy or sickly will to power®".

Also, such an understanding of life warrants, inter alia, accepting and even
perpetually affirming life as a whole with its dire predicaments. This yes-saying to
life does not concur with the optimism of the Enlightenment (Kant, Hegel), which
generally posits a model of linear progress in terms of the dominance of reason in
life. Nor does it find the pessimistic stance tenable, which considers life as totally
worthless (Christianity, Schopenhauer).

Having been influenced by all these Nietzschean elements, Foucault’s oeuvre
might be regarded as an attempt to dispose of the worldviews of both liberalism and
Marxism, which “posit teleology and emphasise continuity [where] Foucault locates
rupture and discontinuity”®. Keith Ansell-Pearson suggests that where Nietzsche’s
influence can be seen most is Foucault’s novel understanding of power relations in
political philosophy. Accordingly, this Foucaldian political philosophy seeks to get
rid of the juridical model of power® by asserting that whereas the latter sees “a realm
of freedom untainted by relations of domination”, the former “detects a hidden will
to power, a will which wants to gain control of reality and master it” for some
temporary purposes of satisfaction®.

To unpack this point, Foucault contends that power relations do not have a
substantive sense, which holds that power is a property possessed by a ruling class,

or the state; instead, they refer to a variety of relations between forces to be found in

SINFL, p. 42.

%2 Ansell-Pearson, Keith, “The Significance of Michel Foucault’s Reading of Nietzsche: Power, the
Subject, and Political Theory” in Peter R. Sedgwick (ed.), Nietzsche: A Critical Reader. Oxford,
Cambridge: Blackwell, 1995, p. 15. Hereafter SoM.

% In the main, the juridico-discursive conception of power assumes that power is to be understood in
terms of law, sovereignty and repression. Thereby, power is conceived as something possessed, the
origin of power can be said to be located in a concrete way by referring to the hegemony of the ruling
class (NFL, p. 41).

* SoM, pp. 14-5.
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the specific circumstances of a society, and to its exercise spread throughout the
social body in decentralised ways®. In brief, Foucault’s Nietzschean understanding
of power relations deals not with “the substantive notion of power”, but with “the

*%® " Furthermore,

multifarious ways that power operates through the social order’
instead of the juridical model, which sees social relations as essentially prohibitive or
exclusionist, Foucault proposes, by following Nietzsche’s ontology, that power is
fundamentally productive — e.g. productive of knowledge, discourses, truths,
pleasures, things, etc®”.

The second theme of the discussion at hand, namely Nietzsche’s influence on
Foucault on the issue of subjectivity, is one of the most crucial instantiations of the
view that power is essentially productive. Foucault, by adopting a Nietzschean
outlook, “sees power not in terms of the strenuous effects of a founding human
subject, but rather that [he] sees power as productive of the human subject”®. As
Pearson discusses, Nietzsche’s genealogical account of the cultivation of the
responsible human animal in On the Genealogy of Morality is directly linked with his
critique of the metaphysical understanding of the subject, according to which the
subject is a universally existing substance, the founder of the knowledge of the
world, and essentially preoccupied with knowledge, sciences, etc®®. By adopting the
Nietzschean model of the subject Foucault maintains that the human subject or
individuality should be construed “as the vehicles of power, not its point of

. . . .. 7
application” or its originator 0

% SoM, p. 17; NFL, p. 42.

SNFL, p. 40, italics added. For Foucault how power is operated is the ultimate question to be dealt
with, since power cannot said to be existent unless it is exercised, namely power that is not exercised
but assumed to be ‘possessed’ by a class is just non-existent.

*NFL, p. 42.

% SoM, p. 17. The elucidation of this idea is worked out by Nietzsche in On the Genealogy of
Morality, and by Foucault in Discipline and Punish — both of which will be treated in Chs. 3 and 4,
respectively.

%9 50M, p. 20.

" SoM, p. 21.
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Foucault suggests that by stripping this subject of its so-called substantivity,
autonomy and rationality one should be regarding it as the outcome of some relations
of forces according to the doctrine of will to power’*. For instance, in Discipline and
Punish, Foucault works out what he calls disciplinary power relations by tracing the
trajectory of the constitution of modern subjectivity, as we will see in ch. 4.

However, it should be noted that although Discipline and Punish treats the
(modern) subject as the product of disciplinary power relations and thus gives it a
passive role in its entirety, in Foucault’s subsequent work, The History of Sexuality,
the subject is regarded as having the power to constitute itself’. Nevertheless, this
shift should not be taken as a turn back to a substantive model of the subject, for in
the latter he focuses on the process of the constitution of subjectivity, or the
production of the specific relations the subject begins to form with itself”. In other
words, the later twist in Foucault’s thought enables him to concentrate upon the
formation of subjectivity in some specific areas, not to investigate a pre-given
subjectivity in the substantive sense.

In brief, this non-juridical notion of the subject allows Nietzsche and Foucault to
genealogically account for the way in which the subject is endowed with a so-called
freedom and thus can be accountable for its actions’*. Here, 1 would like to point out
that the discussion in this thesis to a large extent aims to trace this development in
the domains of (dis)pleasure and pain. After this brief look at the philosophies of
Nietzsche and Foucault in general, in the next section, | would like to précis the body
of the thesis.

1 SoM, p. 21.
NFL, p. 44, pp. 49-50.
*NFL, p. 50.
" SoM, p. 22.
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1.3. The Summary of the Main Discussion

In Chapter 2, an analysis of the physiological senses of the feelings of pleasure,
displeasure, and pain is carried out, as elaborated by Nietzsche in his posthumous
work The Will to Power. By interpreting them according to his monistic ontology, we
see how Nietzsche evaluates them by not falling into the traps of the previous
investigations on this issue, which we saw above in sec. 1.1. | thereafter bring up the
question how to interpret these phenomena based on a Nietzschean framework: not
consciousness, which is related to the secondarily important self-preservation, but the
enhancement of power is to be the criterion. The establishment of this criterion to
assess these phenomena is in keeping with Nietzsche’s insight that not the conscious
forces of self-preservation but the unconscious, creative forces of self-expenditure
are more fundamental in life. Lastly, a brief look at the Homeric Greeks, as narrated
by Nietzsche in one of his early philological essays, ‘Homer’s Contest’, reveals that
such an active evaluation of life as regards the feelings of (dis)pleasure and pain was
more or less at work in their lives. To better grasp how life-affirming their lives
were, one can contrast the Greeks’ evaluation with the evaluation of the same
feelings as articulated by the modern human being, which is the subject matter of the
next chapter.

Chapter 3 engages with Nietzsche’s interpretation of (dis)pleasure and pain on a
social, anthropological, or cultural basis. For this investigation, | heavily draw on the
second treatise of On the Genealogy of Morality, by of course raising the relevant
points discussed in the first and third treatises. The question that traverses the
entirety of the discussion in this chapter is ‘how can the cultivation of a promise-
keeping, responsible human animal be to a large extent achieved according to a
genealogical outlook?’. To this end, firstly, the faculties of forgetfulness and memory
are brought under discussion: whereas the former is connected with Nietzsche’s
critique of the overvaluation of consciousness (ch. 2), the latter points to the fateful
and indispensable role that pain played in the cultivation of memory. Furthering the
discussion on the latter, the torturous function of pain in strengthening memory is

claimed to be found in the creditor-debtor relationship, with its equivalence ‘injury
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caused = pain undergone’. With(in) this equivalence, Nietzsche argues, the sadistic
pleasure in making- and seeing-suffer is established. As | argue in ch. 4, Foucault
elaborates this point in a different context in his most Nietzschean work Discipline
and Punish.

Next, | explicate the hypothesis of the internalisation of human being, i.e., the
hypertrophy of bad conscience, and the second fateful shift in the value of bad
conscience, i.e., pain’s taking on an inward meaning under the name of guilty
conscience. Considering these points above, I firstly argue that this entire narrative of
Nietzsche attests to the primacy of the role of the body. Hence, this novel perspective
which takes into account the crucial role of the body can be considered a radical one,
given the oblivion of the body in Western metaphysics. Then, on a more specific
level, | argue that in this narrative there exists a self-lacerating relation between
pleasure and pain, which excludes the active role of displeasure in human life. To
better illustrate my point, | contrast this picture with the way the roles of pleasure,
displeasure, and pain were articulated in the Homeric Greeks, in which I claim to
find a life-affirming relation between pleasure and displeasure, and the absence of
the negative role of pain in human life.

Chapter 4 aims to further the discussion of the previous chapter, i.e., the cultural
value of pleasure and pain, by scrutinising Foucault’s Discipline and Punish. In the
entire chapter, | seek to emphasise the Nietzschean elements prevalent in the work by
relating it with On the Genealogy of Morality. The main discussion in this chapter is
what Foucault calls the historical shift in the economy of punishment, as can be seen
in the West starting from the end of the seventeenth and the beginning of the
eighteenth centuries. Some of the Nietzschean elements | claim to detect in
Foucault’s narrative are the principle that one takes pleasure in making- and seeing-
suffer (in the figures of the sovereign and the public); the presence of a Nietzschean
ontology in the latter’s discussion of the new power to judge; the similarity of the
former’s creditor-debtor relationship and the latter’s narrative of the public
execution, and of the role of the creditor in the former and that of the sovereign in the
latter. Likewise, | argue that in both accounts the role of the outward exercise of pain
diminishes; and, in the wake of this diminution, both of them chart a trajectory which
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point to the movement from the outside to the interiority of the human animal — as
regards the sadistic pleasure taken in making- and seeing-suffer in Nietzsche’s case,
the role of pain in that of Foucault.

The discussion in Chapter 5 centres around Foucault’s interpretation of Greek
pleasures (aphrodisia), as worked out in the works of the classical Greek
philosophers and doctors. Such an undertaking is in order since, similar to
Nietzsche’s search for a novel way of living by examining the Homeric age
unburdened by the nihilistic modern ways of living, in The Use of Pleasure, Foucault
might be said to be seeking a way out of the disciplinary society by looking at Greek
pleasures. Firstly, an interpretative modification is introduced on two levels: i-)
instead of the simplistic picture of the licentious Greeks vs. the abstinent Christians
as regards sexual pleasures, a ‘quadri-thematics of sexual austerity’ (on the themes of
the body, the opposite sex, the same sex, and truth) is proposed,; ii-) in lieu of the sole
and misleading focus on the interdictions with regard aphrodisia, we can consider
sexual pleasuresbased on these four main threads: aphrodisia (sexual pleasures),
chresis (the use of these pleasures), enkrateia (asceticism in the manner of the
ancient Greeks), and sophrosyne (moderation), respectively. After a brief
examination of these four axes, in the rest of the discussion | delve into the third axis,
enkrateia, because, | claim, an investigation of it carries the merit of offering a new
way of practicising non-nihilistic, life-affirmative asceticism untainted by the
nihilistic Christian ascetic life.

In this discussion of enkrateia, | chart the trajectory of the term by indicating how
it was firstly used almost synonymously with another related term sophrosyne, and
only some time after it came to have a sense on its own. After looking at the nuances
of this term according to five main axes, | claim at the close of the chapter that the
Greek life of aphrodisia might prove helpful to a large extent in our battle against
nihilism. Nevertheless, as | give the reasons in the discussion, | find this antidote

against nihilism a partial one.
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CHAPTER 2

NIETZSCHE’S UNDERSTANDING OF (DIS)PLEASURE AND PAIN ON

THE PHYSIOLOGICAL LEVEL

Nietzsche discusses what he understands by the concepts of pleasure, displeasure and
pain mainly in the fragments of The Will to Power’. Before going into a discussion
of it | would like to point out that Nietzsche did not entirely incorporate his
fragmented thoughts on the physiology of (dis)pleasure and pain into his published
works. Therefore, we should bear in mind that the fragments in question were
generally far from Nietzsche’s last word on this issue. My aim in this section will be
to construct an interpretation of these relevant scattered fragments with a view to
setting up a background for my discussion of the cultural values of the same concepts
in the next section. In what follows | will first look at what Nietzsche understands by
pleasure and displeasure in connection with his doctrine of the will to power, and
then focus on the discussion of pain. Next, | will be discussing the Nietzschean
criterion for the assessment of these concepts, and demonstrating how this was
(mainly) performed in the Homeric age of ancient Greece by looking at one of

Nietzsche’s early philological writings.

2.1. The Feelings of Pleasure and Displeasure, and the Doctrine of Will to Power

Throughout his writings Nietzsche was at pains to dispense with the doxic views on
(human) life. For him our holding to these entrenched interpretations reveals how we
are stuck with nihilistic, pessimistic, or life-denying views in philosophies, sciences,
religions, and arts. Given the paramount importance of Nietzsche’s project of the
revaluation of all values, it was inevitable that Nietzsche waged war on all those
ingrained and sickly interpretations of life to be able to erect new ones which are life-

affirming. Throughout this section | will thus be addressing the doxa in order to see

> Nietzsche, Friedrich, The Will to Power. Tr. Walter Kaufmann and R. J. Hollingdale. New York:
Random House, 1968. Hereafter WP.
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how Nietzsche’s interpretation of pleasure, displeasure and pain seeks to open up a
new life-affirming perspective on human life.

Prima facie, it would not strike one as odd if anyone held that pleasure is the
resultant feeling of “the satisfaction of the will”’®, and that happiness is the state
“after which every living thing is supposed to be striving”’’. In fact, as we will see
below, these two views represent for Nietzsche the hallmarks of the nihilistic
Western metaphysical tradition. Nietzsche regards the first claim given above as
superficial and absurd™®; as for the second one, he claims that its relentless pursuit is
the symptom of a herd mentality’® — which is for Nietzsche equal with physiological
weakness based on a grave misunderstanding of life.

To distance himself from the inevitable consequences of these two views
Nietzsche does not conceal his contempt for all these evaluations deeply ingrained in

28 He claims that once one held that it is the

this “pessimism of sensibility
“satisfaction of the will” that results in the feeling of pleasure and that happiness is
the ideal state after which we (are supposed to) strive relentlessly, pessimism or
world-defamation would emerge as the unavoidable consequence. We could hear the
supposedly coherent and convincing reasoning of this pessimistic stance as follows:
“’The sum of displeasure outweighs the sum of pleasure; consequently it would be
better if the world did not exist’’®!; “the world is something that rationally should not
exist because it causes the feeling subject more displeasure than pleasure’”®,

In general, the metaphysical tradition could not extricate itself from this life-

denying belief, as discussed above. Nevertheless, through Nietzsche’s doctrine of the

WP, §696.
""WP, §688.
WP, §696.
WP, §688.
%wp, §701.
S'wp, §701.
%wp, §701.
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will to power we can gain an affirmative perspective on life. Nietzsche maintains that
“Life is will to power”®; in other words, life is fundamentally will to more, to grow
stronger, to appropriate, dominate, increase, etc®. Up until Nietzsche the dominant
view of life in philosophy and the sciences was that, not the excess but the lack of
energy, and not the expansion but the preservation of (the elements in question of)
life was at stake. Therefore we should regard Nietzsche’s insight that life is
fundamentally will to more, not will to preserve, as necessitating a fundamental shift
of outlook in thinking, the sciences, art, and so on.

Given the purview of the subject matter of this thesis in general and this chapter in
particular, it is not possible to give an exhaustive account of Nietzsche’s complex
doctrine of the will to power. But it is possible to draw out some of its features which
are relevant and hence crucial for my discussion. First of all, according to Nietzsche,
the will to power never wishes to remain in a certain state, to preserve itself, or to
enjoy permanent satisfaction, but rather it is a perpetual striving®. Secondly, this
perpetual striving always manifests itself in a specific manner, that is, striving for

resistances or obstacles®: “the will [to power] is never [permanently] satisfied unless

it has opponents and resistance[s]”?"; “the will to power can manifest itself only
against resistances; therefore it seeks that which resists it”®. The third fundamental

element that we can detect in the will to power is, contrary to the main metaphysical

B\Wwp, §254.
#\WP, §689.

8 Katsafanas, Paul, “Philosophical Psychology as a Basis for Ethics”, The Journal of Nietzsche
Studies, vol. 44, 2013, 297-314, p. 301. Hereafter PP.

8% pp, p. 301.

5"WP, §696. Even though in this quotation Nietzsche speaks of the will, considering Nietzsche’s
philosophy as a whole, there is only the will to power, not the will as such as in Schopenhauer’s
philosophy. As Nietzsche puts it in WP, 8692, the will as such is an empty concept devoid of any
content.

Bwp, §656.
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tradition, Nietzsche emphasises on the process rather than on the (so-called) goal®.
Accordingly, the fundamental principle shifts its focus from the temporary
equilibrium through the satisfaction of needs to the process of the expenditure of
energy itself®®. Thus, by asserting the process-directedness and thereby repudiating
the goal-directedness of the will to power, Nietzsche tells us that “there is no object
the attainment of which would bring the process [of the will to power’s perpetually
striving after more and more resistances] to an end”*. Also, once we adopt the
perspective of the will to power, we can interpret not only expenditure but also the
self-preservation, self-destruction and self-overcoming of the organism without any
recourse to external or ex nihilo principles®. We will see Nietzsche’s main
instantiation of this point in his oeuvre in the next section.

Bearing in mind this brief discussion of the will to power, we can now come to
Nietzsche’s description of pleasure. According to Nietzsche, the will to power
always registers as striving after a maximal feeling of power by perpetually trying to
overcome its resistances®. According to him, this striving results in the feeling of
pleasure, if “that which is being striven for is attained”® — with the crucial
qualification that this attainment is only momentary in that the will to power again
seeks to overcome resistances after a temporary attainment or satisfaction. He then
emphasises that the feeling of pleasure is nothing but an accompaniment of this

5995

attainment, or “a feeling of more power”™”, thus the feeling of pleasure is never the

motive of an action®. Therefore, the idea that we could assess the value of a

89Patt0n, Paul, “Politics and the Concept of Power in Hobbes and Nietzsche” in Paul Patton (ed.),
Nietzsche, Feminism and Political Theory. London, New York: Routledge, 2002, p. 152. Hereafter
PCP.

% pCP, p. 152.

L PP, p. 309.

% PCP, 152.

“WP, §688.

*WP, §688.

*WP, §699.
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phenomenon by taking pleasure as the criterion is not tenable in Nietzsche’s
thinking.

According to Nietzsche, “every living thing does everything it can not to preserve
itself but to become more™®’. For him, this will to become more always takes place as
a mastering or overcoming of what is standing in the way of the will to power®,
Therefore, Nietzsche argues, resistance — without which forces cannot expend
themselves — is the indispensable ingredient of all actions®. For Nietzsche, this
resistance registers as the feeling of displeasure in the organism and the will to power

is always in need of it'®

. Nietzsche’s conception of an organism which demands
displeasure or resistances to achieve expenditure warrants the revaluation and
eradication of the metaphysical and scientific dream of a world containing no
displeasure, for such a world cannot be life, but would be nothingness.

Elsewhere, Nietzsche describes the will to power’s overcoming its resistances one
by one as a “game of resistance [i.e., displeasure] and victory [i.e., pleasure]”, and
thus shows us how displeasure is not the opposite of pleasure — as we are led to
believe by the habits of language, which conceives displeasure (Unlust) as the
opposite, or lack of pleasure (Lust)!®. Here we can see one of the instances of
Nietzsche’s dispensing with the fabrication of doxic binary oppositions, which might
be useful but is life-denying and nihilistic.

Moreover, for Nietzsche, there is not just one sense of displeasure: it could either
mean “a lure of life” % by stimulating the will to power to overcome more

resistances (as we have seen above), or the corollary of “an overexpenditure of

*WP, §688.
WP, §688.
WP, §696.
*WP, 8§694.
WP, §694.
1wp, §699.
12Wp, §694.
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power”*®. In other words, the same resistance, which is seen as a stimulant to life
according to the physiologically strong organism, could mean an insuperable
resistance standing in the way of the physiologically weak organism. Apart from
being only insuperable, this resistance could also pose a threat to the life of the weak,
If there is no possibility of overpowering this resistance by the weak. According to
Nietzsche, this second sense of displeasure represents the weakness or decadence of
all nihilistic philosophies, sciences and religions, which are in pursuit of an eternal

rest, in other words, nothingness'®*

. As Bornedal states, a wide array of philosophies
were more or less trapped in this nihilistic outlook, for instance, the “Marxist dream
of the end of history in the Communist society”, the Platonic search for complete
harmony in the name of justice, or Aristotle’s approbation of the contemplating
philosopher, who is, after all, trying to imitate a desireless, and therefore not

deficient, god'®.

2.2. The Sickness of the Organism: Pain

After laying out how pleasure and displeasure are always intertwined in the will to
power’s striving for more power, we can proceed to the discussion of pain.
Compared to the fragments on pleasure and displeasure, Nietzsche’s discussions of
pain on the physiological level are even scarcer'®. But this does not mean that the
value of pain had a lesser significance in Nietzsche’s thinking, and this will be seen
more explicitly in our discussion in the next chapter, in which we will see how pain
steadily became more and more articulated in human life.

Before going into the discussion of what Nietzsche understood by the physiology

of pain, I would like to point out that, for Nietzsche, the word pain (Schmerz) in itself

13wp, §703.
14wp, §703.

195 Bornedal, Peter, The Surface and the Abyss: Nietzsche as Philosopher of Mind and Knowledge.
Berlin, New York: Walter de Gruyter, 2010, p. 521. Hereafter SA.

1%0Only two fragments are of help to us: WP, §§699, 700.
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was a unity only as a word’. In fact, as Abraham Olivier states, it comprises a
number of different sorts of sensations: i-) bodily hurts or aches (Weh), ii-) suffering
(Leid) in the sense of excruciating agonies, iii-) affliction which involves torments
(Qualen), punishment (Strafe), torture (Folter), and other atrocities
(Grausamkeiten)'®. As we will see in the next chapter, it is the third level of
meaning that will be pertinent to my discussion. What is crucial considering this
chapter is that in all of these three levels, Nietzsche distinguishes a common
characteristic as we will see just below™®.

Before pointing out this common element, it is important to note that Nietzsche
dispenses with the doxa that pain and pleasure represent the two opposite poles of the
same scale, since pain is fundamentally and incomparably different from pleasure™.
Nietzsche asserts that pain is an “intellectual” phenomenon, which stems not from,
say, being wounded but from “the experience of the bad consequences being

111 . . . .
”**". Nietzsche’s insistence on pain’s being

wounded can have for the whole organism
an intellectual phenomenon, or a Gehirnprodukt lies in his contention that pain is
merely a projection of the organism to the wounded place'*?. This projection
functions, as it were, by erecting a signpost at the wounded place as a result of the
prolonged disturbance of the equilibrium of the organism™3. Hence we could say that
this projection has a utilitarian aim in its attempt to preserve the integrity of the

individual.

lo7 Olivier, Abraham, “Nietzsche and Heidegger on Pain”, in Babette Babich, Alfred Denker, and
Holger Zaborowsk (eds.), Heidegger & Nietzsche. Amsterdam, New York: Rodopi, 2012, pp. 147-50.
Hereafter NH.

108 NH, p. 148.

109 NH, p. 148.
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According to this interpretation of the feeling of pain, in the case of an injury one
does not react to the injury itself. Nietzsche observes that “in cases of sudden pain
the reflex comes noticeably earlier than the sensation of pain”'*. For instance, when
someone is about to fall down the unconscious reflex precedes the conscious
sensation of pain to be able to prevent that person from falling. To give another
example, Didier Franck states that when “I burn my hand in contact with fire, I do
not suffer before recoiling, but afterward. Thus, pain does not precede the reaction
but follows it™*.

Therefore Nietzsche asserts that it is not the cause of painful feeling but this
temporary loss of equilibrium that causes the suffering of the individual™®. In fact,
according to Nietzsche, our feeling of pain has no connection with the damage itself,
but with the value of the damage®*’. In brief, the value of the damage is, as Bornedal
states, the product of an interpretation''®, and therefore, for Nietzsche, “there is no
pain as such”*®, Based on this, Richard Schacht contends that how we interpret pain
matters a great deal, for it reveals whether our evaluations are life-affirming or life-
denying™®°.

Based on this interpretation of pain, we can grasp what Nietzsche means when he
asserts that “the simple [human] always says: this or that makes me feel unwell —
[s/The makes up his[/her] mind about his[/her] feeling unwell only when [s/]he has
seen a reason for feeling unwell”*?!. Here, again, Nietzsche tells us that our feeling

unwell or painful is a phenomenon constructed after the ‘fact’, and therefore that

U4hwp, §699.

5 Franck, Didier, Nietzsche and the Shadow of God. Tr. Bettina Bergo and Philippe Farah. Evanston,
IL: Northwestern University Press, 2012, p. 149. Hereafter NSG.

HOWP, §699.
WP, §700.
H8SA p. 518.
WP, §699.
120 5chacht, Richard, Nietzsche. London, New York: Routledge, 2002, pp. 364-5.
Zwp, §479.
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what we can consciously have is only its simplified interpretation in our judgments

such as “this hurts”, “it aches”, etc*?2. “Pain is consequently nothing in-itself’ 123,

2.3. How to Interpret Such Epiphenomena as Pleasure and Pain?

In the previous sections (secs. 2.1, 2.2) we have seen that, according to Nietzsche,
the feeling of pleasure is the resultant feeling that the organism has on its conscious
level when it has overcome its resistance; the feeling of displeasure denotes either the
consciousness of this resistance which is to be overcome by the will to power, or the
consciousness of not being able to become master of what is standing in the will to
power’s way. Pain, as we have seen, is an interpretation of the organism as a result of
the temporary loss of the equilibrium or unity of the body. Therefore, the feeling of
pain has definitely no direct relation with the damage itself, and thus one does never
react to pain itself. In this section, 1 would like to discuss the common elements that
Nietzsche discerns in his interpretation of pleasure, displeasure and pain.

Based on the previous discussion, the most crucial common element Nietzsche
detects in the feelings of (dis)pleasure and pain is that both of them are mere
epiphenomena®* . In other words, as Bornedal states, they are not self-given

sensations, but interpretations constructed after-the-fact'?

. By emphasising their
being mere constructs or their having an intellectual nature, Nietzsche contends that
the feelings of (dis)pleasure and pain are what we can sense only on the conscious
level. But Nietzsche does not ascribe a primary value to the consciousness of
feelings: “The animal functions are, as a matter of principle, a million times more

important than all our beautiful moods and heights of consciousness [i.e.,

1225/ p. 518.
1235A, p. 534.
1245A, p. 518; WP, §702, §699.
1255A, p. 518.
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(dis)pleasure and pain]: the latter are a surplus, except when they have to serve as
tools of those animal functions™'?°.

To be able to get a comprehensive insight into this claim of Nietzsche it is
imperative that we see how Nietzsche’s account stands in relation to the
metaphysical tradition that he tries to overcome. He states in Beyond Good and Evil
that “[w]hether it is hedonism [Epicureanism] or pessimism [Schopenhauer],
utilitarianism [J. Bentham and J. S. Mill] or eudaimonism [Stoics] — all these ways of
thinking that measure the value of things in accordance with pleasure and pain,
which are mere epiphenomena and wholly secondary, are ways of thinking that stay
in the foreground and naivetés on which everyone conscious of creative powers and
an artistic conscience will look down not without derision, nor without pity”127.

Here Nietzsche gives us the reason why he regards (dis)pleasure and pain as
having a subsidiary role in human life due to the fact that they are solely the
simplified manifestations of the more fundamental and complex animal functions of
the organism. These primary animal functions for the most part do not enter into
consciousness, hence they are unintelligible for us. It is for this reason that what we
consciously experience turns into an overly simplified judgment, such as “this
hurts!”, “it is painful!”, etc., or a simple sensation of the feeling of pleasure. In brief,
the subsidiary role of our conscious feelings of (dis)pleasure and pain are directly
connected with Nietzsche’s critique of the overestimation of consciousness. I would
like to discuss briefly Nietzsche’s revaluation of the role of consciousness in what
follows.

According to Nietzsche, “we are in the phase of modesty of consciousness™'?,
because it is time to dispense with the ingrained misunderstanding according to
which all our conscious activities are ends in themselves, and instead to regard them
just as mere means in the service of some ends that do not pertain to consciousness.

We saw above that in Nietzsche’s thinking life is not essentially the will to preserve

125\Wp, §674.
127 Quoted from Nietzsche, p. 362.
128Wp, §676.
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but the will to become more regardless of any utilitarian aim. In Nietzsche’s
conception of life, in which life is explained mainly by (ultimately) purposeless
expenditure, the value of self-preservation does not altogether disappear but is
relegated to a secondary role. According to Nietzsche, it is through this subsidiary
value of the will to self-preservation that we can understand the role of consciousness
in human life. Nietzsche avers that “consciousness is present only to the extent that

1”*% . Consciousness exists, gains strength, and becomes

consciousness is usefu
dominant in human life to the extent that it is necessary for the self-preservation of
the individual. Hence Nietzsche states that consciousness is by no means pre-given,
but it develops as a result of the struggle for the maintenance of our lives in the social
world™°.In sum, consciousness in human life, which grows to the extent that the will
to preserve becomes dominant, has only a secondary value vis-a-vis the will to
power’s endless, unconscious drive to expenditure. It is for this reason that,
according to a Nietzschean understanding of life, we cannot posit the feelings of
(dis)pleasure and pain as the ultimate criteria. This is so owing to the fact that they
are mere tools, useful fabrications of the intellect in the service of something which
is entirely unconscious and not utilitarian.

What is it that in relation to which consciousness plays merely a secondary role?
Put in Nietzsche’s terms, how are we to interpret such (epi)phenomena as
(dis)pleasure and pain if we grant that they are mere subsidiary tools? To be able to
answer these questions we need to look at the Nietzschean art of interpretation: “The
‘conscious world’ cannot serve as a starting point for values: need for an ‘objective’
positing of values™**!,

According to Nietzsche, our ‘objective’ measure of value is “solely the quantum

59132

of enhanced and organised power” . In other words, to be able to evaluate any

WP, §505.
3wp, §524.
13wp, §707. Here | would like to point out that Nietzschean interpretation operates not according to
the classic question whether it is true or wrong, but according to the question whether it is life-

affirming, healthy or life-denying, sickly. This is the reason the word objective is in inverted commas.

B2\p, §674.
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phenomenon we should heed Nietzsche’s contention that any increase in
consciousness and the feelings of (dis)pleasure or pain can be considered only as
utilitarian tools rather than ends in themselves; but only the enhancement of power is
to be considered as the ‘objective’ criterion, according to which we can decide
whether any phenomenon is life-affirming or life-denying™**.

Here, | would like to quote at length a fragment from the Nachlass, through which

we can understand how the Nietzschean interpretation works:

All evaluations are the result of determinate quantities of force and of their degree of
consciousness: these are the perspectival laws attuned to the being of a [human being]
and a people — that which is proximate, important, necessary, etc. All human drives, as
much as the animal ones, have taken, under specific circumstances, the form of
conditions of existence, and have been placed in the foreground. Drives are the
subsequent effect of long-preserved evaluations, which now function instinctively as a
system of judgments of pleasure and pain. At first constraint, then habit, then need, then

natural tendency (drive)**.

As stated by Franck, what we can infer from such a dense passage is that, according
to Nietzsche, i-) the quantitative difference between forces is irreducibly constituent
of the qualitative difference between forces; ii-) this qualitative difference establishes
a hierarchy, without which there could be no evaluation; iii-) “the becoming drive of
the forces is fulfilled once the evaluation becomes an instinct”™*; iv-) “pleasure
presupposes the values required for the intensification of power, of which pleasure is
merely the symptom™*%,

To my mind, Nietzsche’s most insightful contention here is, firstly, that our
judgments of (dis)pleasure and pain are not the ultimate ground, for behind them we

see unconscious drives at work. Secondly, even our drives have a history, because

Bwp, §§707, 711.

134 Quoted from NSG, p. 147.
1¥NSG, p. 147.

13NSG, p. 149.
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they are the result of our “long-preserved evaluations”, which in turn points to the
quantitative difference between forces.

After this brief and digressive yet hopefully helpful look at Nietzsche’s ontology,
I would like to address another problem which is connected with the previous issue.
In the Antichrist Nietzsche regards “everything that heightens the feeling of power in
[human being], the will to power, power itself” as good, i.e., healthy in Nietzsche’s
parlance'®”. Here, Nietzsche equals the feeling of power and the (‘real’) quantum of
power as regards what is good according to him. But, one could ask, are they
supposed to be equal or parallel? Could we not think that one could have an increase
in one’s feeling of power and at the same time a decrease in one’s actual quantum of
power? As we will see in the next chapter when | will be discussing the cultural
significance of the concepts of pleasure and pain, Nietzsche admits and even
substantiates the fact that those who cling to metaphysical thought and religious
belief provide for themselves this enhancement of the feeling of more power, while
in fact they represent a dangerously drastic decrease in the quantum of power*®,

To interpret such a seemingly problematic view, | would like to assert that it is
also true for Nietzsche that the feeling of power is not necessarily an actual indicator
of the quantum of power. Firstly, it is for this reason that Nietzsche cautions us not to
take our feelings of (dis)pleasure and pain as the ultimate criteria to assess
phenomena, for they cannot give us any reliable clue as to whether our evaluations
are life-denying or life-affirming. Secondly, even though in Nietzsche’s thinking the
feeling of power is entirely subsidiary, it is through these secondarily important
feelings that we can interpret the supremacy of nihilistic interpretations of life —
namely, the metaphysical tradition from Plato to Kant and the monotheistic religions.
In the next chapter, we will see how Nietzsche carries out such an interpretation.

Based on all the previous points we have seen in this section, and by also taking
note of Nietzsche’s interpretation of (dis)pleasure and pain in the previous sections

(secs. 2.1, 2.2), here | would like to make some assertions. | think, before we proceed

¥"Nietzsche, p. 365.
%8Nietzsche, p. 366; PCP, p. 155.
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to the next section (sec. 2.4), in which we will see how life was interpreted in the
Homeric age, and then to the next chapter in which we will see how humans were
transformed from such Homeric times to that of modern humanity, it is important to
see how groundbreaking Nietzsche’s views on this subject are.

In the Introduction | briefly discussed the various views of philosophers from
ancient Greece to modern philosophy up until Kant on the concepts of pleasure and
pain. Given the dominant ways of thinking in this two millennia long tradition of
Western metaphysics, Nietzsche can be said to be the one who wanted to overcome
these dominant views on our feelings. Even though it would not be tenable to reduce
all those views to some simplistic oppositions, | think we can detect two main
tendencies of thought in this metaphysical tradition insofar as it pertains to our topic.
On the one hand, there is the stronger pole whose views oscillate between the
demand for an extirpation of our material feelings of (dis)pleasure and pain, and an
indifference to them as if they had no value in human life at all. Christian ethics, the
Enlightenment ideal of the ascendancy of reason in human life (Kant), and the
scientific ideal of a so-called objective scientist who is supposed to be totally
stripped of their material or bodily feelings in the quest for truth may be named as
the most salient examples of this pole. On the other hand, there is the relatively less
dominant view which holds that what matters ultimately is what we feel. Underlying
this view is the assumption that our bodily feelings are “given, constant, universal,
and invariable qualities that we as humans already positively know”**. The most
salient examples of this outlook are the utilitarian philosophies of J. Bentham and J.
S. Mill. In sum, according to this second pole, we can evaluate any phenomenon
according to whether it enhances the feelings of pleasure or not'*°.

I would like to claim that even if these two main stances are positioned at the
extreme poles as regards our feelings of (dis)pleasure and pain and hence seem as if

they represent two divergent views, they are ultimately the results of the same mode

139SA, p. 524.
140 See SA, p. 524 for J. Bentham’s ‘hedonic calculus’; SA, pp. 519-21 for the nihilistic dream of the

tradition, according to which the painfulness of life is to be eradicated whereas pleasures are to be
maximised so as to have a perfect life.
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of thinking that we can see in substance metaphysics. In other words, both poles
regard these feelings as principal sensations, in possession of which a subject finds
itself, whether in an attempt to exterminate or forget them altogether or to mark them
as the value in human life. To my mind, Nietzsche’s account of this subject in
TheWill to Power overcomes this nihilistic outlook by not falling into the
misinterpretations evinced in either of these poles. In Nietzsche’s thinking, our
feelings of (dis)pleasure and pain play their roles in the economy of life, so that
neither extirpating or overlooking them nor ascribing them unconditional value are
counted as adequate responses.

Accordingly, I think that Nietzsche, by claiming that it is a reactive feeling, which
is not related to expenditure of the will to power, does not want us to endeavour to
feel no pain at all. Rather, his emphasis on the reactive characteristics of pain means
putting an ever-increasing value on the role of pain in human life is a symptom of
degenerating life. 1 hope that the next chapter will considerably substantiate this
insight of Nietzsche.

In a similar vein, Nietzsche’s emphasis on pleasure’s having a secondary role
does not mean that this material feeling is worthless at all. But it is just that we
cannot evaluate this phenomenon by solely relying on what we experience in
consciousness. As we will see in the next section, according to Nietzsche, even those
who defame life are in fact in relentless pursuit of providing themselves with
optimum conditions to be able to enhance their feeling of pleasure through nihilistic
ways.

Lastly, even though it does not constitute a substantial part of my discussion, 1
think Nietzsche’s emphasis on the irreducible and unique role of the feeling of
displeasure is entirely crucial for my thesis. By stressing the need for resistances or
obstacles, Nietzsche overcomes both the nihilistic poles that we saw above. Asserting
the indispensable role of displeasure or resistances in (human) life means to be able
to accept life as it is, that is, not having recourse to any ex nihilo principles to
interpret life, or not trying to correct this life for it to conform to a non-existing ideal.
In the next section (sec. 2.4), we will see how this indispensable role of displeasure
comes to the fore in Nietzsche’s discussion of the Homeric Greeks, and how the
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feeling of the enhancement of power, i.e., pleasure, was approved by him without

unduly increasing the reactive meaning of pain in human life.

2.4. An Active Evaluation of Pleasure and Pain: The Homeric Age

In this section | would like briefly to focus on at Nietzsche’s text “Homer’s

»141 (“Homers Wettkampf”) with a view to better explicating what a life-

Contest
affirming evaluation of the feelings of displeasure and pain would be like. Before
going into this discussion, | would like to make some remarks about the place of this
article in Nietzsche’s oeuvre. When we look at the list of Nietzsche’s published
works, at the beginning of it we see TheBirth of Tragedy, which was published in
1872. But it does not mean that this was one of the earliest writings that Nietzsche
composed. In fact, if we look at Nietzsche’s writings that were not published or are
generally not considered as fully philosophical, we can see that Nietzsche, as a
classical philologist by profession, penned many articles mainly on ancient Greece.
One of them, “Homer’s Contest”, completed in 1872, was intended as a Preface to a
work that Nietzsche did not realise. As regards its content, we could regard it as a
philosophical-cum-philological essay, which however contains the seeds of many
thoughts that Nietzsche would later articulate especially in On the Genealogy of
Morality. In this work, by a critical examination of the Homeric age, Nietzsche
emphasises how modern humanity is estranged from those active, life-affirming and
‘naive’ epoch,

Nietzsche remarks that in ancient Greece there were two Eris-goddesses™®. The

bad Eris, promoting “wicked war and feuding”, was regarded as despicable but from

11 Nietzsche, Friedrich, “Homer’s Contest”, in Keith Ansell Pearson and Duncan Large (eds.), The
Nietzsche Reader. Oxford: Blackwell, 2006. Hereafter HC.

%2 The reason the word naive is in inverted commas is that it was a technical term in Nietzsche’s
thinking. It refers in the main to the lack of, or better, the demand to overcome, the sickly Christian
feeling of guilt, which includes inter alia interpreting human life by means of the concept of sin,
seeing the (so-called) necessity of punishment almost everywhere.

S HC, pp. 96-97.
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its necessity nobody could escape®**

. On the other hand, the good Eris, instilling the
feelings of grudge, envy and jealousy in people, made even the most unskilled people
endeavour to achieve something in order not to remain in the lowly situation in
which they found themselves'®. Nietzsche notes that to our modern minds such
characteristics as competitive ambition or grudge are unfathomable'*®. Despite our
situation, for the ancient Greeks, the finest Hellenic principle in life was “contest”™*’,
and this used to be explained with recourse to the good goddess Eris, which would
goad people to the action of the contest (agon). So that the will to more was
stimulated not only in the lives of the strong, but also in that of the weak, who then
could not wallow in regret, but seek the conditions to be able to become more.
Nietzsche says that every talent from philosophy to the arts and sports was
developed through cultivating the sense of selfishness in people’s lives**®. But, he
qualifies, this trait of selfishness was not a boundless one but sufficiently curbed, for
individuals regarded this trait as good to the extent that it was beneficial to the
welfare of the polis'*®. Hence, an unbridled selfishness was deemed unacceptable
since it would damage the good of the polis. As an example, Nietzsche claims that
we can sense this Greek sense of selfishness even in the works of Plato, as if he told
his interlocutors, readers, or fellow citizens that “’Look: I, too, can do what my great

rivals can do; yes, | can do it better than them. ...Only the contest made me a poet,

sophist, and orator!””**°,
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