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1. Introduction

In this paper I want to explore four propositions about the relation between values, affectivity, and objectivity, all of which can be found in Nietzsche’s thinking about the nature of value. At least two of them – (2) and (3) – are sometimes thought to be incompatible with each other. The propositions are: (1) Our fundamental mode of acquaintance with many values is through certain kinds of complex affective states, namely emotions. (2) Many values with which we are acquainted in this way are in a qualified sense objective – labelled here ‘phenomenally objective’. (3) Values are essentially dependent on emotions and other affective states, such as hedonic bodily sensations. Affective states therefore do not discover a realm of values capable of existing independently of them. (4) The question whether values are not only phenomenally objective, but real in a metaphysical sense, is of practical relevance only if we are committed to what Nietzsche calls the ‘will to truth’. For those not subject to this ‘kernel’ of the ‘ascetic ideal’ (GM III, 27), the metaphysical status of value can rationally be a matter of indifference. 


Three of these thoughts can be discovered quite unproblematically in the published writings of the later Nietzsche. The one which is not stated by him very prominently and which therefore has not received much attention in Nietzsche scholarship is proposition (2). However, I shall argue that it is entailed by a number of his reflections, and that an adequate description of the affective states through which, according to him, we encounter values, lends strong independent support to  this conclusion. The arguments I shall offer for (2) are therefore proposed as rational reconstructions, outlining the contours of the kind of theory implied by Nietzsche’s remarks and by his own evaluative practice.

I shall be concerned not only with moral or ethical values, but with values, or value-properties, quite generally. Many values we recognize clearly are not moral values, on whatever interpretation of morality (although they may be relevant to morality) – for example, the pleasant, the beautiful, or the erotically attractive. The arguments below are intended to apply quite generally to values in this more comprehensive sense. Nietzsche characteristically also adopts this more comprehensive stance, which is what allows him to ask his distinctive question concerning ‘the value of morality’ (GM, Preface, 5). The idiom of values or value-properties in this paper should of course not be understood as begging the question in favour of a realist metaphysical construal of these properties. This terminology is merely intended to reflect the fact that the surface structure of ordinary evaluative discourse attributes value features to wordly items, whether these should ultimately be interpreted realistically, or as projections of world-independent subjective states (‘sentiments’), or whatever. 

The structure of the paper is as follows. Section 2 deals with some preliminary conceptual issues about evaluative properties and their relations to certain kinds of psychological attitudes, and about the ways in which  these attitudes might involve a commitment to the objectivity of their contents. Section 3 will be devoted to a discussion of propositions (1) and (2) mentioned above. I shall sketch in it a view which is implied by some of Nietzsche’s remarks and needed to explain them, and indeed needed to render plausible the basic Nietzschean idea of values as constituted or ‘created’ by ‘affects’. According to this view the relation between affect, value, and objectivity can only be adequately understood by solving simultaneously for the nature of value and the nature of certain kinds of affective states – perceptual emotions – in which evaluative properties are presented as qualifying the everyday objects of our life-world. Sections 4 and 5 will be devoted to a discussion and defence of, respectively, propositions (3) and (4) above, both of which I interpret Nietzsche as being committed to. The complex Nietzschean view that will emerge from the paper is one which insists that we need to distinguish, when we ask whether ‘there are values in the world’, between three different questions that are gestured towards by this formulation. The originality and novelty of Nietzsche’s position consists in the combination of answers he gives to these questions. Its considerable contemporary relevance lies in promising an attractive way of doing justice to what is right about the apparently conflicting claims of  both projectivism and anti-projectivist, non-reductionist cognitivism about value.

2. Values, Attitudes, Objectivity: Some Preliminaries

Nietzsche expresses the idea that our basic mode of acquaintance with value is through ‘affects’ [Affekte] in many places. In a minimal interpretation, this point is of course entailed by his general perspectivism, according to which any conceptualisation, including any classification of items in evaluative terms, essentially involves affectivity (GM III, 12). But his more substantial point in this particular context is, I suggest, that thinking of things in evaluative terms, unlike (say) conceptualising them as being coloured, rationally requires thinking of them as having a bearing on an actual or possible affectivity:

Every ideal presupposes love and hatred, admiration and contempt. Either the positive emotion is the primum mobile or the negative emotion. For example, in all ressentiment ideals hatred and contempt are the primum mobile. (KGW VIII.2.10.9)

Evaluation is creation: hear it, you creators! […] The fire of love and the fire of anger glow in the names of all the virtues […] no greater power did Zarathustra find on earth than the works of those who love: their names are ‘good’ and ‘evil’. (Z, ‘Of the Thousand and One Goals’)

[…] moralities too are only a sign-language of the affects. (BGE 187)
One may feel that not much is gained by such assertions in the absence of a detailed account of what ‘affects’ are supposed to be. Unfortunately, Nietzsche himself does not supply such an account, although some of his remarks offer important pointers which will be developed below. But he does give us several lists of ‘affects’ from which it transpires that he uses the term mainly, but not exclusively, to refer to what we would normally call emotions. ‘Affects’ in his sense include hatred, envy, and greed (BGE 23), as well as courage, shame, and anger (KGW VII.1.7.87). In the discussion that follows, I shall focus primarily on emotions, but it will be convenient to retain Nietzsche’s broad usage of ‘affect’ for any mental episode which constitutively involves a pro- or con-attitude (or as I shall say, a favouring or disfavouring) with a distinctive phenomenology – some experience of attraction or repulsion. ‘Affects’ in this sense may include, for example, a feeling of shame, an occurrent desire for something absent, as well as a bodily sensation experienced unqualifiedly as painful or pleasant. 


If we interpret, as I suggest, Nietzsche’s remark that ‘every ideal presupposes’ love or hatred, admiration or contempt (or other emotions and affects) as the point that our most basic acquaintance with values is through affective states, and in many cases through emotions, then this opens the way to a possible reconciliation of two claims about value judgements both of which have strong credentials, while yet appearing irreconcilable to many. The first of these claims emphasizes the necessarily commendatory character of value judgements. Sincerely to make an assertoric utterance with the grammatical structure of a categorical value judgement about an object involves, minimally, a commitment to an attitude of favouring or disfavouring towards some features of the judgement’s object. This is surely the central truth captured by traditional expressivism. ‘(Dis)favouring’ here designates a determinable property of mental states, some of whose determinates are (dis)liking, being attracted to, being repelled by, loving, hating, (dis)approving, being motivated to act in promotion of, wanting to see more (less) of, and so forth. What these attitudes involve can be explicated – I shall attempt to explicate some of them below – but, analogously to semantic properties, they are ‘autonomous’ in the sense of not being susceptible to analysis or definition without the use of expressions for other attitudes from the same range. 

The core expressivist claim needs to be distinguished from various more ambitious ideas associated with ‘moral internalism’. It does not mean, for one thing, that to accept a moral judgement is ipso facto to be motivated to act in accordance with it. As externalists have persuasively argued, this is not necessarily so.
 The expressivist, in response to these arguments, should first draw a distinction between different kinds of prima facie evaluative concepts. There are, to begin with, prescriptive concepts, often expressed by terms like ‘ought’, ‘should’, or ‘must’. Then there are evaluative concepts proper, or verdictive concepts.
 The latter include highly general, ‘thin’, or determinable concepts like good, bad, excellent, beautiful, or indeed valuable. They also include substantial (or determinate) evaluative concepts which are often expressed by terms some of which may occasionally also be used without an evaluative sense-component, like ‘brave’, ‘generous’, or ‘elegant’. The expressivist’s general point is that, however we construe prescriptive concepts, the use of properly evaluative or verdictive concepts in categorical value judgements commits the subject to a (dis)favourable attitude towards some feature of its object. Such an attitude may be both dispositional and compatible with the absence of a corresponding motivational (appetitive or conative) state. Nevertheless, sincerely to call something ‘good’ or ‘beautiful’ is to regard some feature of it as meriting favour, and to regard it in this way is to favour it to some degree and in some respect. 



A second claim often made about evaluation, which is often thought incompatible with the one just discussed, is that many of the contents of ordinary evaluative judgements and experiences appear as objective. What fundamentally motivates this claim is the recognition that evaluative commitments, in order to be even minimally intelligible, must be guided or constrained in some way. If Nietzsche’s talk about ‘affects’ as ‘creating values’ (e.g. Z, ‘Of the Thousand and One Goals’) were to be read as the idea that affectivity is an entirely unconstrained, ‘decisionist’ plumping for one thing rather than another, his position would not only be unfaithful to most actual evaluative experience, but would also render the very concept of choice inapplicable to evaluative commitments at the fundamental level, since the possibility of choice presupposes criteria guiding it.
 The incontestable core  of the idea that there must be some kind of ‘objectivity’ involved in evaluative commitment is just this: something must guide commitment and thus, in a very broad sense, rationalize it or make it intelligible to the agent herself, and potentially to others.  

Among the philosophical interpretations of this minimal objective component in evaluation, one that is unequivocally rejected by Nietzsche is the putatively Kantian thought that the justification of ethical considerations should be independent of any contingent inclinations that we or any other affective beings might have.
 But what are the alternatives? Nietzsche says: ‘I have a “taste” […], but no reasons, no logic, no imperative for this taste’.
 If we interpret ‘taste’ here as meaning a pattern of conscious affectivity, then the implication clearly is that, once liberated from philosophical and religious errors, we find that the ‘affects’ themselves provide the normative basis of evaluative commitment. There are two ways in which they might be thought to be able accomplish that. The first identifies the relevant normative control, in this respect rather like Kant, with the experience of obligation. The idea is that some ‘sentiments,’ those which happen to be most deeply lodged in one’s individual psychology, produce in certain circumstances a higher-order, reflective, constraint in the shape of a sense of obligation, pulling against and capable of overriding some of one’s actual or possible lower-order affects, desires, or intentions (e.g. ‘I just couldn’t live with myself if  I cheated on my wife’).
 But those most deeply entrenched sentiments ultimately grounding the discipline are envisaged as being in principle characterizable at the personal level without reference to their ‘objects’ (the wife, in the above example). Since they are Humean, i.e. logically distinct, effects of the object or of one’s relation to it, they are not, in their intrinsic character, object-involving – the  very same sentiment could in principle be caused by and directed at objects that are not represented by the agent as having any relevant features in common (other than their contingently causing the same sentiment). While Nietzsche in his writings of the middle period is dran to something like this view (see HAH 133), this is not, as we shall see, his mature position on the nature of affectivity. His later view therefore avoids the difficulties this type of theory has never been able satisfactorily to address, most importantly, its misdescription of most evaluative experience and its correlative inability to give a satisfactory account of what distinguishes a normal, reflective and reasonably self-transparent subject’s affective experience from that of a self-alienated subject experiencing her de facto most deeply entrenched emotional responses as a system of rationally unintelligible but irrepressible conditioned quasi-reflexes, or as compulsive (see 3.iv below).
 

In his later writings Nietzsche sometimes suggests a different way of understanding the normative component of affectivity. In a number of passages he implies that the most fundamental phenomenon in ordinary evaluative experience which motivates talk of the objectivity of (some) values is not the force of obligation, but is rather a feature of our first-order affects themselves. We often experience an object, person, or action that we value (or disvalue) as exerting a certain affective pull, an attraction (or repulsion), on us which seems non-contingently connected with the way the object (etc.) itself is. Our affective response in these cases is itself experienced as not merely contingently caused, but as merited by the object’s intrinsic character. To say that it is experienced as merited and not merely as caused is to say that its specification constitutively involves reference to the object – it is experienced as the appropriate or right response to some feature of the object, as a registering of the object’s nature. For example, people often experience their love for the character of a person, or their aesthetic admiration for a work of art, to be merited by – to be itself an appropriate recognition or registering of – the nature of their object. The idea that what people take themselves to be responding to in such cases is an objective  feature, a property of the object, should be understood in an everyday, metaphysically undemanding sense. What is objective in this sense is what is standardly presented as pertaining to the (everyday, phenomenal) object, like the visible, phenomenal colour of a table appears as a property of the table itself, and not, for example, as a property of an ‘inner sensation’. An item is objective, rather than subjective, in this sense (which I shall label phenomenal objectivity)  just in case its existence and nature is not exhausted by any particular experiential state which purports to represent it, and it is available for various numerically distinct experiences of it by oneself and others –  ready to be experienced, as it were.
  If an item is objective in this way, then it can intelligibly be said to be a possible object of perceptual representations that can be veridical or illusory, and of judgements based on these which can be true or false. However, the claim that an item is phenomenally objective neither prejudges nor replaces the metaphysical issue of whether it belongs to the ultimate furniture of the universe. Colours as we perceive them, unlike sensations, are features of the phenomenal objects populating our life-world – the phenomenal world, if one can use this idiom in a sense somewhat different from Kant’s
 – but they may not be part of the world as it is in itself. I shall return to the metaphysical issue concerning values in the final two Sections of this paper. 


But the view I have just outlined and attributed to the later Nietzsche leaves us with a familiar problem. If we say that the properties which are experienced as being such as to merit a particular sort of attitudinal or affective response belong to the phenomenal, everyday object (or person, or action), then this seems to commit us to a ‘queer’ kind of objective properties, namely irreducibly evaluative properties:
 

F is an irreducibly evaluative or value property just in case F is such that, necessarily, if a subject S experiences or believes F to be exemplified by some x, this involves an attitude of favouring or disfavouring by S towards x in virtue of its being represented as F. 

Objective value properties would certainly be unlike any other properties in that they would have to-be-favouredness, as it were, built into them.
 Representing them would require a special kind of representation intrinsically involving a favourable or disfavourable attitude towards what it represents. Furthermore, at least some of these representations would have to be perceptual, since the values in question are after all supposed to be presented as objective in experiencing them, and the fundamental mode of experientially encountering an item as objective is through perception. It is difficult to overemphasize the importance of this point: only if there is a type of representation that constitutively involves favour or disfavour towards what it represents can there be any plausibility at all in the idea that value properties are on occasion experienced as objective even in the qualified sense outlined above. Are there such representations? In the following Section I shall explore and defend the thesis that some emotions fit these requirements and can therefore be regarded as perceptions of values. As I noted earlier, there are some remarks in Nietzsche’s later writings suggesting that he holds precisely such a view, according to which our most basic affective relation to values is analogous to ‘seeing’:

Master morality affirms just as instinctively as Christian morality denies […] These contrasting forms of the optics of value are both necessary: they are ways of seeing which are unaffected by reasons and refutations. One does not refute Christianity, just as one does not refute a defect of the eyes. (CW, Epilogue)
This talk about our fundamental experiences of value being perceptual is not mere metaphor, as emerges from the following passage from The Gay Science:

[The higher human being] is always haunted by a delusion: He fancies that he is a spectator and listener, confronted by the great visual and acoustic spectacle of life; he calls his own nature contemplative and overlooks that he is also the real poet who keeps creating life […] We, the thinking-feeling beings [die Denkend-Empfindenden], are the ones who really continually make something that was not there before: the entire ever growing world of valuations, colours, accents, perspectives, scales, affirmations, and denials. […] But precisely this knowledge we lack […] (GS 301)

The consequences of the ‘delusion’ Nietzsche is diagnosing here will occupy us later (Section 4). For now, the central point is that he explains why the ‘higher human being’ prior to critical philosophical reflection tends to suffer from the ‘delusion’ that values reside in the world independently of appropriate subjects of experience by the fact that her relation to value pre-reflectively appears to her as perceptual. This explanation of the ‘delusion’ is conspicuously different from Nietzsche’s more familiar debunking explanations of ‘slave morality’. There is no indication in this passage that the illusory appearance of a strong metaphysical objectivity of values might have its origins in false metaphysical beliefs – for example in the belief that there is a divine lawgiver. Presumably, the ‘higher human being’ is not inclined towards such beliefs anyway. Nor is the source of the illusion in this case said to be  a belief about oneself or one’s personhood – for example that one’s real or intelligible self requires subjecting oneself to certain obligations or duties whatever one’s (other) desires may be. Indeed, the ultimate origin of the illusion of strong objectivity is not to be found in the essentially reflective idea of obligation or in some self-imposed constraint on some of one’s first-order desires and action-dispositions at all. Rather, even the ‘higher human being’ is said to be liable to error on this issue because of the very nature of her non-reflective world-directed evaluative experience. This experience seems to her to be ‘contemplative’, and when undergoing it she seems to herself to be a ‘spectator’ and ‘listener’ – to be sensitive to features of the world. The question needing to asked here is, clearly: what must evaluative experience be like in order to present this appearance and, as one consequence, to tempt us into ontological error?

3. Emotions as Perceptions of Values

Nietzsche’s claims that (i) all evaluation at the ground level involves ‘affects’, including prominently emotions, and that (ii) evaluative experience strikes us pre-reflectively as perceptual, point towards a construal of (some) ‘affects’ as apparent perceptions of value. As I indicated earlier, one powerful independent consideration in favour of such an account is that it promises to supply what is needed to ground and to reconcile two widely held views about evaluation, both of which have strong intuitive appeal: the necessarily commendatory  (pro-or-con attitude involving) character of sincere categorical value judgements and the element of objectivity involved in much evaluative thought and experience. In the present context, such a theory can of course not be developed and defended in detail. What does seem possible and necessary, however, is to suggest some conditions that a theory of the kind pointed to by Nietzsche’s remarks would have to satisfy, and to give some indications of the prospects for satisfying them. 
 Bearing in mind Nietzsche’s warnings about the metaphysical ‘delusions’ lying in wait here, we first need to be clear about the concept of perceptual experience in play. It can only be that which is operative in our ordinary pre-philosophical thought about perception. According to this ordinary ‘folk’ concept we perceive, for example, the colour of a table, and we also perceive that a certain sound is dissonant within a particular harmonic context, or that two people are having an argument. The claim that we perceive these things, in this perfectly ordinary sense, involves no metaphysical commitments regarding the reality of secondary qualities or of meanings. Here is a list of features constitutive of this ordinary concept of perceptual experience:

(i) Perceptual experiences have representational objects; they are about something not identical with themselves. The term ‘object’ should be understood in a broad sense, including in its extension states of affairs involving particulars.

(ii) Perceptual experiences neither are nor essentially involve judgements/beliefs or dispositions to judge, but their representational contents enable them to rationally motivate judgements and actions.

(iii) Perceptual experiences are epistemically direct representations of their objects. 

(iv) Perceptual experiences involve exemplifications of  phenomenal properties. There is ‘something it is like’ to have a perceptual experience, and most of the relevant phenomenal characteristics are representational, i.e. they are features the object appears as having.  

(v) In the central cases, perceptual experiences appear caused by objects they represent. For us, at least, perception is a mode of gathering information about the world only because the world causally affects us, or consistently appears to affect us so as to produce perceptual experiences in us.
 

(vi) Perceptual experiences are representational states whose conditions of success include veridicality (unlike, for example, fantasies or desires). 

Are there any emotions (‘affects’) that can plausibly be argued to exhibit all of these features? As we shall see, Nietzsche’s own evaluative practice and his treatment of ressentiment and slave morality in particular imply that he considers condition (vi) to be applicable to emotions. But with respect to the other conditions, including those presupposed by (vi) – such as (i) and (iv) – a defence of their applicability to emotions needs to go beyond what Nietzsche himself says. What is thus needed is a rational reconstruction of the essential features of the kind of perceptual theory of (some) emotions which underlies Nietzsche’s practice.

(i) Many emotions have representational objects

 As Nietzsche recognizes throughout his writings, most of the psychological states normally classed as emotions, whether episodic or dispositional, have representational objects (e.g. HAH 57, D 279; GS 14; GM II, 16). They are essentially about something distinct from themselves. I can only hate or love, grieve or rejoice, admire or despise, feel proud or ashamed, if there is someone or something that these emotions are directed at. We may call these targets the particular objects of an emotion.
 Particular objects may be either real or merely intentional objects; they can be fairly determinate and simple, but may also be highly complex or indeterminate. I can admire a civilization or be afraid of something mysterious in the dark. Many so-called moods which are sometimes regarded as objectless are best construed as emotions with indeterminate, complex, or highly comprehensive objects.
 Emotion necessarily presents its particular object under some description or, more generally, under some aspect (when the particular object is presented in sense perception, the subject of the experience may not have the descriptive resources fully to express that aspect linguistically).
 There is broad agreement among intentionalist theorists of emotion that the relevant characteristics are evaluative.
 The claim that emotions represent their objects under evaluative aspects should not be taken to imply that they ascribe evaluative properties to their objects (but see 3.iv below). By itself it means no more than that they constitutively involve considerations or appraisals of their particular objects in terms of values the subject holds or recognizes (cf. Nietzsche’s observations in TI IX, 8-9). There is also fairly widespread consent that most ordinary emotion concepts used in Western cultures are individuated in terms of the evaluative aspects under which they represent their objects.
 Fear essentially represents some particular object (e.g. a large, barking Alsatian) as disagreeably dangerous to the subject. Aesthetic admiration represents its object as beautiful or perhaps sublime. Contrary to what Nietzsche sometimes seems to suggest (HAH 57, 133; BGE 220; KGW VII.2.26.224) , in giving a specification of such evaluative aspects constitutive of emotions, no reference to the self, the subject of the emotion, is required in all cases.
 When I aesthetically admire an object, I do not figure in the intentional content of my emotion. Matters stand differently with other emotions. Fear necessarily represents an object as threatening to oneself or one’s interests.
 


Can emotions be construed intentionally, i.e. as having conditions of correctness or appropriateness, but without ineliminable reference to evaluative aspects under which the present their objects? According to Kevin Mulligan, emotions are appropriate, or fail to be so, to the ‘purely natural [non-evaluative] properties’ of an object.
 For example, a perceptual presentation as of a large, aggressive-looking dog moving rapidly towards me can serve as the representational basis, and thus the appropriate intentional object, of the emotion of fear.
 But, pace Mulligan, no  list of such non-evaluative properties instantiated in the content of a subject’s perceptual experience, however detailed it may be, will actually suffice on its own to make intelligible a subject’s being afraid of what that content represents. Someone may, for a variety of reasons, be entirely fearless in the face of large, aggressive dogs attacking him, and there is nothing irrational or unintelligible about this. It is only once we say that  the subject represents the object of fear as endangering or threatening something he values that fear becomes intelligible or ‘appropriate’. The use of value predicates is thus essential for capturing the intentional components of emotion.

(ii) Perceptual emotions are nondoxastic

Occurrent emotions are mental states with representational contents capable of rationally motivating beliefs, but they are not necessarily themselves beliefs or judgements about their objects, nor are they necessarily based on such beliefs. To be sure, many emotional episodes are based on beliefs. A father may feel anguish owing to his belief that his son is suffering from a mortal illness. But in many other cases, the relevant state of affairs involving the particular object of the emotion is not only, or indeed not at all, an object of belief, but rather one that is being currently experienced. I shall refer to these emotions as perceptual.
 Consider the character of Swann in Proust’s In Search of Lost Time, listening with rapturous admiration to the Vineuil sonata;
 or any art lover contemplating a landscape or a painting. In all these instances, the particular object of the emotion is presented perceptually. It seems clear that perceptual emotions are, in general, more fundamental than belief-based emotions, just as sensory perceptions are more basic, in general, than beliefs about the sensory properties of objects. What crucially distinguishes perceptual emotions, just like sense perceptions, from beliefs (judgements) is that they can persist in the presence of beliefs simultaneously held by the subject which contradict their contents.
 Barring mental division, the distraught father’s belief in his son’s fatal illness, and his distress about this state of affairs, cannot persist once he finds out and accepts that his belief was based on a false diagnosis and therefore groundless. But a subject’s perceptual emotions may be impervious to beliefs she simultaneously and consciously holds, and whose contents contradict the content of the emotion. The person who fell onto a nest of bees as a boy may even as an adult panic every time he sees a swarm of bees, or perhaps just sees something looking like a swarm of bees, while knowing quite well that bees are normally harmless, and perhaps even knowing that what he is seeing is actually just a swarm of  flies.
 Emotional illusions are normally less immune to conflicting beliefs than ordinary perceptual illusions (such as the Müller-Lyer illusion) are, and this partial disanalogy is what makes something like an education sentimentale feasible. But the mere possibility of emotional illusions is sufficient to show the difference of perceptual emotions from beliefs/judgements.  


Like other contents of perception, the representational contents of perceptual emotions can, when taken at face value, directly (non-inferentially) justify judgements and actions. My feeling pleasantly attracted to a person on account of her likeable manner in conversation with me can justify my judgement that she is likeable (by my standards, at least), and also my seeking her company. 

(iii) Perceptual emotions are epistemically direct representations

There is in ordinary, successful sensory perception no intermediary between the perceiver and the object that is both experiential and epistemic (reason-giving). Sensory perception therefore constitutes in this sense a direct relation between the subject and the object (if there is one). To say that there is no epistemic intermediary between the perceiver and the object is of course compatible with recognizing that there are causal intermediaries between them, such as impacts of refracted light on the retina, electrical impulses in the optical nerves, and so forth.

Do perceptual emotions relate us to their objects in a similarly direct fashion? With respect to their particular objects, this follows from having narrowed the class of emotional states we are considering to those whose particular objects are presented in ordinary sense perception. But what about the evaluative aspects under which those objects are represented in emotion? In many perceptual emotions, the relevant evaluative properties clearly are presented directly, irrespective of whether they are best interpreted as ‘subjective’ or as ‘in the object’. In disgust, say, an object is often directly apprehended as disgusting without one’s being aware of anything figuring as a sign, symptom, or likeness of that property. 

Matters are more difficult with emotions whose relevant evaluative aspects are associated with, or perhaps identical with, psychological properties. In contempt for a person’s ressentiment, or in gratitude for someone’s generosity, are we directly aware of the relevant exemplifications of value? In order to meet the directness condition in these cases, a view of intersubjectivity, associated with both classical phenomenology and Wittgenstein, recommends itself which insists that we can be said, in favourable circumstances, to perceive others’ psychological states through their expressive behaviour, although those states are not simply identical with the behaviour. According to this view, when I see someone stamping his feet, shouting at a colleague, etc., I do not need to simulate his anger in order to understand his psychological state, nor do I need to infer that he is angry from signs contingently associated with his psychological state; rather I can be said to see his anger.
 This would entail that the relation between a conscious psychological state and its behavioural expression is closer than the contingent and extrinsic correlation between a ‘Humean’ cause and its effect. If some such theory of the basis of our ‘knowledge of other minds’ can be vindicated, then there is no reason why the evaluatively relevant properties of another person’s psychological states should not also be in principle be directly perceived in this way when we respond to them emotionally. 

(iv) Perceptual emotions represent phenomenal properties of objects

When I perceive a sharp, pointed knife, the properties of being sharp, pointed, and chrome-coloured are represented as properties of the knife. Is something similar true for perceptual emotions? The question needs to be understood with care. What is being asked is, whether those evaluative aspects, in virtue of which a representation of an object is an emotional representation – whether those aspects are (a) phenomenal, and (b) representational, i.e. whether they appear as qualifying the object itself, or as non-contingently dependent on the object’s properties. When Swann hears the Vinteuil sonata with enraptured admiration, are the evaluative properties entering into his appraisal of the music phenomenal properties, and if so, do they qualify the acoustic object, the sonata – rather than some inner state of Swann’s in principle describable independently of it – as having a certain what-it-is-likeness? 

The issue is best approached by asking: what is different for someone in Swann’s position between hearing the Vinteuil sonata as Swann hears it, being profoundly emotionally affected, and attentively hearing the same acoustic stimuli, but without any noticeable affective response to them, the piece ‘leaving him cold’. The phenomenal differences experienced by the emotionally affected subject will be of two quite distinct kinds. First, the emotional subject often experiences various bodily sensations caused by physiological changes such as an increased pulse rate, respiratory rate or peripheral vascular changes including sweating or pallor. These changes are generally regarded, surely correctly, as effects of the subject’s appraisal or evaluation of the object, or of the physical correlate of that appraisal.
  The subjective registerings of these physiological changes are the various ‘pangs’, ‘throbs’ and ‘twinges’ ordinary emotion talk tends to associate with the ‘hot’ emotions. While they may be intentional, presenting the subject’s own body in a state of upheaval, there is no temptation to interpret them as being about the object of the emotion.
 When your face is flushed with anger you may feel this, but the feeling of a flushed face has no tendency whatsoever to appear as a representation of the person you are angry about. So there must be a another and more fundamental kind of phenomenal difference between hearing the sonata as Swann does, and hearing it unmoved. One suggestion would be that this difference simply consists in Swann’s conscious belief that ‘this piece of music is uniquely beautiful’. But this cannot be right, for, as we saw in 3.ii above, it is perfectly possible to experience a perceptual emotion concerning an object while having no corresponding evaluative beliefs about the object.
 


A second type of difference between the experience of the emotionally affected subject and the ‘cold’, unaffected listener is often referred to as the ‘hedonic tone’ or ‘(dis)pleasurable feeling’ associated with the experience of the object for the former, but not the latter. The pivotal question to ask here is whether this ‘feeling’ is supposed to be characterizable without reference to the object as presented. If it is, then it would have to be a non-intentional quasi-sensation, a subjective ‘warm glow’ as it were, whose connection with the object of the experience was merely contingent and causal. In order to experience it non-inferentially as associated with the object of the emotion at all, this non-intentional feeling of pleasure would have to be experienced as caused by the object, while the object itself would have to be presented in affectively neutral terms, exactly as it is to someone who remains unmoved by its presence. Since the relation between the pleasure and its cause would be contingent, it would in principle be possible for a type-identical pleasure to be caused by quite diverse kinds of objects. 

The fundamental objection to this picture is that it seriously misdesribes most emotional experience. No doubt it does capture some affective phenomena, but we tend to think of these as unusual or in some cases even pathological.
  For example, someone may not find her sexual partner aesthetically attractive at all, while yet enjoying her erotic relations with him on account of the ‘feelings of pleasure’ they cause her. This is an intelligible situation and one that no doubt does occur, but for all that it is probably not how most people experience their sexual relations, and almost certainly not how they would like to experience them. But while in the present example it is at least uncontroversial that non-object-involving ‘feelings of pleasure’ are actually present, with most other emotions it is not remotely clear what the relevant feelings are supposed to be. When I enjoy a painting, or admire a landscape or a person, what and where are the non-intentional, and in this sense purely ‘subjective’, feelings of pleasure? In the lover’s affection at the sight of his beloved, or the ressentiment subject’s hatred of his masters’ power, or the despair experienced by the person suffering from depression, where are the putative hedonic qualia or raw feels, on the one hand distinct from the subjective registerings of the physiological effects of one’s appraisal of the situation (the dry throat, trembling, flushing, or whatever it may be) and on the other hand logically independent of any intentional, object-presenting experiential contents? I submit that such ‘pleasures’ or ‘pains’ cannot be found at all. They are entirely mythological, in the pejorative sense of that word.

The ‘pleasure’ that Swann experiences in Proust’s Vinteuil episode therefore needs to be construed in an ‘externalist’ way.
 It is an essentially environment-involving mental content, consisting in the experienced attractiveness of the acoustic object he hears, an important aspect of which happens to be its adumbratory, partly revelatory, yet also elusive structure. The music itself appears as promising ‘delights’ and ‘vistas’ without fully disclosing them. 

(v) Perceptual emotions appear to be caused by value features of their objects

Ordinary sense perceptions, if successful, involve causal input from their intentional objects, or at least they systematically appear to be thus caused. Can something similar be said for perceptual emotions? Do the evaluative features on account of which a representation of an object is an emotional representation of it, cause or systematically appear as causing the emotional state? The answer to the question, I suggest, should be affirmative. When Swann is listening to the Vinteuil sonata, what appears to him as causing his emotional response is the particular configuration and texture of sounds which constitute the beauty or attractiveness of the piece. In just the same way a person who is startled by the sound of a gun being fired nearby is aware of his experience as being caused by a sudden violent noise, and this awareness of being-affected is in part what makes his experience a perceptual one. In none of these cases is it necessary, in order for the experience to count as perceptual, that the causal powers involved ‘really’, in a metaphysical sense, are powers of the phenomenal properties as experienced – the visible beauty or audible noise, respectively. Even if the causal powers in the auditory case metaphysically belong not to the noise as heard, but to sound waves as described by physics, or to some other ‘occasionalist’ cause, this is in the present context irrelevant. The perception of the noise is ordinarily considered a perception of it because it appears caused by its phenomenal properties, and because there are reliable correlations of such apparent causality between sound events like it and subjects’ experiences. Leaving aside for the moment the issue of the reliability and possible veridicality of these experiences (see 3.vi below), as regards the issue of apparent causality in each individual case, there seems to be no relevant disanalogy between the experience of value properties of objects, and the experience of other phenomenal properties such as sounds or colours.
 


A critic might object that what appears to cause Swann’s aesthetic emotion is not a property whose adequate characterization needs to make use of evaluative predicates, but simply the arrangement of sounds describable by him non-evalutively, for example in terms of its secondary qualities. Against this, a consideration stressed by Jonathan Dancy is decisive:

[A] quality may be resultant but be perceivable without any awareness of the qualities from which, in this instance, it results. The quality of weakness is resultant. A chess position cannot be simply weak; it must be weak because of some other characteristic. But a chess expert can see weakness in a position without yet being able to see the particular failing in which its weakness consists.

Analogously, Swann experiences and thinks of himself as emotionally affected by phenomenal properties of the sonata which strike him as determinately beautiful, without having any idea of what precise tonal and harmonic properties of the sound sequence he hears are the resultance or supervenience base of this beauty (Proust’s narrator in fact stresses this point). But it is impossible to conceptualise one’s experience as a being-affected by specific phenomenal properties F, G, H,…, if one cannot identify them. Therefore what appears to Swann as affecting him is the evaluative property perhaps resulting from, but not identical with, the sonata’s secondary or other non-evaluative properties – in other words, the property of beauty or attractiveness. Perceptual emotions therefore resemble ordinary sense perceptions in appearing to the subject to be caused by phenomenal properties of their objects – in this case, their value features.

(vi) The conditions of success of some perceptual emotions include their veridicality

Can perceptual emotions, like sense perceptions, be veridical? It is a standard theme in current philosophy of emotion that emotions are normatively assessable as appropriate or inappropriate.
 The crucial question in our context is whether ‘appropriateness’ in the case of perceptual emotions can be construed as involving the veridicality of their evaluative contents. 

We should not assume that the correct answer to this question must be uniform across all classes of perceptual emotions. I shall briefly sketch some considerations in favour of an affirmative answer for a type of case that figures centrally in Nietzsche’s writings: emotions which take other conscious affective states as their objects. Much of  Nietzsche’s own mode and practice of evaluation consists of expressions of affective dispositions about other affective states, such as contempt and repulsion at  ressentiment (GM I, 10-14), or enthusiasm for the ‘noble’ virtues of  generosity and reverence (BGE 260, 263).
 Nietzsche is explicit that these affective responses should  be taken as primarily directed not at actions or behavioural dispositions, but at the – often conscious – affective states of mind motivating actions (BGE 268, 287). From a Nietzschean perspective, it is in a person’s affective structure that much of his or her non-instrumental value ultimately resides (BGE 260). The question to ask in our context is whether Nietzsche’s own extensively recorded affective responses to those affective structures he calls ‘noble’ and ‘slavish’ – his enthusiasm  and contempt, his attraction and repulsion, respectively – can themselves plausibly be interpreted as potentially veridical representations of  the value aspects of their objects. May, for example, his obvious revulsion at ressentiment be considered as a veridical representation of that emotion’s value? Or can it be no more than an effect produced by a representation of ressentiment that might also be fully adequate without involving any affective response at all? If the latter were the case, Nietzsche’s contempt for ressentiment might perhaps be caused by instances of it, but it would not be rationally constrained by anything intrinsically pertaining to ressentiment – someone who responded to it with admiration or respect would not necessarily have failed to detect, or misrepresented, any intrinsic features of it. Yet, when Nietzsche speaks of Christianity as involving a ‘defect of the eyes’, prior to any reflectively considered or inferential ‘reasons’ (CW, Epilogue), this implies a quite different view, according to which enthusiasm for ressentiment would indeed entail, at the most basic level, a cognitive deficiency. 


But how could something like contempt for ressentiment represent its value veridically? Arguably, one thing that Nietzsche wishes to retain from the ‘noble’ mode of evaluation is its ‘aesthetic’ grounding in ‘taste’, more specifically, in affective responses to the phenomenally intrinsic value features of things, including quite centrally other affective states, as illustrated by the noble’s contempt for the ressentiment of the slave, or by his delight in manifestations of courage or trustful openness or reverence (GM I, 10; BGE 263). We may define the phenomenally intrinsic (dis)value of an occurrent conscious affective state as its first-personal experienced (un)attractiveness, if the state is considered purely by itself, and if it is adequately presented.
 For example, the phenomenally intrinsic disvalue of ressentiment would be its experienced unattractiveness from the point of view of the ressentiment subject, if it were presented adequately to him. In the case of emotions, their being given adequately requires of course an adequate representation of the intentional objects which co-constitute them and of the relevant aspects under which those objects are represented. Ressentiment is essentially a purposeful distortion of the character of its objects in order to justify a negative affect – hatred – regarding them which is motivated by their possessing some power over the ressentiment subject, and which remains unacknowledged by the subject (see GM I, 10). An adequate presentation of the emotion of ressentiment therefore requires reference to, or explicit awareness of, all these features. Nietzsche’s claim, on the present interpretation, would then amount to this: once the emotion of ressentiment is really adequately presented, and considered by itself, it cannot fail to be experienced with revulsion or in some other negative affective mode. Such revulsion is therefore cognitive in so far as it registers the necessary phenomenally intrinsic unattractiveness, the ‘bad smell’ (GM I, 14), of a hatred that is transparently recognized by its subject as motivated merely by the power of another and as purposefully distorting both its own and its object’s nature in order to legitimate itself. The reason why the ressentiment subject is not fully or explicitly aware of the intrinsic phenomenal disvalue of his condition, and therefore can unproblematically remain in it, is precisely that he avoids, through a strategy of self-deception (GM I, 10, 13; GM III, 14), recognizing it for what it is.
 If he were to become explicitly aware of it as what it is, he could not fail to recognize its disvalue and to experience it as, considered purely by itself, unattractive or indeed repulsive. It is in this sense that contempt may be said to be a veridical representation of the intrinsic phenomenal disvalue of an affective state such as ressentiment.  


If we accept this interpetation , this not only supplies us with the materials for an answer to the question of how Nietzsche’s theory of ressentiment can count as a criticism of it, it also enables us to see what this criticism actually is. It is not (or at least not primarily) that any kind of self-deception is per se objectionable because it militates against a certain notion of a unified self. Rather, the main point is that the particular type of self-deception Nietzsche calls ressentiment is, necessarily, an intrinsically unattractive state to be in, if seen in the open. Hence, no-one who accepts Nietzsche’s account of it can either desire to be in it or wish to remain in it, except for instrumental reasons (although it is surely doubtful whether ressentiment is instrumentally useful for any projects whose aims do not involve it and which would not be more efficiently served without it).


For Nietzsche, not only can emotions on occasion be veridical as representations of their objects’ intrinsic phenomenal value, their conditions of success qua representations include their veridicality in this respect. It is evident that what makes ressentiment an objectionable emotion for him is in part that it is co-constituted by misrepresentations of the relevant aspects of its objects (GM I, 10). This implies that if Nietzsche were persuaded that his own revulsion at ressentiment misrepresented that emotion’s intrinsic phenomenal value, he would then be committed to regarding this affective response to ressentiment as inappropriate.

4. Affectivity as Constitutive of Value: Nietzsche’s Rejection of Metaphysical Value-Objectivism

Nietzsche argues that our fundamental mode of access to values is through occurrent affective states. More specifically, we could not grasp the concept of value we actually have, or any relevantly similar concept, unless we can grasp what it is affectively to experience parts or aspects of the world or ourselves as worthwhile or pointless, attractive or repulsive, painful or pleasant. In the previous Section, I have defended the Nietzschean claim that evaluative content is often environment-involving: we often experience non-instrumental value as genuinely attaching to phenomenal objects, including our and other people’s bodies, non-human animals, landscapes, cities, musical performances, and in favourable circumstances also others’ actions and mental states. But are there any values that are objective in the stronger sense – call it metaphysically objective – of being existentially and/or conceptually independent not just of any particular affective experience, but of such experiences altogether? In other words, do affective experiences discover value properties exemplifiable without them, or do they co-constitute value? Nietzsche emphatically denies that values are metaphysically objective properties:

Whatever has value in our world now does not have value in itself, according to its nature – nature is always valueless – but has been given value at some time, as a gift; and we were the givers and bestowers! Only we have created the world that concerns human beings! (GS 301 )

Truly, human beings have given themselves all their good and evil. Truly, they did not take it, they did not find it, it did not descend to them as a voice from heaven. Humans first placed values in things […] Only through valuating is there value. (Z, ‘Of the Thousand and One Goals’)
Passages like these strongly support Brian Leiter’s interpretation of Nietzsche as a (metaphysical) anti-realist about value, if this is understood as equivalent to the denial of metaphysical objectivism.
 Nietzsche gives us no developed, explicit arguments for rejecting metaphysical objectivism about value. Usually he merely asserts the dependence of value on ‘affect’ or ‘taste’ (Z, ‘Of the Sublime Men’) as the only sane conclusion from a clear-headed reflection on the concept of value. And indeed, it is difficult to disagree with him in this assessment, once the question whether there could be any values if there were no affective experiences at all is clearly distinguished from several other superficially similar questions.
 One of these is whether we can value things even though we have never been affectively acquainted with their value perceptually or imaginatively. This is obviously not only possible but happens quite frequently. I can believe on authority that traditional Japanese painting has a uniquely delicate beauty, and sincerely acknowledge its aesthetic value, without ever having become acquainted with it. 
 But the Nietzschean point is that I only have a grasp of what it is that I believe if I know what would verify my belief – and in the aesthetic case such verification would involve an appropriate affective response. Secondly, the question is of course not whether one can only value what is or in fact could be presented in one’s own affective experiences. The thesis that there would be no values in the world if there were no affective experiences is consonant with the idea that many values are realized in experiences that are not our own, or not had by – or even accessible to – human beings at all.

Once these potential misinterpretations of the question are ruled out, it seems difficult to see how an affirmative answer to it could be made plausible. If nothing ever showed up as mattering in actual affective experience (including perceptual emotions), where could the values possibly be? It seems clear that such a world would be a world without actual value, as we ordinarily understand it, just as a world in which there was no experience as of something coloured would contain no actual colours, as we ordinarily understand them. 

I want briefly to consider some objections and putative counterexamples to this Nietzschean thesis. One worry is that some things we value are simply too complex or abstract to be ever affectively perceivable or experiencable by any one subject.  One can value the American way of life, or justice, but could one possibly perceive or experience either of them?
 Now it is clear that such complex and/or abstract objects cannot be fully or completely perceived or experienced by any finite person – but this is true even for a table, which cannot in principle be perceived completely by anyone. All perception of particular objects or events is essentially horizonal or adumbrational, involving a full sensory or otherwise intuitive presentation of only some parts or aspects of the object, which function as bearers of unthematic anticipations regarding indefinitely many possible perceptual appearances of the remainder of the object, and it is only because of these anticipations that I can take myself to be perceiving the object, rather than merely one side or view or aspect of it.
 There is therefore nothing incongruous in the idea of valuing, say, the American way of life on the basis of experiential (including perhaps imaginative) representations of activities, customs, social interactions, aesthetic preferences, modes of feeling and thought one takes as typical of that way of life.

A critic might concede that the actualisation of value requires mental states, while denying that these states need to be or to involve affective experiences. Can non-instrumental value perhaps actualise itself in non-affective mental states involving the entertaining of evaluative propositions, for example in moral judgments or in intentions to do something under a moral description? Now, the crux of Nietzsche’s constitutive claim is precisely that we lose our grip on the point and the content of moral judgements or intentions – they become unintelligible to us – if all possible affective experience is abstracted from. If I judge that ‘helping a friend in need is good’, but do so neither from ‘respect’ or reverence for some moral (or perhaps divine) law,
 nor because I believe and want my actions to have an effect on the experienced quality of life of my friend, or of myself, or of some third party, what content is left to my ‘moral judgement’? If I even consider, as I must on the present proposal, my sympathy for a friend whom I imagine to be in need to be entirely irrelevant to my ‘approval’ of the relevant moral injunction, what is the substance of that approval?  Perhaps ‘approval’ here can be cashed in terms of action-dispositions to promote certain states of affairs over others, the dispositions being interpreted behaviouristically. But if this is what ‘approval’ amounts to, there is a clear sense in which my actions have become unintelligible to me, just as the behaviour of people with compulsive disorders is to them. This is not how ethical life and ethical concepts normally work. The proposal to abstract from affective experience, whatever other problems it involves, would amount to a fundamental revision of our evaluative concepts and evaluative practice, requiring us to view ourselves as analogous to individuals with compulsive syndromes. (See below for some further Nietzschean remarks on the prospects of such a revision). 

Granted that there could be no actual non-instrumental value in the world in the absence of actual affective experiences, might values not be dispositions to elicit such experiences in appropriate subjects and circumstances, analogous to secondary qualities according to dispositionalist construals of them? On this view, values would emerge as conceptually dependent on affective experiences, but as existentially independent of them – there could be values even if there were no actual affective experiences.
 We might say, for example that 

X is beautiful (short for: aesthetically valuable) just in case x is disposed to elicit emotions of contemplative admiration in appropriately receptive perceivers in suitable circumstances [with ‘appropriate receptivity’ and ‘suitable circumstances’ to be substantively specified].

Dispositionalist accounts face significant difficulties even when offered for  secondary properties. As elucidations of the central features of evaluative concepts they are quite inadequate. In fact, the only feature of them they do elucidate is their essential response-dependence; a dispositional account makes explicit that values cannot outrun the relevant responses (including at the fundamental level, the affective experiences) of subjects. However, the right-hand side of the biconditional does not give an analysis of the concepts of the values in question, but presupposes a prior grasp of these concepts, for at least two reasons. First, the specification of ‘appropriate receptivity’ needs to include a clause attributing to the perceivers an ability to pick out what is aesthetically valuable (thus making the ‘elucidation’ openly circular), not because a non-evaluative specification of this ability would be too complex, but because it would invite the ‘so what?’ objection – someone could fully accept that something is aesthetically very valuable, by the lights of the dispositional account, without himself caring about it at all aesthetically, thus failing to grasp that sincerely attributing value to x involves essentially favouring or commending  x in the relevant respect.
 Secondly, an understanding of the characterization of the relevant response in which the disposition is supposed to actualise itself requires a grasp of what aesthetic value is that is necessarily independent of any ability to conceptualise it as a disposition. In the same way, if I am to grasp the property red as a disposition to elicit experiences as of red, I must have a prior grasp of the phenomenal character of the relevant experiential contents.
 Moreover, in the case of value (less clearly so in the case of the colours) the categorical sense of the concept is not just necessarily prior epistemically, but also in terms of the ‘grammar’ or use of the concept. A disposition to produce experiences of aesthetic value is itself a value only derivatively, because it tends to bring about experiences whose actual, non-dispositional contents include intrinsic phenomenal value properties. Analogously, an emotional disposition counts as an emotion only because and in so far as it tends to issue in occurrent emotions in the right circumstances.


  I have argued that Nietzsche’s view is that value existentially depends on the existence of affective experiences. This is what he means when he says that value is not ‘found’ but ‘created’ by ‘evaluating’ (GS 301), that morality is only a sign-language of the affects (BGE 187), and that ‘every ideal presupposes love and hatred, admiration and contempt’ (KGW VIII.2.10.9). I have also suggested that Nietzsche very plausibly regards this affect-dependence of value to be evident from reflection on our concept of value or any relevantly similar concept. 

One final route to escape Nietzsche’s conclusion would be to propose a radical revision of the ordinary concept of value and construe ‘value’ in this revised sense as independent of affective phenomenal properties, just as one can revise our ‘folk’ concepts of the colours, say, as disjunctions of non-dispositional microphysical properties, or as light dispositions. But it is wildly implausible to believe that human beings might be persuaded to adopt such a revised concept as a functional replacement of the current concept of value or worth, with broadly the same pattern of action-guiding use. One might put this by saying that human beings are not only attached to various things they value or desire, but to the valuing and desiring, as we currently understand these terms, themselves. This is perhaps the most important, albeit often neglected, part of Nietzsche’s point when he has Zarathustra say that ‘valuating is itself the value and jewel of all valued things’ (Z, ‘Of a Thousand and One Goals’), and when he himself says that what matters most fundamentally to us is not so much what is desired in any given instance, but the desiring itself (e.g. KGW VII.1.20.4; p. 661). It is because we have a non-negotiable interest in how things consciously matter to ourselves and others – because we profoundly value this form of intelligibility – that the affective phenomenal properties figuring in many ordinary psychological explanations have an irreplaceable role in our cognitive economy.


Is Nietzsche’s position as interpreted here a version of ‘quasi-realist’ projectivism? It differs fundamentally from Blackburn’s quasi-realism in neither giving a special or basic role to obligation in its account of evaluative objectivity, nor to a subject’s reflective judgement (about her own ability to envisage an improvement of her attitudes) in producing the idea that some evaluations might be true.
 But the Nietzschean position is compatible with the projectivist element in quasi-realism, provided projectivism is not committed to the view that the ‘gilding and staining’ of the world with value is in principle detectable at the personal level. Projectivism need not conflict with Nietzsche’s position if is a purely metaphysical thesis, but it is incompatible with it if it is also intended to be a phenomenological thesis.

5. Value and Nietzsche’s Metaphysical Indifferentism

What are the implications of the Nietzschean account suggested above, which conjoins a phenomenal objectivism about value (or at least about many values) with a metaphysical anti-objectivism? As GS 301, indicates, Nietzsche certainly regards the consequences of our realization that any values we can recognize are ‘created’ by us as momentous. For one thing, if the values we can acknowledge ultimately owe their binding and motivating character to their ability to engage us affectively, then there cannot be any obligations or duties for us that are radically external to our affective and motivational systems – to what we can in fact come to recognize as exercising an affective appeal on us. But what is perhaps just as important about Nietzsche’s view is the way it conceptualises the relation between the phenomenology of evaluative practice, and the level of metaphysical theory. Nietzsche has a highly distinctive and original view on how we should think about this relation, a view which applies not only to the relation between evaluative practice and the metaphysics of value, but between practice (the ‘life-world’) and metaphysics quite generally.  I shall conclude with some remarks on this general thesis. It concerns the way we should think about the relation between the phenomenal properties the world appears to have – the way the world shows up for us in everyday ‘life’ – and our metaphysical beliefs, if we have any. Value properties are, according to the foregoing argument, a subclass of phenomenal properties; other phenomenal properties include the traditional secondary qualities, as well as various psychological properties. The crucial question here is whether there can be a conflict between what, according to Nietzsche, we are committed to at the level of practice, and the metaphysical level? For Nietzsche, such a conflict is certainly possible – even for philosophically well-disposed agents (‘free spirits’) – as regards the propositions that their practice and their philosophical beliefs respectively commit them to.
 For example, it is possible that some evaluative practices (certain kinds of art appreciation and criticism, say) may involve at least implicitly the belief that the aesthetic value properties of phenomenal objects have causal powers – that we can be causally affected by the beauty of a painting, for example. And it is not only possible, but often incontrovertibly the case, that we take ourselves to act because we believe that we or other people currently have various psychological phenomenal properties, for example feelings of pain.  Now, let us assume that we also subscribe to a physicalist metaphysics according to which none of these phenomenal properties (beauty, feelings of pain, etc.) figure among the ultimate furniture of the universe. In this case, the contents of our various beliefs at the practical level would be incompatible with our metaphysical beliefs. One of the most characteristic and innovative features of Nietzsche’s later philosophy is his view that such propositional incompatibilities need not necessarily, for a rational individual, involve a practical conflict, and that the practical beliefs in certain cases trump the metaphysical beliefs. This is the heart of his much-vaunted critique of the ‘will to truth’, the latter being for him the ‘kernel’ of the ‘ascetic ideal’ (GM III, 27): ‘the falseness of a judgement is to us not necessarily an objection to a judgement: it is here that our new language perhaps sounds strangest’ (BGE 4). Elsewhere he says, apparently continuous with such remarks: ‘It is of cardinal importance that one should abolish the real world. It is the great inspirer of doubt and devaluator in respect of the world we are.’ (WP 583; cf. BGE 34)

But are such statements not tantamount to irrationalism? Do they not, for example, license the abandonment of the results of the scientific study of ourselves and of the world wherever these are, or seem to be, incompatible with our practical commitments and preferences? They do not. Nietzsche says that ‘the falseness of a judgement is to us not necessarily an objection to [it]’, and it is of paramount importance to be clear about the circumstances when it is not.  These circumstances do not include the context of scientific inquiry. While results of scientific research do not generally have overriding value for Nietzsche,  he nowhere suggests that where they are pertinent, they should simply be ignored.
 But, crucially, scientific explanations are not generally incompatible with everyday explanations that include reference to phenomenal properties, including evaluative properties (phenomenological explanantions, for short). To see this, consider the case of scientific psychology. It is arguably a foundational methodological principle of this science that the properties recognized by the physical sciences in a broad sense (physical properties, for short) are sufficient to account nomologically for all psychological phenomena, which can all be considered as elements of the physical world, and that phenomenal properties therefore have no autonomous causal powers potentially varying independently of, and affecting, physical states – the physical is in this sense a closed causal system. But this is quite compatible with both the truth and the indispensability of (some) phenomenological explanations just in case the following conditions are satisfied: (1) phenomenological explanations give us information, including rough generalizations sustaining true counterfactuals, about a person’s abilities and powers to believe and act as she does, information that we value and that is not conveyed by other forms of explanation; and (2) the phenomenal properties adverted to in these explanations are strongly supervenient on (i.e.  co-variant with) physical properties simultaneously exemplified.

 
The scientific explanation of behaviour does not require a relation between phenomenal properties and physical properties that is any stronger than co-variance. And, importantly, such strong co-variance or supervenience is a weaker relation than dependence, and unlike the latter is not asymmetrical.
 As regards clause (1), I earlier agreed with Nietzsche (in Section 4) that phenomenological explanations of our own and other people’s behaviour involving reference to what matters to us – that such explanations give us information that is itself valued highly by us and that is not provided by other forms of explanation: they tell us how the world and our own and others’ actions make sense to people.
 


So, if strong supervenience holds, there is no systematic conflict between the explanations of scientific psychology and everyday psychological explanations adverting to phenomenal properties, including the values people hold or recognize. But it is often said that relations of co-variance or supervenience between properties themselves call out for explanation.
 Why do phenomenal properties strongly supervene on physical properties, assuming that they do? Importantly, any such explanations of supervenience are not internal to the practice of science, but are rather metaphysical explanations. Physical science, for example, takes no view on the nature of the dependency relation (if any) between physical and secondary properties – the  latter simply do not figure in its theories and experimental laws. It is only once certain metaphysical explanations of the co-variance between phenomenal and physical properties are offered that a logical incompatibility may emerge between the beliefs implicit in our everyday evaluative practice and these metaphysical beliefs. 


Among metaphysical beliefs themselves we may distinguish between those that have an autonomously practical relevance or bearing, and others that do not. I shall call the latter purely theoretical beliefs. According to the argument in the preceding Section, it is only in so far as experience – of humans or other beings – is affected in one way or another that anything can matter, can actually exemplify some value, at all. But experience may be affected by metaphysical beliefs in two quite different ways. The psychological entertaining of the content by itself may affect a person’s conscious relation and attitude to the world. For example, a believer in a Dionysian metaphysics may feel consoled by the thought that ‘underneath the flux of appearances, eternal life flows on indestructibly’ (GT, 18), although the truth of this metaphysics per se may imply nothing about the future course of his or anyone else’s experience – it has no predictive consequences, unless it is fleshed out in various more specific ways.  By contrast, the content of certain other metaphysical beliefs has necessary implications concerning the actual course our experience can take, whatever our attitudes towards these predicted experiential consequences may be. For example, if Christian metaphysical beliefs are true, we all will have a conscious personal life after this earthly life, and there will be a conscious continuity between this present life and that afterlife. Metaphysical beliefs of this latter kind clearly can have relevance for us even if we do not value knowing the truth for its own sake – if we have no purely cognitive or theoretical interests. It is in this sense that they have an autonomously practical relevance. Beliefs of the first kind, by contrast, will only be of evaluative significance for us if we have purely theoretical interests – if we value knowing the truth for its own sake. Here are some examples of such purely theoretical metaphysical beliefs: the intrinsic qualitative nature of real objects is mind-like or representation-like (Berkeley, Leibniz); consciousness does not figure among the fundamental intrinsic properties of the spatio-temporal world (reductive physicalism); the real spatio-temporal world includes objects with absolute (non-perspectival) qualitative properties (Locke, physicalism); being is at the fundamental level non-objectifiable (Schopenhauer, Heidegger). Among the purely theoretical propositions we also find the putative metaphysical ‘explanations’ of why certain scientific theories or experimental laws are predictively successful. Returning to the earlier example of scientific psychology, one might metaphysically explain the predicted nomological co-variance of phenomenal with physical properties by holding a form of physicalism, arguing that phenomenal items are token-identical with sets of physical items, and that phenomenal properties are higher-order properties of sets of physical properties. Or one might instead opt, more exotically, for some form of parallelist metaphysical explanation of the co-variance. Another example of purely theoretical metaphysical explanations, which is discussed in some detail by Nietzsche, would be metaphysical theories concerning the intrinsic qualitative nature of the forces which figure in the laws of physical science.

Because none of these purely theoretical metaphysical explanations make any predictions, except accidentally, an experiential adjudication between them is in principle impossible and any arguments for them are necessarily a priori. (I include among a priori arguments also ‘inferences to the best explanation’, where the criteria for what is best do not include predictive superiority). 


Passages like the much-quoted TI IV, and perhaps even more clearly HAH 9, suggest very strongly that it is only purely theoretical metaphysical beliefs Nietzsche has in mind when he says that ‘it is of cardinal importance that one should abolish the real world’ (WP 583). Hypotheses concerning the ‘real world’ are ‘refuted’ by their ‘useless[ness]’ – the absence of autonomously practical relevance – not by any putative incoherence or meaninglessness of such claims (TI IV). To ‘abolish’ the ‘real world’ means to cease granting it importance in one’s cognitive and evaluative economy, and to persuade others to do so as well. This is what the rejection of the ‘will to truth’ envisaged by Nietzsche centrally amounts to.


So, when Nietzsche says that ‘the falseness of a judgement is to us not necessarily an objection to the judgement (BGE 4), his point is arguably this. Let us assume that we could prove the truth of certain purely theoretical metaphysical propositions entirely by a priori means.
 Let us also assume that these propositions were incompatible with beliefs implied by ethical or aesthetic practices that we otherwise value. In this case, Nietzsche would urge indifference to the metaphysical truth. Rejecting the will to truth implies, therefore, a refusal to permit a practical conflict to arise where it might conventionally be thought to be inevitable, namely, where the truth of a proposition whose only really possible warrant is a priori contradicts theoretical commitments implicated in practices we otherwise regard ourselves as justified in valuing. Nothing in the course of causally possible experience could disconfirm the judgement that phenomenal properties – such as the experienced beauty of a piece of music or a friend’s pain – in certain circumstances, including an appropriate physical supervenience base, affect a subject’s conscious thoughts and actions, in so far as these are intelligible at all to the subject herself. Nietzsche’s point is that if one could know by a priori methods and only by these that the conscious what-it-is-likeness of phenomenal properties, including value properties, is not in any way causally efficacious, this knowledge should leave one’s self- and world-conception entirely unaffected, even if this conception were to involve a commitment to the efficacy of phenomenal properties upon conscious subjects. The individual who is not beholden to the will to truth has no significant purely theoretical interests and is consequently indifferent as to whether the life-world which engages her practical concerns is illusory by the lights of a purely theoretical metaphysical enquiry. 

To conclude: according to the later Nietzsche, we need to distinguish three questions when we ask ‘whether values are part of the world’. First, the question whether (some) values are phenomenally objective, whether they characterize the objects of our life-world. Nietzsche implies an affirmative answer to this question. This is important if we are not seriously to misconstrue evaluative experience in the way even sophisticated forms of projectivism are often rightly accused of doing. Secondly, there is the question of whether values are metaphysically objective, which is answered negatively by Nietzsche. Thirdly, the question of whether values are metaphysically unreal emerges, in the light of his critique of the will to truth, as a matter of indifference to the individual not subject to the ascetic ideal.
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� The two apparently conflicting positions I have in mind are represented, for example, by Blackburn’s ‘quasi-realism’ on the projectivist side (see Blackburn, 1984, ch. 6, and the essays in his 1993); and on the anti-projectivist side by authors like Wiggins (1987), McDowell (e.g. 1978, 1981, 1985), Dancy (1993), and recently Johnston (2001).


� Translations from Nietzsche’s writings are my own.


� See e.g. Brink (1989), pp. 45f; Shafer-Landau (2003), pp. 185f; also van Roojen (2002), pp. 42-7.


� On this distinction, see Mulligan (1998), pp. 164-6. Mulligan argues, and Nietzsche, like many others, concurs (see note 51), that evaluative concepts are more fundamental than, and supply the necessary justificatory basis for, prescriptive concepts. A world in which nothing is considered valuable, good, or worthwhile is one in which prescriptive concepts like ‘ought’ lose their sense. But there may well be values the recognition of which does not entail the applicability of any corresponding prescriptive concepts to finite agents in their actual circumstances. As Scheler remarks, it is not remotely clear what prescriptions might apply, say, to a solitary finite agent in his actual world as a consequence of his sharing Kant’s awe at the aesthetic sublimity of the starry heavens above him (Scheler, 1973, ch. 4.2).


� On a classical criticism of decisionist or ‘radical choice’ construals of evaluation, see Taylor (1982).  For a detailed textual defence of an anti-decisionist interpretation of Nietzsche’s talk of creating value, see Guay (2002).


� For one version of this Kantian approach, see Nagel (1970). Nietzsche’s view of Kantianism in morals can be gleaned especially from BGE 187 and GM II,6.


� Letter to Heinrich Köselitz (Peter Gast), 19 November 1886 (KGB III.2, p. 284). Cf. GS 39 and Z, ‘Of the Sublime Men’.


� For this approach, see Blackburn (1981), esp. p. 175-8, and (1985), esp. p. 8.


� To respond to this problem by insisting that the normal subject, unlike the compulsive or self-alienated subject, identifies with her strongest sentiments is not to solve it but merely to re-describe it. The question that needs to be answered is what resources for ‘identification’ a rational and normally self-transparent subject can have if she, on reflection, needs to regard her most deeply lodged sentiments as essentially not revealing anything about the world, but as analogous to non-representational and sociologically fortuitous conditioned reflexes. It is hard to see where such resources might come from, if she is a projectivist of this type, without requiring her simply not to reflect in her evaluative practice on the adventitious nature and aetiology of her sentiments, thereby instituting a habitual division between her self-qua-theoretician and her self-qua-agent. Whatever else one might say about the questionable desirability of such a self-division, it clearly amounts to a type of habitualized bad faith.


� This concept of objectivity has in recent years been associated especially with the writings of John McDowell. See his (1985); also Dancy (1993), ch. 9. 


� Do ‘phenomenal objects’ as understood in this paper correspond to Kant’s ‘phenomena’ or ‘appearances’? On a classical phenomenalist reading of Kant, he takes phenomena to consist of actual and possible sensory appearances (see e.g. Bennett, 1966, p. 22). If this reading is tenable, his ‘phenomena’ are one possible interpretation of ‘phenomenal objects’ in my sense. But there is good reason to think that Kant regards what he calls phenomena as constituted exclusively by ‘tertiary’ properties in Locke’s nomenclature, that is, by non-sensible relational properties (forces) ascribed to them by physical science (see Langton, 1998, pp. 142-57). By contrast, phenomenal objects in the sense relevant in this paper are simply objects as they appear in ordinary experience (according to the ‘manifest image’, in Sellars’s expression). Objects are called ‘phenomenal’ in this sense in so far as they are considered as possessing at least some phenomenal properties, such as Lockean secondary properties. A phenomenal property is one that involves some qualitative what-it-is-likeness. The concept of phenomenal properties cuts across the subjective/objective distinction as employed above. A subjective state such as a pain or a tickle has certain phenomenal properties, but so has an object like a tomato (it is phenomenally red). On the widespread conflation in current talk about ‘qualia’ between phenomenal properties of experiences and phenomenal properties which objects appear as having, see M. G. F. Martin (1998), pp. 157–80. See also Stroud (2000).


� The term is, of course,  J. L. Mackie’s. See his (1977), pp. 38 f.


� Cf. Mackie, p. 40.


� Recent sympathetic sketches of the idea by Johnston (2001) and de Sousa (2002) do not specify these conditions. Nor do earlier versions of it in Husserl (1989), esp. § 4, and Scheler (1973), esp. ch. 2.5 and 5.2. My ‘perceptual emotion’ (see below) corresponds to what Johnston calls ‘affect’ or ‘affective desire’. On the terminological issue, I agree with Wedgwood (2001), p. 215n, that ‘emotion’ is the most appropriate label for the states in question.


� On the first of these points, see esp. Crane (1992); on the second, see Brewer (1999), esp. ch. 3.


� According to the occasionalist picture of perception, a cause other than the objects of outer sensory perception causes both these objects and our perceptions in such a way that the contents of the perceptions reliably correlate with those objects and the states of affairs they enter into. This does not seem to be a misuse of the concept of perception (See Dummett, 1979, pp. 35-6). William Child (1994, p. 173) asks: if occasionalism were true, what could possibly give us reason to believe that our perceptions are ever veridical, and how could we therefore ever rationally think of ourselves as in cognitive contact with a world independent of us? Well, the most fundamental reason for this belief, whether we are occasionalists or not, is surely the fact that objects consistently and lawfully appear causally to affect us. There are strong reasons for thinking that this experienced or apparent causality is a necessary condition for the possibility of substantial self-consciousness, that is, for a subject’s ability to distinguish between itself and a world external to it. For a reconstruction of Nietzsche’s argument to this effect, see Poellner (2001), pp. 100-106.  


� See Lyons (1980), chapter 6, for a classification of the objects of emotion which I shall be drawing on in what follows.


� Cf. Sartre (2002), p. 44. Also Crane (1998), pp. 242f; and Marcel and Lambie (2002), pp. 237-40.


� To concede that perceptual content often is richer than the descriptive resources available to the subject is not equivalent to accepting the claim that perceptual content is wholly or partly nonconceptual (contra Mulligan, 1998, p. 166f.). See e.g. Brewer (1999), ch. 5, and Poellner (2003) for discussions of this issue.


� See Husserl (1989), § 4; Scheler (1973), ch. 5.2; Lyons (1980), pp. 99-104; Nussbaum (2001), ch. 1; de Sousa (2002), p. 251; Doering and Peacocke (2002), pp. 92-5. This point needs to be qualified. It is only full-blown or paradigm cases of emotions that involve an explicit appraisal or evaluation of the emotion’s particular object. In reflex emotions, no such evaluation may occur. Most of these are best analysed as action dispositions being triggered by perceptual stimuli in conjunction with structural traces left by previous evaluations of objects of the relevant type (cf. Lyons, 1980, pp. 85-9). In what follows I shall ignore such ‘automatised’ and truncated emotional responses. 


� Lyons (1980), pp. 80-85; Nussbaum (2001), p. 64; Doering and Peacocke (2002), pp. 93-4. The converse does not hold, however: value types are not individuated through possible emotions directed at them. There can be no question, therefore, of a one-to-one correspondence of emotions and values qua types. It should be stressed that I am not concerned with giving necessary and sufficient conditions for the correct use of ‘the’ concept of emotion. ‘Emotion’ is quite possibly an equivocal term for a family of distinct but partly overlapping concepts. What is important for the present argument is only that there is a widely used concept of emotion which has the essential features mentioned in the text.   


� Among recent theorists of emotion, Martha Nussbaum is notable for her agreement with Nietzsche on this particular point (see her 2001, pp. 30-31, 40-41, 52-53). Like Nietzsche in HAH 57 and 133, she tends to slide from the correct claim that emotions evaluate objects from the perspective of a self to the quite different one that their content therefore involves reference to the self (pp. 52-3). But while it is necessary, if I am to perceive an object, that I should see it from some perspective taken up by myself, this does not imply that I figure in the content of my perception.  


� Self-referential emotions raise special complications for a perceptual account, since the subject when in the grip of them does not normally represent herself in an objectifying manner which could plausibly be regarded as perceptual. (Cf. Sartre, 2002, p. 42; Marcel and Lambie, p. 223; Poellner, 2003, pp. 48-56.) A fully developed perceptual theory of (some) emotions will of course need to accommodate, in addition to their perceptual elements, also the non-perceptual phenomenal components of such emotion episodes.


� Mulligan (1998), esp. pp. 175-7.


� Mulligan (1998), p. 167.


� Perceptual emotions as defined above are emotions whose particular objects are presented in sense perception. It is a separate question, and the topic of the present discussion, whether such emotions may be said to be perceptual also in a second sense, that is, whether they involve perceptions of the evaluative features of their particular objects.


�  Proust (2002), vol. 1, pp. 250-52.


� See Goldie (2000), pp. 74-6; Doering and Peacocke (2002), pp. 94-5. It is this evidently passive or receptive, and thus potentially counter-rational, element of many emotions that theories such as Lyons’s (1980) and Nussbaum’s (2001), which construe emotions as necessarily involving  judgements of value, are incapable of accounting for.


� For the example, see Drummond (2004), pp. 109-10.


� See Stein (1980), pp. 85-96. For an interpretation of Wittgenstein’s claims along these lines, see McDowell (1982).


� Lyons (1980), pp. 118f; Marcel and Lambie (2002), p. 232.


� On the intentionality of  bodily sensations, their  presenting parts of the subject’s own  body as being a certain way, see Crane (1998), pp. 232-8; also Smith (2003), p. 73.


�  Another proposal is that the emotionally affected subject experiences some hedonic tone, or feeling of pleasure, in the presence of, or caused by, hearing the melody, and accompanied by a positive evaluative judgement about the whole experience (Wedgwood, 2001, pp. 217-20). But we have already seen that perceptual emotions need not involve any judgement at all, let alone a reflective judgement about the subject’s own experience. On the latter point, see also Sartre (2002), pp. 34-7; Marcel and Lambie (2002), p. 223 and pp. 235-6.


� See Scheler (1973), ch. 5.1; also Johnston (2001), pp. 201-4.


� I take it that this is also Wiggins’s point when he  insists that the ‘sentiments’ we have in relation to various objects are not adequately describable without predicates whose semantic values are properties of these very objects. See Wiggins (1987), esp. pp. 106-7.


� Various aspects of the type of content externalism referred to here are found in, e.g., McDowell (1994) and Brewer (1999). It needs to be distinguished from early Putnam-style theories of wide content and from the kind of externalism associated with causal theories of reference. A content is environment-involving in the sense relevant here just in case its characterization at the personal level (i.e. from the subject’s point of view) necessitates reference to spatial phenomenal objects, including objects outside the boundaries of the subject’s phenomenal body.


� One disanalogy might be thought to be that, unlike for colours or sounds, we evidently do not have sense organs for picking up values. But if we think of value properties as higher-order phenomenal properties of objects or of lower-order sets of properties, this objection ceases to impress. There are many other higher-order phenomenal properties which we perceive without special sense organs dedicated to them: we can non-inferentially see that a smile is expressive of insincerity, and we can hear that a note is dissonant, or that a tune is in E-flat major. Yet we have no sense organs specifically for picking out sincerity, consonance, or musical keys.





� Dancy (1981), pp. 383-4.


� Can we consistently think of phenomenal property instances as causing or appearing to cause experiences such as perceptual emotions if we also hold that these emotions cannot be adequately characterized at the personal level without reference to the properties that appear to be their causes? The conjunction of these claims appears to violate the Humean injunction that cause and effect should be numerically and logically distinct. One solution to this problem would be to argue that the Humean requirement of logical distinctness – such that the presence of either the cause or the effect cannot be inferred deductively from the presence of the other – does not hold for all types of cause-effect relations (cf. Searle, 1983, p. 121). An alternative solution would be to say that in the case of perceptual emotions, and perhaps of  conscious perceptions more generally, cause and effect are not ‘distinct existences’ at the phenomenal level of description, but are distinct at the level of the physical supervenience base only. For this and other possible responses to the objection, see Child (1994), pp. 156-62.  


� See e.g. Lyons (1980), p. 8, pp. 78-80; de Sousa (1987), pp. 121-3; Mulligan (1998).


� The affective responses to ressentiment expressed by Nietzsche in the first essay of the Genealogy and elsewhere are clearly not perceptual emotions as defined in 3.ii, since their particular objects often lie in the remote past. But if their contents can be shown to be potentially veridical or truth-apt, then this would hold also for perceptual emotions, which are generally foundational for belief-based emotions.


� For useful discussions of related concepts of intrinsic value, see esp. Goldstein (1989) and Zimmerman (1999).


� A detailed analysis of ressentiment as a form of purposeful self-deception about one’s current mental state can be found in Poellner (2004). This essay also addresses the question of how Nietzsche’s account can avoid the familiar problems (‘paradoxes’) associated with intentionalist theories of self-deception.


� Leiter (2002), esp. pp. 146-55. In the lights of my arguments in the text I would suggest a conceptual distinction, not usually drawn, between metaphysical anti-realism and metaphysical anti-objectivism about value. The latter is the view that values are properties not capable of actual existence in objects independently of experience. They are essentially phenomenal. The former is the stronger view that values are metaphysically unreal. If exemplifications of value properties, as I have argued, enter essentially into the identity conditions of certain affective states, such as perceptual emotions, then a metaphysical anti-realism about values entails an anti-realism about these psychological states. Yet we might want to be anti-objectivists about value without committing ourselves to a position about the metaphysical status of  these psychological states. 


� It might be objected that in the above passage I am sliding from the claim that values necessarily involve affective states to the quite different one that they necessarily involve affective experiences. The substantive philosophical argument for the latter claim is given in the main text. As for the exegetical issue of whether this is an adequate interpretation of Nietzsche, he does indeed famously assert the existence of unconscious mental states, including affective states (e. g. GS 354, 357). But as I have argued in Poellner (1995), ch. 5.2, in countenancing unconscious mental states Nietzsche is not necessarily denying that all occurrent mental states, qua mental, have phenomenal properties. Indeed, there are places where Nietzsche claims that every actual existent has phenomenal properties (GS 54). The most plausible reading of Nietzsche on unconscious mental states is that many occurrent mental states are inferentially unavailable to the mind’s main-system, displaying no phenomenal properties to it, while nevertheless possessing such phenomenal properties. (See e.g. KGW VII.3.37.4). For the distinction between mental main-systems and sub-systems, see esp. Pears (1985). 


� A number of moral theorists have insisted on the absence of any distinctive phenomenology in moral judgment (Wright, 1988, pp. 11-13; Dancy, 1993, pp. 160-2). It is no doubt true that I can judge an action, for example a legal decision, to be ‘right’ without being affectively moved by it. But the important question in the present context is whether my grasp of the concept of moral rightness requires somewhere along the line reference to actual or possible affective experiences had by someone or other – for instance, the experiences of those to whom the legal ruling applies. 


� Cf. Johnston (1987), p. 142.


� See Husserl (1983), §§ 41-42; Searle (1983), pp. 53-5.


� Nietzsche’s remarks on Kant’s ethics emphasize that the Kantian moral motive of respect for the moral law – a respect elicited by the mere idea of a categorical obligation that is independent of whatever my or other people’s (other) inclinations may be – also involves affective experience, albeit misunderstood by Kant (see BGE 187, GM II, 6).  The affect-involving, but according to Nietzsche misinterpreted and non-veridical, experience of duty as apparently autonomously valuable or ‘worthy’ (BGE 187) is the necessary justificatory basis for any categorically action-guiding authority that the idea of duty might be thought to have.  


� For this distinction, see also Johnston (1987), p. 141. A dispositional account of moral value is proposed by Dancy (1993), ch. 9.  


� Cf. Johnston (1987), pp. 157-8. Also Wright (1988), pp. 22-5.


� See Stroud (2000), pp. 127-44.


� For these elements of Blackburn’s quasi-realism, see e.g. his (1981), pp. 173-6; (1984), pp. 197-202; (1985), p. 8.


� Johnston (2001, pp. 201-3) interprets projectivism as at least in part a phenomenological thesis, and therefore rejects it as fundamentally misconstruing most of the evaluative experiences and thoughts we are most deeply committed to.


� This view of Nietzsche’s makes for a further difference from positions such as Blackburn’s quasi-realism, according to which our evaluative practices are logically disengaged from any ontological commitments: ‘The practice could be clipped on to either metaphysic’ (Blackburn, 1985, pp. 3-4).


� On this point, see Gemes (2001), pp. 47-9; and Leiter (2002), pp. 264-6 and pp. 279-81.


� The version of strong supervenience I have in mind is Kim’s (Kim, 1993, p. 65): If A and B are families of properties, then A strongly supervenes on B just in case, necessarily, for each x and each property F in A, if x has F, then there is a property G in B such that x has G and, necessarily, if any y has G, then it has F. The most plausible reading of the necessity operators in this context is nomological, although the laws in question may be disjunctive. Note that the supervenience in question here is not the more familiar supervenience of mental on physical properties, but of phenomenal properties more generally on physical properties.  


� See Kim (1993), pp. 143-8. Also Charles (1992), pp. 272-5.  


� For a similar argument, see Child (1994), chapter 6. In Poellner (forthcoming) I argue that the above points are compatible with Nietzsche’s pragmatist advocacy of debunking physiological explanations for certain phenomenal mental states (cf. GM III, 17 and TI VI, 6).


� See Kim (1993), pp. 144-8; Shafer-Landau (2003), pp. 77-8.


� Nietzsche argues that modern (Newtonian and post-Newtonian) science bypasses this question about the qualities that make physical forces efficacious when actualised – in Newton’s words, physics does not need to ‘feign hypotheses’ about this. Such hypotheses, which are strictly irrelevant to the task of explanation as conceived by modern science, are therefore extra-scientific. They are instances of purely theoretical metaphysical propositions. For an account of Nietzsche’s reflections on this important issue, see Poellner (1995), pp. 46-57, and (forthcoming).


� Nietzsche himself does not believe that any such proofs are actually available or likely to be forthcoming. For detailed discussions of various aspects of his metaphysical scepticism, see Poellner (1995), pp. 57-78, pp. 150-61, and pp. 173-86. 
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