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    War, and published The Birth of Tragedy (1872), Untimely Meditations (1873-6)
    and the first part of Human, All Too Human (1878; two supplements entitled Assorted
     Opinions and Maxims and The Wanderer and his Shadow followed in 1879 and 1880
    respectively). From 1880 until his final collapse in 1889, except for brief interludes, he
    divorced himself from everyday life and, supported by his university pension, he lived mainly in
    France, Italy and Switzerland. The Dawn appeared in 1881 followed by The Gay
     Science in the autumn of 1882. Thus Spoke Zarathustra was written between 1883
    and 1885, and his last completed books were Ecce Homo, an autobiography, and
     Nietzsche contra Wagner. He became insane in 1889 and remained in a condition of
    mental and physical paralysis until his death in 1900.
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   INTRODUCTION

   1

   
    The Birth of Tragedy (henceforth BT) was Friedrich Nietzsche’s first
    book. The first edition, published on 2 January 1872, had as its full title The Birth of
     Tragedy out of the Spirit of Music, as did the second, very slightly revised edition of
    1874. When he reissued it in 1886, Nietzsche renamed it The Birth of Tragedy. Or: Greekhood
     and Pessimism. New Edition with an Attempt at a Self-Criticism. The impact of its first
    publication was very considerable, though not, for the most part, in the way that Nietzsche
    could have hoped. Certainly its dedicatee, Richard Wagner, was thrilled by it, and wrote to
    Nietzsche: ‘I have never read anything more beautiful than your book!’, and
    Wagner’s wife Cosima followed up with: ‘You have summoned spirits in this
    book which I believed were only forthcoming at the behest of our Master.’ Those
    reactions, and similar ones from Nietzsche’s Wagnerian friends, were not surprising,
    in the light of the contents, especially of the later stretches of the work. But academic
    opinion was outraged, as was only to be expected, though it seems that Nietzsche had not
    anticipated it. An old enemy from his schooldays, Ulrich von Wilamowitz-Moellendorf, fired an
    initial salvo in May with the title Philology of the Future! A Reply to Friedrich
     Nietzsche’s Birth of Tragedy, a piece of abusive academic polemic remarkable
    even by the standards that prevail in the world of scholarship. Nietzsche didn’t reply
    himself, but his close friend Erwin Rohde weighed in with a rejoinder in the form of an open
    letter to Wagner, called Afterphilologie!, a difficult word to translate: it means,
    roughly, ‘Pseudo-Philology’, but After is also the German for
    ‘arse’, and there is a long tradition, not perhaps altogether unexpectedly
    stemming from Luther, of using the word in both senses simultaneously. Wagner, too, joined in
    the fight; and Wilamowitz continued the undignified squabble. Like all such battles, the outcome
    was indecisive, except that there was no doubt that Nietzsche had done
    himself a great deal of harm in professional circles, at the same time as he had decisively
    launched himself on the cultural scene.

   As we shall see, when he came to write his ‘Attempt at a
    Self-Criticism’ in 1886, Nietzsche was far harsher on the book than any of his
    academic critics had been, their grounds for disapproval being only one element in the
    many-pronged critique he directs against the work. So what we now have is a bewildering whole,
    if we see it as that: the main body of the book is angrily denounced in the
    ‘Attempt’, at the same time as he tries to perform a rescue operation,
    claiming that in certain respects ‘this impossible book’ contains insights
    which he muddied by introducing jarring and incongruous elements, but which show that in certain
    crucial respects he was already on the main path of his life’s work. It is, of course,
    a familiar tactic with authors looking with mixed feelings on their earliest productions, but in
    this case, more than usually, it presents questions about the nature of self-interpretation and
    development. What I shall do, in the first place, is to concentrate on the first edition, since
    that presents quite enough problems in itself, and then go on to deal with aspects of the
    ‘Attempt’ which are genuinely enlightening about what Nietzsche originally
    said, as opposed to what he later wished that he had said.

   2

   What kind of book is BT? That turns out to be so hard to answer that
    some commentators on it have concluded that it is sui generis, never a helpful category
    to invoke, since it provides one with no criteria for judging it by. The shortest answer is
    that, for all its brevity, it is a work which is attempting to do many things more or less
    simultaneously. The opening of the book proper is ‘We shall have gained much for the
    science of aesthetics…’, suggesting that what we are going to be offered, in
    line with the title, is a treatise on art, specifically on Greek tragedy. On the other hand, in
    the ‘Preface to Richard Wagner’, he refers to ‘the seriously
    German problem that we are dealing with, a vortex and turning point at the very
    centre of German hopes’, and also to his conviction that ‘art is the highest
    task and the truly metaphysical activity of this life’. So it would seem, and what
    follows bears this out, that Nietzsche has three major concerns (at least) going in tandem: a
    political-cultural one, a claim to be worked out about the nature of metaphysics, and a
    consideration of a specific phenomenon in the history of art. These were always to be central
    issues in his work, but what marks off BT as sharply different from (almost) everything
    that he wrote afterwards is its initially conventional mode of presentation, that of the
    academic essay. He had no notions at this stage of writing a disruptive work from within the
    establishment – as so often in his dealings with his contemporaries, he showed himself
    to be strikingly naïve about what the impact of his work would be. As a remarkably
    young professor of classical philology at a venerable university, he produced a work which met
    none of its criteria of respectability. Later on, he wrote work after work in which, now a
    freelance and in every way an outsider, he hoped to shake the world, and not only the world of
    learning, to its foundations, and no one took any notice. He soon came to characterize himself
    as ‘untimely’, but it took the shock of the reception of BT for the
    realization to strike him that in producing it he had been violently idiosyncratic.

   The forces which were operating on him when he wrote the book were powerful
    and various enough for it to be a foregone conclusion that the result would be a weird hybrid.
    Like most people with a set of very strong passions, and a powerful urge to communicate them, he
    was convinced that they were intimately connected, that they proceeded from a central core of
    concern which the writing of a book would locate for his readers, and also for himself. Or still
    more strongly: he couldn’t bear to think that he was in a serious way divided in his
    deepest self, whence these passions arose and which they also served to define. All his books,
    as he later came to insist, were reflections of his personal history – but then so are
    everyone’s, he claimed: it was just that he was perspicacious and honest enough to
    realize a truth which almost all scholars, and especially philosophers, officially engaged in
     the disinterested pursuit of universal truths, insisted on denying. But when he
    wrote BT he was still a paid-up member of the club, so he presents his interests and
    views as ones which should be shared and accepted by his whole culture.

   The three crucial elements in Nietzsche’s intellectual make-up at
    the period when he was writing BT are very clearly apparent in the work itself. His
    training as a classical scholar engendered a profound love of Greek literature, equally of Homer
    and of the great tragedians of the fifth century BC, as well as a lifelong
    fascination with the philosophers, especially the pre-Socratics. But in 1865, when he was just
    twenty-one, he encountered Schopenhauer’s philosophy for the first time, and the
    impact on him was intense, if not deep. He rapidly developed into a disciple, and since
    Schopenhauer’s pessimistic world-view claimed validity independently of time or place,
    it was necessary to understand the Greeks in his terms. Four years previously he had got to know
    Wagner’s Tristan und Isolde, after a fashion, in its piano reduction, and as
    an ambitious but untalented composer he fell utterly under its spell, and remained so for the
    rest of his life, as everything he wrote, from BT to Ecce Homo, his
    autobiography written in 1888 on the verge of madness, testifies.

   These three enthusiasms were all at their peak when he wrote BT.
    What served to weld them together and to convince him that they were not only mutually
    illuminating but all parts of a unified, or at any rate unifiable, view of things was his
    friendship with Richard Wagner and Cosima. He was introduced to Wagner in November 1868 at the
    house of Hermann Brockhaus, Wagner’s brother-in-law, in Leipzig. Wagner took to him
    immediately, and invited him to stay with him and Cosima, then still his mistress, in Tribschen,
    the house they were renting by Lake Lucerne. Nietzsche was dazzled by Wagner’s charm,
    lack of condescension, humour and intimate knowledge of Schopenhauer’s work. And
    Wagner was impressed by him, as a brilliant young classicist and someone who seemed to know some
    of his own music dramas well. From 1869, when Nietzsche took up his post at Basle, until 1872,
    when the Wagners moved to Bayreuth, Nietzsche visited Tribsehen twenty-three times, sometimes
    for several days. And he was even honoured to be present for the first
    performance of the Siegfried Idyll on Christmas morning, 1870. At the end of his sane
    life, in 1888, he wrote in Ecce Homo: ‘I offer all my other human
    relationships cheap; but at no price would I relinquish from my life the Tribschen days, those
    days of mutual confidences, of cheerfulness, of sublime incidents – of
     profound moments… I do not know what others may have experienced with
    Wagner: over our sky no cloud ever passed.’ What he felt he had found in
    Wagner – and what he later vehemently denied was there to be found – was a
    reincarnation of the genius of Greek tragedy, combined with a deeply felt comprehension of
    Schopenhauer. However strong, independently of Wagner, Nietzsche’s interest in Greek
    tragedy, its rise and decline, may have been, it was impossible for a person of his cast of mind
    to see the matter as one for purely historical investigation. It follows that the whole idea of
    the book must always have been permeated by Wagnerian influences, even if he wrote earlier
    versions of it – as he did – in which Wagner is not directly involved.

   This, too, is a matter of more than scholarly concern. This highly peculiar
    book is thought by some to be a fascinating, original study which becomes polluted by
    Nietzsche’s fanatical zeal for the Wagnerian cause from §16 to the end. A
    distinguished previous translator, Walter Kaufmann, has a note at the end of §15:
    ‘The book might well end at this point – as the original did… The
    discussion of the birth and death of tragedy is finished in the main, and the following
    celebration of the rebirth of tragedy weakens the book and was shortly regretted by Nietzsche
    himself.’ That is written from the standpoint of someone who not only had no interest
    in Wagner, the man or his work, but who wished that Nietzsche never had had either. Of course
    speculation as to the course of Nietzsche’s thought if he had never been a Wagnerian
    is fruitless, but given that his primary concern was always with culture, its possibilities and
    catastrophes, it is not conceivable that he should have failed to be preoccupied with Wagner,
    even if he had never been a friend and intimate of his. He could not, under any circumstances,
    have remained an academic, given his temperament. At least as much as Marx, he was concerned to
    change the world, and held unswervingly the view that the health of a culture
    was to be estimated in terms of the art it produced. So an encounter of some kind between him
    and the most spectacular artistic presence of the nineteenth century was inevitable. It remains
    a matter for wonder that the kind and degree of intercourse between them should have been so
    intense.

   That is not to deny that Wagner, always in need of propagandists, and
    especially once he had embarked on the Bayreuth project, must have been keen to see himself
    occupying a key position in BT, though in the long run it can have done little good to
    his cause. His admirers hardly needed Nietzsche’s rhapsodies to enhance their
    devotion, while his detractors have always been inclined to take Kaufmann’s line.
    Though it is true that the last third of BT is somewhat different in manner from the
    previous two-thirds, it doesn’t strike a forced note, as the later Untimely
     Meditation, ‘Richard Wagner in Bayreuth’, written when Nietzsche was
    already having grave doubts about the whole subject, certainly does. But the shift in tone is
    inevitable: having given his account of the rise and fall of Greek tragedy, and the underlying
    reasons for it, he now has to explain to his audience how the rebirth is at hand, against all
    the odds. So the enterprise does become extended, and it is clear that Nietzsche is at something
    of a loss as to how to proceed. That is indicated by the enormous quotation from Schopenhauer,
    which has the effect, almost, of Nietzsche’s reading aloud from The World as Will
     and Representation while he thinks of what to say next. The fact is that it must have
    become apparent to him at this point that his enthusiasms didn’t fit together as
    comfortably as he had up to this stage been assuming, so he had to indulge in a mixture of
    analysis and rhetoric to create an impression of unity. The unity of intent on his part was
    there all along. But what he felt as a single complex of forces turned out to be recalcitrant to
    a discursive account. Hence, perhaps, the passage in the ‘Attempt at a
    Self-Criticism’, §3, which runs:

   What found expression here, in any case… was a strange
    voice, the disciple of a still ‘unknown god’, disguised beneath the
    scholar’s hood, beneath the heaviness and dialectical joylessness of the German, even
     beneath the bad manners of the Wagnerian; here was a spirit with strange, as
    yet nameless needs, a memory bursting with questions, experiences, mysteries, to which the name
    of Dionysus was appended as yet another question mark. This was the voice – they said
    suspiciously – of something like a mystical and almost maenadic soul, stammering
    laboriously and at random in a foreign tongue, almost unsure whether it wished to communicate or
    conceal. It should have been singing, this ‘new soul’, not
    speaking!
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   Nietzsche came to recognize, in other words, that the organization of
     BT was not what one would expect from a contribution to ‘the science of
    aesthetics’, but rather the expression of a set of intense reactions to art and the
    world, and really to the world seen as art. For what he congratulates himself for in the
    ‘Attempt’ is the formula which appears twice, slightly differently, in the
    body of the text: ‘Only as an aesthetic phenomenon is existence and the world
    justified.’ He has been criticized for introducing that formula without leading up to
    it in a logically impeccable way, but the point is that the whole work is suffused by that idea;
    that is its vision, and it wouldn’t matter where it occurred, since it underpins
    everything that he has to say. It can be seen, in the first place and most lucidly, as an attack
    on the dominant account of tragedy which is the inheritance of Aristotle. In that tradition,
    tragedy improves us, both by giving us food for thought about such matters as hubris, and also,
    and most famously, by purging us of pity and terror, or through them. The world is interpreted
    in moral categories, and we see what to avoid and what to embrace. It is consonant with this
    view that Aristotle should have seen Euripides as ‘the most tragic of the
    poets’, and Aeschylus as the least, with Sophocles occupying a middle position.
    Nietzsche reverses the order: Aeschylus is the greatest, and Euripides is the agent of
    tragedy’s ‘suicide’, to quote Nietzsche’s lurid term.
    The lack, in BT, of almost any analysis of specific tragedies makes this assessment
    bewildering. Nietzsche seems to be standing so far back from the realities of Greek drama that
    it is only in the vaguest way that one can see why he should select as his
    hero someone whose sole surviving trilogy, the Oresteia, can hardly be regarded by us
    as a tragedy at all, ending, as it does, with the establishment of democracy in Athens, as a
    result of Apollo’s casting vote in favour of Orestes. The elements that must have
    appealed to Nietzsche are, first, the fact that it is a trilogy, and Wagner was in the
    process of completing his own, influenced by the example of The Greeks – and also
    keener on Aeschylus than on the other two (The Ring, though in four parts, is called by
    Wagner ‘a trilogy with a preliminary evening’, since the first part, Das
     Rheingold, is primarily expository). Second, the chorus plays a much larger part in
    Aeschylus than in his successors. And third, and partly as a result of that fact, individual
    psychology is recessive in the Oresteia, ‘ myth’ taking
    precedence.

   It is in the contrast between ‘myth’ and
    ‘psychology’, though Nietzsche doesn’t spell it out quite like
    that, that he sees the crucial difference between genuine tragedy and its counterfeit. He could
    never have granted the possibility of a tragic novel, for example. Myth re-enacts for us a story
    we all know, and in tragedy it does it in musical terms, though there is the problem, which
    Nietzsche later addresses, of what Greek music was like, since it is something of which we have
    little knowledge. But by affecting us at a level at which only music can, it enables us to come
    to an apprehension of the nature of what we are witnessing, which is, finally to introduce the
    most famous term of BT, Dionysiac. And once we begin to grasp the force of that term,
    and what it denotes, for Nietzsche, together with its complementary
    ‘Apolline’, we can begin to follow, if not to accept, his overall strategy,
    and see that he had ruthlessly to manipulate the material he was writing about in order to
    create his own meta-tragedy – a tragic story, but not a tragedy, since he
    hadn’t sung it.

   4

   In crudest outline, and not following exactly the course of
    Nietzsche’s wavery narrative: the Dionysiac and Apolline are in the
    first place forces, or categories in a metaphysical sense. In a way they are opposites, and
    Nietzsche, who was both attracted to dichotomies and intent on overcoming them (hence, perhaps,
    his claim in Ecce Homo that BT ‘smells offensively
    Hegelian’) does not regard them as mutually hostile, as many commentators think. They
    could not be, as soon as one sees what they actually come to. For the Dionysiac pertains to the
    nature of reality, while the Apolline is connected with modes of its appearance. Here Nietzsche
    is indulging in fully fledged metaphysics, derived, in some respects closely, from Schopenhauer.
    Like that arch-pessimist, he sees the essence of the world as consisting of a kind of
    metaphysical lava, composed of abstract willing, not that of any particular person, and not to
    any end; simply endless upheavals without goal or purpose. And like Schopenhauer, he sees the
    nature of willing as painful – here he relies on our ordinary concept, in which one
    wills something if one lacks it and wants it. But he has a still more flamboyant conception than
    Schopenhauer, since he talks of the primeval reality as a swirl of pain-cum-pleasure, though
    with pain always predominating.

   If one protests that this hardly makes sense, that willing must belong to
    some agent, Nietzsche would agree; in dealing with reality we are forced to use our ordinary
    concepts in a monstrously extended way, since they are the only ones we have. So he means us to
    get a general idea of what he is talking about, but without pressing him for details, which he
    certainly doesn’t provide. In this respect the metaphysics of BT are not in a
    notably worse position than those of many other metaphysicians, though instead of producing
    arguments for them, as say Plato or Spinoza had done, he is content merely to assert his view.
    Or that is how it strikes one at first. In fact the structure of BT in its metaphysical
    aspect resembles more what Kant had called a ‘transcendental argument’. What
    Kant had meant by that confusing expression is something like this, in general terms: If
    something is the case, what else must be true to render that possible? In his great work
     Critique of Pure Reason Kant had proceeded largely by means of transcendental
    arguments to refute scepticism about the existence of a world in space and time, and of selves
    which experience it. In BT the phenomenon that Nietzsche takes as
    needing explanation -an account of what makes it possible – is that of tragic
    pleasure. In other words, he is concerned with the question which has traditionally been posed
    as to why we enjoy portrayals of suffering on an enormous scale. Whereas the answer had been,
    since Aristotle, couched in psychological terms, Nietzsche finds them quite inadequate for the
    purpose. There is, he thinks (in BT and for a short time afterwards), something so
    striking about the difference between the pleasure we gain from the visual arts and epic poetry,
    on the one hand, and that which is vouchsafed us by music and tragic drama (which is properly
    speaking only that which is set to music) on the other, that we are forced to give an account of
    the fundamentally different drives which animate them. It is in this way that he comes to
    postulate the existence of the Apolline and the Dionysiac.

   The pleasure of epic poetry or sculpture is to be accounted for by invoking
    our delight in appearances, especially if they partake of the lucidity of dreams. Everything in
    them has maximum individuality, the hardest edges. It is therefore illusory, since as Nietzsche
    has said, reality is one and indivisible. But during the pre-tragic age of the Greeks, when
    Homer told them the tales they needed to hear, they were consoled by being presented with a
    world which had separate heroes undergoing ordeals which were justified by the pleasure that the
    gods derived from watching them. Life may have felt tragic for men, but it was a divine comedy;
    and the grandeur of the Greek heroes is shown by their lack of resentment at being the
    entertainment of the gods. Fine as all that may have been, it was based on the postulation of a
    set of myths, in all senses of the word. What happened when epic was replaced by tragedy was
    that the principle of individuation (Schopenhauer’s term, taken over for occasional
    use by Nietzsche) gave way to the chorus, apparent individuals submerging their identities in
    the mass. This is only possible under various unusual conditions – anyone used to
    academic surroundings will think immediately of rugger club dinners, an old Nazi will think
    nostalgically of torchlight processions in Nuremberg, and a member of a choral society of
    singing the finale of Beethoven’s Ninth Symphony. These are all
    relevant to the state that Nietzsche describes, using the German Rausch, which roughly
    means intoxication. Clearly there are differences of quality to be noted among these conditions.
    But all of them are ways of putting us into closer contact with reality than we normally are
    – the superiority of some to others must be registered in terms of their effects. And
    it is in the experience of tragedy, as felt on both sides of the footlights (though it is
    desirable to dispense with those) that we gain the finest insight into the nature of the real.
    We learn the ‘wisdom of Silenus’, that ‘The best of all things is
    something entirely outside your grasp: not to be born, not to be, to be
     nothing. But the second-best thing for you – is to die soon.’ Or
    do we?

   At this point it seems as if Nietzsche is espousing a pessimism as bleak as,
    if not identical with, Schopenhauer’s. But he points out that, even when apprised of
    this dire wisdom, the Greeks, far from wanting to die, embraced life even more enthusiastically
    than before. How did they manage such a feat, and why, in any case, is it to be counted as a
    feat, as opposed to the absurdity of continuing with an existence which one knows can only be
    painful? The answer comes, as we have already seen, in two stages. First, the Greeks of
    Homer’s time lived in order to entertain the gods: ‘The same impulse that
    calls [Apolline] art into existence, the complement and apotheosis of existence, also created
    the Olympian world with which the Hellenic “will” held up a transfiguring
    mirror to itself.’ Because the gods enjoy the spectacle of men suffering so much,
    noble men are eager to oblige: ‘We might now reverse Silenus’ wisdom to say
    of [the heroic Greeks]: “the worst thing of all for them would be to die soon, the
    second worst to die at all.”’ And Nietzsche immediately goes on to cite
    Achilles’ lament over the brevity of existence.

   It is a breathtaking move on Nietzsche’s part to argue in this way;
    and whatever our objections to it may be, it makes clear that there is no question of
    Nietzsche’s being opposed to Apollo. Such magnificent appearances, however much they
    may be illusory, justify themselves by their radiance. ‘But how rarely is the
    naïve, that complete immersion in the beauty of illusion, achieved! How inexpressibly
    sublime, for that reason, is Homer, who, as an individual, is
    related to that Apolline folk culture as the individual dream artist is related to the dream
    faculties of the people and of nature in general,’ Nietzsche continues. In the
    repeated stress on dreams and dream-states he is indicating that, for all its glory, this state
    must be impermanent. But while he concedes this, he reverses, explicitly, the usual order of
    preference between waking life and dreaming. ‘The more aware I become of those
    omnipotent art impulses in nature, and find in them an ardent longing for illusion, and for
    redemption by illusion, the more I feel compelled to make the metaphysical assumption that the
    truly existent, the primal Oneness, eternally suffering and contradictory, also needs the
    delightful vision, the pleasurable illusion for its constant redemption.’

   The Apolline in art, then, is the equivalent of the illusoriness of our usual
    state. We live in a condition of illusion, so dreams are ‘the illusion of
     illusion’, and none the worse for it. But illusions are of their nature
    unstable, and a people as restless in their search for the truth as the Greeks were bound to
    find that they could not rest content with them. The wisdom of Silenus reasserted itself, and
    they needed some further state, more penetrating and more all-embracing. The development of
    tragedy, in which the chorus was pre-eminent, even at first the only element, brought home to
    them the nature of the ‘primal Oneness’, and led them thus to rejoice in the
    destruction of the individual in the whole. That is the second stage in their coming to terms
    with existence. The same myths are employed in tragedy as in epic, but the tonality of the
    experience is radically changed. To be a pessimist in the conventional sense is not only
    cowardly but futile: there is no escaping the eternal agonizing drama of existence, so one
    exults in it, by ceasing, if only temporarily, to be one. If one attempts, as all
    philosophers have, even Schopenhauer, to give a moral justification of existence, the failure of
    the attempt will be embarrassingly evident, and refuge will have to be taken in ever-wilder
    imaginings to redeem our sufferings, which are inevitable and incurable. The
    moralist’s plans for improving the lot of mankind by remedial action are like pissing
    in the sea. If one were to contrive simultaneously to preach a morality and to look
    unflinchingly at what the world is actually like, despair would be the only
    outcome. At the end of §7 Nietzsche puts the position in a nutshell:

   Understanding kills action, action depends on a veil of illusion –
    this is what Hamlet teaches us, not the stock interpretation of Hamlet as a John-a-dreams who,
    from too much reflection, from an excess of possibilities, so to speak, fails to act. Not
    reflection, not that! – True understanding, insight into the terrible truth, outweighs
    every motive for action, for Hamlet and Dionysiac man alike. No solace will be of any use from
    now on, longing passes over the world towards death, beyond the gods themselves; existence,
    radiantly reflected in the gods or in an immortal ‘Beyond’, is denied. Aware
    of truth from a single glimpse of it, all man can now see is the horror and absurdity of
    existence; now he understands the symbolism of Ophelia’s fate, now he understands the
    wisdom of Silenus, the god of the woods: it repels him.

   Here, in this supreme menace to the will, there approaches a redeeming,
    healing enchantress – art. She alone can turn these thoughts of repulsion at the
    horror and absurdity of existence into ideas compatible with life: these are the
     sublime - the taming of horror through art; and comedy - the artistic release
    from the repellence of the absurd. The satyr chorus of the dithyramb is the salvation of Greek
    art; the frenzies described
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