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 Appreciation 
 Neitzche  in  his  work,  Birth  of  Tragedy  presents  the  dichotomy  of 
 Apollonian  vs  Dionysian  art  and  puts  forth  his  ideas.  While  discussing 
 them,  he  does  not  do  so  in  mere  abstractions/concepts  but  collapses  them 
 where  Apollonian  art  stands  for  ‘all  the  plastic-arts’  ,  arts  of  imitation,  of 
 superficiality,  whereas  Dionysian  artforms  are  the  formless,  non-lyrical 
 chorus.  While  I  do  not  completely  digest  this  simplification  and 
 high-handed  categorization  (please  refer  to  my  critique  down  below);  I 
 do completely agree with idea of what they stand for, as placeholders; 

 That  is  to  say,  I  agree  when  Nietzche  implies,  Apollonian  art  is  the  art 
 that deludes whereas Dionysian art is the art that liberates.  [1] 

https://imgs.search.brave.com/HOeXG9v7jAZ2atiW-Rpwqi55fyhg0n9LVw6T2IU0X0M/rs:fit:860:0:0/g:ce/aHR0cHM6Ly9jZG4u/dGhlY29sbGVjdG9y/LmNvbS93cC1jb250/ZW50L3VwbG9hZHMv/MjAyMS8xMi9sZW9u/aWQtaWx5dWtoaW4t/YXBvbGxvLWRpb255/c3VzLXBhaW50aW5n/LmpwZz93aWR0aD0x/NDAwJnF1YWxpdHk9/NTU


 The  first  few  sections  build  on  the  notion  of  what  the  two  artforms  are 
 supposed  to  be  and  how  they  interact  with  each  other.  First  off,  we  are 
 desensitized  to  what  ‘cultured-art’  is  supposed  to  mean.  No;  it  is  not  the 
 plays  of  Shakespeare,  or  the  songs  of  Freddy  Mercury.  Infact,  having  a 
 concept  of  ‘cultured-art’  is  itself  very  alien,  very  superficial,  and  very 
 naive,  while  this  took  me  some  self-convincing  (  some  unculturing  if  you 
 would like  ). 
 One  must  also  have  at  the  back  of  their  heads,  a  conscious  definition  of 
 what  ‘art’  is  even  supposed  to  be,  as  it  becomes  apparent  by  reading  the 
 first  few  sections  of  the  book  that  we  have  been  conditioned  to  retrieve 
 Apollonian  forms  of  expression  when  someone  mentions  the  word  ‘art’. 
 We,  by  default,  think  of  Apollonian  artforms  exclusively  when  thinking 
 of art. 

 And  unsurprisingly,  Dionysian  forms  of  expression  are  labeled  as  rogue, 
 grotesque,  vulgar.  He  also  mentions  that  through  these  Dionysian  forms 
 of  expression  the  core  of  life-  the  pain  and  the  contradiction  -  truly 
 expressed  and  represented,  while  Apollonian  artforms  are  pills  of  cope 
 and pills of seethe. And he beautifully puts it up his writing as: 



 He  gets  us  rid  of  the  preconceived-notions  of  Apollonian  art  as  great; 
 and  Dionysian  art  as  lowly.  It  is  through  the  latter,  a  man  is  given  access 
 to  the  Core  ,  where  he  loses  the  Self  .  He  loses  his  individuality,  and  his 
 ability  to  critique/compliment  art.  At  this  juncture,  he  loses  his  identity 
 of  artist  or  the  appreciator  or  the  muse;  but  himself  becomes  the  part  of 
 the art. 

 Only  after  grasping  this  was  I  able  to  appreciate  what  he  said  about  how 
 all  subjective  art  is  mediocre  .  Here,  I  am  compelled  to  connect  to  what 
 Oscar  Wilde  meant  when  he  said  “All  art  is  quite  useless”  .  He,  Mr. 
 Wilde,  (I  feel)  is  again  making  the  error  of  exhausting  art  as  only 
 Apollonian  art-forms  (just  as  we  were  doing  prior  to  the  ‘unculturing’ 
 we underwent while going through these pages). 
 Indeed in this light, all art is quite useless. 

 (A Quora response to what Wilde meant when he said that line; PS: I share the 
 exact same interpretation) 



 Approaching  Apollonian  modes  of  expression  (religion,  lyrical  music, 
 codified  artforms,  social  beliefs)  with  intentions  of  asceticism  or 
 spirituality will sooner or later disappoint us, because it is hollow. 

 Neitzche  does  reason  out  why  if  Apollonian  art  is  a  facade,  does  it  come 
 about  to  be  what  it  is  today.  It  is  because,  to  live  and  to  have  access  to 
 that core of pain and contradiction is futile  ~ is  an irony of sorts  . 
 He  says  while  Dionysian  art  is  the  ideal  form  of  expression;  an  ideal 
 enjoyer  of  Dionysian  art  should  be  a  dead  man.  To  escape  this  paradox, 
 we had to create Gods in our image ~the idyllic shepherd. 



 He  then  leaves  us  here  with  an  understanding  of  the  dependency  of  the 
 two  artforms~  a  yin-yang  kind  of  a  relationship  and  builds  from  here  to 
 talk  about  theater  and  the  birth  of  tragedy.  And  in  my  opinion,  what  he 
 said  next  feels  like  a  natural  response;  an  intuitive  chain  of  thoughts 
 based  on  what  he  had  discussed  previously;  which  goes  to  show  the 
 profound implication of the same (personally feeling). 

 Critique 
 While  I,  more  or  less,  sooner  or  later  agreed,  or  came  to  at  least 
 understand  where  Neitzche  was  coming  from,  when  he  was  talking 
 about  the  Dionysian  and  the  Apollonian  forces,  what  I  am  yet  to 
 appreciate  is  the  bland  generalization  and  hard  categorization  of  what 
 should be considered as Dionysian and Apollonian. 

 Plus,  I  feel  in  the  era  of  culture-industry  and  mechanical  reproduction,  a 
 few  of  the  statements  will  need  rephrasing.  Especially  considering  the 
 new  art  forms  that  originated  post  industrial  revolution;  or  even 
 considering  the  old  artforms  which  Netizche  didn't  even  know  existed.  Is 
 Bharatnatyam  Apollonian?  Is  Dadaism-Cubism  Dionysian?  And  what  is 
 molecular  gastronomy?  What  of  the  art  of  making  Itr.  What  about  acts  of 
 self-pleasure?  And  will  consumption  of  Apollonian  art  on  psychedelics 
 be  considered  Dionysian?  Or  is  AI  generated  dithyrambic  music  still 



 Dionysian?  Is  it  Dionysian  because  it  gives  access  to  the  Core  ;  or  does  it 
 give  access  to  the  Core  because  it  is  Dionysian.  These  questions  should 
 be  taken  rhetorically.  However,  these  questions  did  make  me  think  again 
 about  the  hard-margins  on  the  categorization  that  Neitzche  places;  and 
 what to make out of them in an era of postmodernism. 

 …that  is  to  say,  …  Apollonian  art  is  the  art  that  deludes  whereas 
 Dionysian  art  is  the  art  that  liberates,  [1]  should  be  rephrased  to  imply: 
 liberating  artifacts  fall  in  the  realm  of  Dionysus  whereas  those  of 
 delusion are Apollonian. 


