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Introduction
The attempt to give an account of one's own historical moment—the prioritization of certain values over others, the diagnosis and perhaps alteration of a specific cultural trajectory—has traditionally involved not only coming to terms with a past that seems to mimic itself in the present, but with a past that is also at the same time marked by a difference from the present. Such has been the case with German thinkers and authors and their particularly intensive engagement with the legacy of classical antiquity, and above all, with the most lofty form of artistic endeavors: Greek tragedy.
	This thesis will examine the way in which two thinkers —August Wilhelm Schlegel and Friedrich Nietzsche—belonging to two distinct historical periods constructed a relationship to Greek tragedy in order to articulate, and perhaps alter, the aesthetic and cultural norms of their own time and place.  As I hope this thesis will make clear, A.W. Schlegel and Nietzsche draw on the same body of texts—and tell a similar historiographical story about the "decline" of Greek tragedy from Aeschylus to Euripides—for almost diametrically opposed reasons. 
Although Nietzsche seems like a rather intuitive choice as a thinker that develops a relation to antiquity in order to elaborate a system of values, the choice of August Wilhelm Schlegel may appear less obvious. Indeed, August Wilhelm Schlegel has been woefully neglected by scholarship and has been overshadowed by the legacy of his brother Friedrich Schlegel. Current readers of romanticism tend to forget that A.W. Schlegel gave a series of extremely influential lectures in Vienna in 1808, well attended by the intelligentsia of Europe, and later published as Über dramatische Kunst und Literatur. These lectures were translated into English as Essays on Dramatic Art and Literature in 1846. The translator of this volume wrote, "The Lectures of A.W. Schlegel on Dramatic Poetry have obtained high celebrity on the Continent, and have been much alluded of late in several publications in this country."[endnoteRef:1] Thirty-eight years after Schlegel gave his lectures, they were still considered to be important aesthetic documents in a trans-national European context. It is no wonder then, that Nietzsche felt he had to engage with Schlegel's theory of tragedy and tragic spectatorship in his 1872 book (and the main focus of the second half of this thesis) Geburt der Tragödie aus dem Geiste der Musik or The Birth of Tragedy from the Spirit of Music.  [1:  Schlegel, August Wilhelm Von, and John Black. Lectures on Dramatic Art and Literature,. 2d ed. London: G. Bell & Sons, 1.  Henceforth all references to Lectures on Dramatic Art and Literature will appear in parentheses within the text as LDL followed by page number.
] 

By choosing A.W. Schlegel and Friedrich Nietzsche as my points of entry into different historical relationships to antiquity, I have focused on thinkers that do not try to merely "historicize" the Greeks (thus, not to focus on a Hegelian conception of tragedy that would see tragedy as one moment in the larger unfolding of a historical teleology, or what Hegel calls Spirit), but on thinkers that construct a new or contemporary relationship to Greek dramatic art in order to reshape or rethink what they consider to be the "modern." These two works, on the whole achieving different goals, nonetheless have much in common.  They both create a set of criteria by which art, specifically Greek tragedy, can be judged through a philosophical framework. The judgments of Nietzsche and Schlegel are played out through the critique of the three great tragedians: Aeschylus, Sophocles and Euripides. 
This thesis seeks to outline and define the philosophical concepts by which Schlegel and Nietzsche judge Greek tragedy, its worth, and its relationship to all the arts.  The worth of tragedy is not just important for understanding the arts, but also the aesthetic enrichment of human life.  More precisely, what emotions does tragedy invoke that other forms of art cannot, how does it invoke these emotions, and how do these emotions contribute to the enrichment of human life?  These questions are answered by Schlegel and Nietzsche using methodical judgments relating to each one's understanding of the standards that tragedy should meet in order to be successful in reaching its full potential as a form of art.  
Schlegel and Nietzsche differ greatly in their understanding of why tragedy is important.  While Nietzsche is widely studied and very well regarded for his work surrounding Greek tragedy, in the case of A.W. Schlegel, it is more difficult to find a serious scholarly engagement with his ideas. These two authors are worth investigating together because their methodology of measuring the effectiveness of tragedy as an enrichment of human life has a similar dynamic structure.  They both use their own standards of effectiveness in tragedy through the lens of each of the great tragedians.  Both also give extensive insight into where Euripides went wrong, and spend less time discussing Sophocles and Aeschylus because it is clear that they are both effective in the eyes of Schlegel and Nietzsche.  Both of their arguments agree by seeing Euripides as symptomatic of a decline. It is also clear that Schlegel was  on Nietzsche’s mindan interlocutor, specifically because Nietzsche mentions Schlegel as a counterexample in Nietzsche's explanation of the chorus as the origin of tragic representation.  The study of the chorus for both of these authors is so extensive that it makes sense to also compare these two perspectives side by side.  Finally, although this thesis does not go deeply into detail about the future of art, as its focus is purely Greek tragedy, both philosophers apply standards developed in reference to Greek tragedy onto the art of the present and the future.  Schlegel eventually follows the history of art through Shakespeare up to his contemporaries, while Nietzsche focuses on Wagner.  At stake for both of these philosophers is the future, as well as the present, of meaningful art, which as we will see is dependent on meeting the same standards that Greek tragedy does.
One element that tragedy has that most art lacks is the chorus.  The chorus plays an essential role in the importance of tragedy.  For Schlegel, the chorus acts as a medium necessary to provoke human cognition to reach its highest form, and serves as the “ideal spectator” for this reason.  The chorus brings together essential elements of the play through its ideal spectatorship.  For Nietzsche, the chorus serves not as a mere medium like any other (since it is, as we shall see, origin of the tragic representation), but instead leads humanity to a state held precariously between order and disorder.  The natural state of cosmic chaos signals for Nietzsche a return to a primordial state that helps human beings gain insight into their place (or the lack thereof) in the universe and eventually, through this process, find the will to live.  
According to Nietzsche, tragedy, by its nature, is therefore affirmative in spite of (even because of) its "tragic" outcomes.  It is difficult to achieve the same effect in other forms of art that tragedy does because this affirmation is necessarily coextensive with suffering.  
Less studied and considered in the context of Greek tragedy, A. W. Schlegel still plays an important role in determining the nature of tragedy.  In Schlegel's case, this suffering is equally functionalized:  tragedy is effective in enriching the moral man precisely because it brings together two opposite emotions, i.e. joyfulness and woefulness or order and chaos. Schlegel specifically looked to Kant to ground his theory of tragedy.  For Schlegel, ethical autonomy through the aesthetics of the sublime is the cornerstone of his understanding of tragedy: the representation of morality and how one achieves morality (e.g. also as a spectator) is essential to the nature of tragedy.   
These goals are derived from his engagement with both Kantian and Schillerian philosophy.  Schlegel construes Kant’s ethical philosophy—giving oneself one’s own moral and ethical law—as the ultimate goal that Greek tragedy should reach.  Schiller is also a clear influence on Schlegel's ideas, since Schiller expands the role of the sublime as the stimulation of one giving oneself the moral and ethical law by explaining more clearly the role of the sublime in the context of tragedy.  Schiller gives more concrete definitions of a “fine soul” or what could be seen as a moral man in aesthetic contexts.  "Fine souls" achieve morality through bridging the dichotomy of joyfulness and woefulness that presents itself in tragic art.
Nietzsche, in contrast, completely rejects Kantian notions of morality and ethical law, and emphasizes the more primordial elements of tragedy. For Nietzsche, there is an essential dichotomy between being an individual and becoming one with the world, as manifested through the concept of the Apollonian and the Dionysian respectively, and only in the combination of these two forms of energy can there be a human being who affirms the will to live aesthetically.  Morality is certainly not welcome within Nietzsche’s dialectic, because the end goal is not to become a moral man, but rather to become a person with a strong will to live in the face of terror.  Nietzsche comes to these conclusions with the help of Schopenhauerian philosophy, although Nietzsche differs from Schopenhauer in his emphasis on an affirmative will to live. Nietzsche, like Schlegel, also refers to Schiller for his understanding of the ancient Greek tragic chorus, and praises Schiller rather than Schlegel for his interpretation of the chorus.   
The first chapter of this thesis examines Schlegel's ideas and outlines his methodology and later testing of these standards on the great tragedians.  The first chapter also explores the chorus and explains other smaller features of tragedy that make it superior, according to Schlegel.  Schlegel also has more noteworthy objections against Euripides that are worth exploring because they point to ideas about tragedy that are irreducible to the philosophies of Kant and Schiller. Morality for Schlegel is not simply a recapitulation of Kantian ethics, but also moral in a way that, perhaps simpler in its form, relies on beauty and grace.  		
The second chapter focuses on Nietzsche and begins by examining the concepts of the Dionysian and the Apollonian.  Also in the same manner as Schlegel, the philosophical methodology that Nietzsche uses is explained in great detail, followed by an analysis of the role of the chorus. The chorus is central to Nietzsche's understanding of tragedy, and also plays a role in his close investigation of music, which refers to the same conceptual and energetic structure as tragedy.  The chapter also analyzes Nietzsche's understanding of the great tragedians. As for Schlegel—but for diametrically opposed reasons—Euripides represents a decline, and all tragedy henceforth also becomes contaminated by this decline.  Thus Nietzsche calls for a rebirth in tragedy using his methods as a guide as to what could be reborn.  The fate of music and art still lies in the hands of Nietzsche’s attempt to rekindle the dynamics of tragic art. 
Through these careful analyses of the two philosophers, it should become easy to see the importance of Greek tragedy not just to the German romantics and later Germans, but to the world and art as a whole.  Through these analyses, I intend to gain a greater understanding of the role Greeks played in German thought and in the attempt to unpack the larger consequences of this thought for aesthetics in a broader sense.
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In the spring of 1808, August Wilhelm Schlegel visited Vienna, and read to an audience his Lectures on Dramatic Art and Literature.  A few years later, these lectures were published and praised throughout Europe (LDL 29). His objective in these lectures was to understand the nature of drama throughout the ages and to create standards by which the artistic value of drama could be judged.  
The first section of this chapter is dedicated to understanding how Schlegel uses Kantian and Schillerian philosophy to set forth the sublime as the central theoretical aim of tragedy, such that dramatic works that do not conform to the aesthetics of the sublime can be judged as inferior.  I wish to show that Schlegel’s idea of successful tragedy also fulfills Kant and Schiller’s aesthetics of the sublime by presenting overwhelming sensuous experiences as a conflict that must be overcome by the spectator.  Tragedy, as Schlegel understands it, should provoke conflicting emotional responses, which compel the spectator to distance themselves from their own instinctual responses and directly face terror and fear.  
Understanding the process of the sublime necessitates an examination of spectatorship in tragedy, specifically, how spectatorship also plays into the ultimate aim of the sublime which is framed as a confrontation with primordial sensuality.  I also aim to look at Schlegel’s examination of spectatorship through the physical configuration of the stage and the implementation of a tragic chorus as aids in the process of triggering conflicting sensuous responses.  
The latter section of this chapter is focused on Schlegel’s historical narrative about Greek tragedy, which starts off with a positive examination of Aeschylus, reaches a pinnacle in the works of Sophocles, and sees a gradual decline in the works of Euripides.  I will examine the construction of this historical narrative using the principles of successful tragedy which Schlegel sets forth before his historical analysis.  The success of tragedy within this historical narrative depends upon the tragedians’ ability to create sublime works of art that activate moral autonomy by encouraging spectators to raise themselves above instinctual sensuality.  Aeschylus and Sophocles manage to retain this capacity of the sublime in their tragedies. The decline of tragedy is marked by a loss of focus on the sublime as the central aim of tragedy and thereby the loss of moral autonomy as a dynamic in tragic spectatorship.  Euripides represents this decline because his focus has shifted from that of the sublime to a reveling in rhetorical flourishes.
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            In order to understand the central aim of tragedy for Schlegel, one has to understand first the underlying principles that motivate his aesthetics.  For Schlegel, the groundwork for these principles is to be found in the philosophical works of Kant and Schiller.  The aim of tragedy is articulated through an aesthetics of the sublime, which in turn sees as its ultimate end freedom and moral autonomy. This section focuses on understanding those principles which are critical to Schlegel’s theory of tragedy.
	Schlegel directly references Kant’s Critique of the Power of Judgment (Kritik der Urtheilskraft) for all matters related to “the distinctive aim of tragedy by way of theory” (LDL 69).  The concept that grounds the distinctive aim of tragedy is Kant’s dynamical sublime.  Kant elucidates one of the facets of the sublime as follows: great objects in nature "make our capacity to resist into an insignificant trifle in comparison with their power. But the sight of them only becomes all the more attractive the more fearful it is, as long as we find ourselves in safety, and we gladly call these objects sublime because they elevate the strength of our soul above its usual level, and allow us to discover within ourselves a capacity for resistance of quite another kind, which gives us the courage to measure ourselves against the apparent all-powerfulness of nature."[endnoteRef:2] The sublime manifests itself first by presenting an overwhelming object to our senses that is so great in comparison to our own powers of cognition that we are overcome with fear.  However, this fear is not a fear that cripples us and compels us to run away, but a fear that allows us to raise ourselves above the power of nature’s grandeur and imagine ourselves in safety.  This courage that we find within ourselves in a confrontation with the overwhelming powers of nature is a product of the aesthetics of the sublime.   Finally, this feeling of great fear is met with a resistance from the feeling of safety that we feel in being able to measure up to powerful forces of nature.  This resistance is a greatly sublime conception, whose capacity lends us strength of our souls.  The idea of resistance becomes important for Schlegel, as the resistance that man encounters in the sublime is what indexes man's moral freedom.   [2:  Kant, Immanuel, and Paul Guyer. Critique of the Power of Judgment. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge UP, 144-45. Henceforth all references to Critique of the Power of Judgment will appear in parentheses within the text as CJ followed by page number.
] 

When Schlegel describes drama as moral (or as didactic), then, he is referring back to the Kantian idea of morality among others. This idea is articulated as follows: “Morality is [...] the relation of actions to the autonomy of the will, that is, to the possible universal legislation through its maxims.”[endnoteRef:3] According to Kant, morality consists in the ability to give oneself one's own moral law—a law that transcends the laws of nature as well as any other laws set forth by others.  Morality as defined by Kant is an integral part of the function of the dynamic sublime: “only under the presupposition of this idea in us [of being superior to nature outside of us and within us] and in relation to it are we capable of arriving at the idea of the sublimity of that being who produces inner respect in us not merely through his power, which he displays in nature, but even more by the capacity that is placed within us for judging nature without fear and thinking of our vocation as sublime in comparison with it.” (CJ 147-148).  The inner respect afforded to the human being confronted with the sublime is derived from the capacity of this being to be a universal legislator: judging nature without being ruled by the fear which nature provokes is correlated with the power to make judgments autonomously.  [3:  Kant, Immanuel, and Allen W. Wood. Groundwork for the Metaphysics of Morals. New Haven: Yale University Press, 57.  Henceforth all references to Groundwork for the Metaphysics of Morals will appear in parentheses within the text as GMM followed by page number.] 

Making judgments autonomously is a certain type of freedom, a freedom through which “the highest good in the world is possible” (CJ  315).  Freedom “is the causality of a natural cause (of the subject, as a human being, thus considered as an appearance) subordinated to the former [nature]” (GMM 81).  Thus freedom can be understood as another facet of the sublime, as the freedom subordinates nature in a sublime confrontation, and the spectator is no longer relegated to the realm of fear of nature.  Thus the spectator is completely free, and reaches a “final end” (GMM 320) of morality, and becomes one’s own author, legislating one’s own morality.  The movement from sublimity, to freedom, to morality is more evident through Schiller’s works, and this connection should become clearer once we discuss Schiller later in this section. 
The only issue that Schlegel himself takes with Kant[endnoteRef:4], is that he was not well acquainted with Greek tragedy. Kant did not write his philosophy with Greek tragedy in mind.  Indeed, it is Schiller who sought to answer questions that formed the background of Schlegel’s aesthetics: “what is the value of art?” and “what is the source of tragic pleasure?”[endnoteRef:5] Therefore, it is useful to look at Schiller’s philosophy as part of the historical background for Schlegel’s conception of tragic aesthetics. [4:  “Nothing is wanting but a more definite idea of the tragedy of the ancients, with which he does not seem to have been very well acquainted.” (69 LDL).  Schlegel’s take on Kant’s Critique of Power of Judgment where Schlegel recognizes that Kantian philosophy is lacking in regards to its ability to be placed in an ancient Greek context.]  [5:  Beiser, Frederick C. Schiller as Philosopher: A Re-examination. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2. Henceforth all references to Schiller as Philosopher: A Re-examination will appear in parentheses within the text as SAP followed by page number.
] 

Schiller draws upon the principle of the dynamic sublime as defined by Kant, and also sees this principle as central for an aesthetics of tragedy (SAP 258). Schiller defines the feeling of the dynamic sublime as a mixed feeling: “It is a combination of being in anguish (at its peak this expresses itself as a shudder) and being happy (something that can escalate to a kind of ecstasy).”[endnoteRef:6]  What was fear of nature for Kant manifests itself as a shudder of terror (and thus does not structurally require "fear for one's own existence" but can also refer to fear in a broader sense). Seeing tragedy and feeling fear are necessary components of tragic pleasure. The pleasure that is derived from fear, similar to Kant’s feeling of safety, is the type of pleasure that is most desirable, as Schiller himself notes later on.  The anguish that one experiences in encountering the sublime is opposed to the feeling of happiness, and thus the “mixed feeling” of the sublime is produced in an opposition between sensuous fear and a simultaneous feeling of happiness.  The co-presence of anguish and happiness that Schiller isolates as part of the sublime is important for Schlegel’s aesthetics of the sublime, as we shall see. [6:  Schiller, Friedrich, and Walter Hinderer. Essays. New York: Continuum, 74.  Henceforth all references to Essays will appear in parentheses within the text as SE followed by page number.
] 

The opposition of happiness and anguish represents an important function in the exercise ofis what defines man’s morality for Schiller.  We previously explored this idea as the sublime allows us to form our own autonomous laws, and Schiller acknowledges this connection between oppositional effects and autonomous morality more directly than Kant:.  “This synthesis of two contradictory sensations in a single feeling establishes our moral self-sufficiency in an irrefutable manner” (SE 74).  The sublime, as it expresses these two contradictory sensations, achieves moral self-sufficiency because through the sublime “we experience that the state of our minds is not necessarily oriented to the state of our senses, that the laws of nature are not necessarily our laws as well, and that we have within us a self-sufficient principle that is independent of all sensuous stirrings” (SE 74).   Similar to Kant, although more simplified and direct, Schiller also makes a connection with the sublime inasmuch as the laws of nature are not our laws, and that this conflict in our sensuous nature reveals our ability to achieve freedom and give ourselves our own individual laws.  Freedom is also at stake for Schiller, as it is another step to achieving moral autonomy. 
Schiller links freedom directly with morality by constructing a type of hierarchy.  “A human being who is morally cultivated, and only this sort of human being, is completely free.  He is either superior to nature as a power or he is in harmony with it … Nothing that nature does to him is violence, since it has already become his own action before it gets to him, and the dynamism of nature never reaches him, since he deliberately cuts himself off from everything that nature can reach” (SE 72).  This definition of the moral man fits directly into some of the aspects of freedom as a concept while also drawing upon the notion of "complete freedom" in its definition.  Through Schiller it is clear that freedom, or the ability to recognize one's own legislative power, is linked with morality because it makes the moral laws that govern man's own laws and does not allow nature to interfere with this process.   Freedom makes man a “citizen and co-reagent of a higher system,” whereas those without freedom are only “an ingenious product of nature” (SE 80).  The higher system in which moral men take part is defined by man’s freedom, and this higher system generates a hierarchy for human beings.  Moral men are quite distinctly superior for Schiller as opposed to those men who let themselves be determined by their sensuous nature. This hierarchy of human beings becomes a hierarchy of aesthetic objects for Schlegel; Schlegel places the tragedians within a hierarchy that corresponds to the hierarchy of men determined by the extent to which they are free. 
Schlegel’s opinions on the sublime are more closely aligned with Schiller’s, but having understood Kant’s moral philosophy as well as and Schiller’s, now it is possible to fully explore the account of Schlegel’s sublime.  Schlegel’s dependence on the concept of the sublime can be seen when he says, “the moral freedom of man [...] can only be displayed in a conflict with his sensuous impulses” (LDL 69).  Therefore, the measure of moral freedom is evident in the opposition it encounters from a great external force when viewed by the senses.  “It is only amidst difficulties and struggles” (LDL 69) that a man becomes moral.  If the aim of tragedy is to be explained by way of theory, it can best be described as a tool to disregard sensuous impulses as insignificant and overcome the sorrows and difficulties which is a prerequisite of the attempt to achieve moral freedom. Thus, we can consider the sublime as a central aim of tragedy, as well as the display of conflicting sensuous impulses and the subsequent ability to exercise moral freedom.
Schlegel’s philosophical take on the aesthetics of the sublime, while they clearly demarcate his understanding of tragedy, are less explicit but nonetheless present.  He touches on Kantian freedom through the following quote, using “earnestness” to describe the attributes of Kantian freedom: “Earnestness, in the most extensive signification, is the direction of our mental powers to some aim. But as soon as we begin to call ourselves to account for our actions, reason compels us to fix this aim higher and higher, till we come at last to the highest end of our existence: and here that longing for the infinite which is inherent in our being, is baffled by the limits of our finite existence” (LDL 44).  The highest end of existence and longing for the infinite is reminiscent of the Kantian “final end,” or a pinnacle of morality and that is achieved through freedom. Thus this idea of earnestness is connected with the Kantian value of freedom that manifests itself through the principle of a posited final end of reason.  Further, Schlegel also connects earnestness to morality, stating that “earnestness belongs more to [the mind’s] moral part” (LDL 44).  In the same vein as Kant and Schiller, earnestness (which we have said is in connection with Kantian or Schillerian freedom) is associated with morality.  Thus, Schlegel’s concept of morality is clearly in line with Kant and Schiller’s understanding of morality as well, and may be brought in connection with Kantian and Schillerian freedom.  Schillerian freedom also situates men who have freedom within a hierarchy, and it is no different for Schlegel: the presence of freedom is what places tragedy in a hierarchical position above comedy, for example. These underlying aesthetic principles will continue to underpin his understanding of successful tragedy, with success being measured as the drama’s ability to elicit the sublime.
	Now that the aesthetics of the sublime have been covered in greater detail, we turn to another issue Schlegel brings forth in connection with the sublime: the issue of spectatorship.
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Schlegel links spectatorship to an the aesthetics of the sublime by looking closely at the role of the chorus and the setting of the theatre.  The characteristics of spectatorship that Schlegel is most concerned with are those that aid in achieving moral autonomy.  Schlegel provides a background on the aspects of Greek tragedy that make it superior to other forms of drama because of their distinctly Greek characteristics, characteristics that bring moral autonomy to the center of the tragedy. This section will analyze those characteristics in connection with the sublime and further show the superiority of Greek tragedy.
	Schlegel sets up the scene as a Greek who would be viewing a dramatic festival in Athens would see it, and places emphasis on various features of the amphitheater.  One of the emphases would be the location of the stage itself.  Greek dramatic festivals were held outdoors, with the mountainous Greek landscape behind the stage and the spectators “under the canopy of heaven” (LDL 53).  This description of the Greek setting that Schlegel provides is setting up the spectator in opposition to forces of nature since the spectators are at the mercy of the elements while outdoors.  When spectatorship occurs outside, where nature makes itself present, this setting only augments the sensuous impulse that arises from anguish because of the fear of nature’s greatness.  Greek drama, therefore, is already at an advantage because of its placement outdoors.  Another advantage of the setting is that Greeks are able to be seen by the gods openly.  Not only are the spectators at the mercy of the elements, but they are also “under the very eyes of the gods” (LDL 53).  The gods represent another vast external force that operate on multiple levels for Greek drama.  For the spectators, the gods are not only above watching the drama, but the gods are also subjects of the dramas themselves.  The Greek setting allows for the viewers to encounter not just the power of nature, but the power of the gods on multiple levels (not only the plot).
Schlegel consistently finds archaeological evidence to give credence to his ideas about tragedy. He emphasizes the placement of the chorus, and describes the chorus as those “who were the ideal representatives of the spectators, in the very spot where all the radii converged” (LDL 59). Since the chorus is where all the radii of the stage physically converge (in the center of the stage on a platform called a thymele), this physical representation of the chorus emphasizes their role as the ideal spectator; as ideal spectator, the chorus supposedly makes explicit the author's intentions and makes the “ideal” emotions of the spectator converge with the action of the drama.  
	Schlegel not only presents the chorus as an ideal spectator who helps to present the opinion of the author and the common opinion of man, but simultaneously uses the chorus to mediate the horrific actions in the drama.  The chorus is the ideal spectator because it “mitigates the impression of a heart-rending or moving story, while it conveys to the actual spectator a lyrical expression of his own emotions and elevates him to the region of contemplation” (LDL 70).  The expression of emotions that elevate one to the region of contemplation are ideal because these expressions are true to the emotions that the author of the tragedy would want the spectator to feel.  The chorus acts as "a personified reflection on the action which is going on; the incorporation into the representation itself of the sentiments of the poet, as the spokesman of the whole human race. (LDL 69).”  The chorus is the group of spectators that are controlled through the lens of the dramatist, and in this regard they are also ideal. The value of the chorus does not only lie in its ability to be controlled by the author and subsequently sway the opinions of the Greek spectators; indeed, the chorus also elevates the spectators to a region of higher contemplation.  Higher contemplation can be achieved because the chorus presents and represents the common opinion and general sympathy of mankind in a larger sense.  The chorus’ presentation of the common opinion and sympathy of mankind shows the tragic elements of the drama, and the presentation of the chorus therefore challenges the spectator to contemplate and overcome the expression of emotions that was presented.  The spectator, while gaining mastery over the mitigated senses that the tragic play has by its very nature, is simultaneously trying to gain mastery over the common emotion and sympathy presented by the chorus.  Thus the chorus, by allowing the author to present the common opinion, also allows the spectator to elevate himself to a region of higher contemplation and finally gain mastery over the senses in such a way that he can achieve moral freedom (that is, not be "determined" by the horror of the action, instead lifting himself above the terror of the representation).
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Another one of Schlegel’s aims in his lectures is to describe the progression and decline of tragedy through the three great tragedians: Aeschylus, Sophocles, and Euripides.  He begins with the first great tragedian: Aeschylus, who is considered to be the father of tragedy.  He created the stage, the scenes, the chorus, actors, dialogues, and set limits to the lyrical forms.  The characteristics that define Aeschylus for Schlegel are his use of sheer terror to bring the spectator to higher thought through the senses.  Aeschylus’ rude writing and lack of restraint also characterize his plays, but overall Aeschylus achieves a great effect in his plays that are unmatched by any other author simply because of his boldness.
Sophocles, as Aeschylus' successor, raised tragic poetry from its rough beginnings to become the pinnacle of the arts. Sophocles took Aeschylus’ rough designs and polished them. Specifically, Sophocles refined Aeschylus’ writing with by using chasteness of language and plot.  The chasteness that Schlegel speaks so fondly of is a foil to Aeschylus’ wild lack of restraint in displaying the most grand and ridiculous scenes.  Sophocles’ restraint is felt through his intense character development, the lack of the gods or primeval spirits, and a restrained language that does not veer off from tragic to serve other aims (as would happen in the case of Euripides).  Sophocles is for Schlegel the most successful of the writers in his achievement of creating the whole of the tragedy.  Although Aeschylus is most successful in arousing pity in his spectators, Sophocles is on the whole more successful because he is simultaneously using beauty of language, chasteness of writing, and creating oppositions within the play that still allow the spectator to feel pity on a smaller scale.
Finally, Euripides is the least successful of all the tragedians according to Schlegel.  The decline of tragedy is felt through his works.  For Schlegel, Euripides is an unsuccessful hybrid form of Aeschylus and Sophocles.  Euripides attempts to be Sophoclean in his language, but lacks the restraint and strength of character that Sophocles draws upon.  Euripides, like Aeschylus, also attempts to use the chorus in the manner that Aeschylus would, but utterly fails in this attempt. Instead, Euripides strips away the entire function of tragedy, sometimes making a mockery of the genre completely by creating comedic resolutions for seemingly meaningless purposes.  The purpose of tragedy for Euripides lies in his own personal aims to seem extravagant.  In wanting to be extravagant, he wanders off too far into the realm of the luxurious, and misses the entire aim of tragedy, that is, to bring the spectator to a realm of higher contemplation in which they become conscious of their autonomy.
The preceding characteristics of the tragedians will be described below in detail with further examples.  These examples serve as evidence for Schlegel and his own theories on tragedy, leading up to the final test of this theory in the Choephoroe and Electra.  In his lectures, Schlegel is able to test his own theories about the central aim of tragedy and finds that his assumptions about Euripides, Sophocles, and Aeschylus are able to be further proven through a close analysis of plot.
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	Despite Aeschylus’ simple plot lines and lack of variation and enrichment, he was able to bring his spectators to higher contemplation.  Aeschylus achieved this effect with sheer terror. “All his poetry evinces a sublime and earnest mind” (LDL 70). Terror is his element, and not the softer affections: Aeschylus holds up the head of Medusa before the petrified spectators. In his plays, destiny appears austere in the extreme; she hovers over the heads of mortals in all her gloomy majesty (LDL 79-80). Aeschylus uses the most horrific scenes in tragedy and does not seek to mitigate the horrors for the spectators.  Since the horrific scenes are portrayed displayed so openly by the poet, mitigating human aversion to the crimes would do a disservice to tragedy.  Aeschylus’ horrible scenes are an advantage to his writing, because they allow the spectator to be confronted by the most horrible tragedies without mitigation.  They evince an earnest mind because they force the reader to be confronted with the powers of nature and fear.  Aeschylus’ style is dependent upon the great force of nature which is key to the dynamic sublime, and thus seeks to move from terror to “earnestness” and freedom.  
	The powers of the gods in Aeschylus are also unmitigated.  With his greatest and most well-known trilogy, the Oresteia, Aeschylus makes Orestes a passive instrument of fate. “In Agamemnon, it was the intention of Aeschylus to exhibit to us a sudden fall from the highest pinnacle of prosperity and renown into the abyss of ruin.”  (LDL 82), and Agamemnon’s fate is certainly most disastrous.  Not only is he slain by his wife, but even worse is the sacrifice of his daughter which is front and center in the drama.  This injustice almost mitigates the horror of Agamemnon’s murder.  The introduction of Aegisthus, the murderer of Agamemnon and the son of Thyestes, to whom Agamemnon’s father Atreus fed his own children, adds another tragic element of fate into the story.  Because of Atreus’ injustice against Thyestes, the house of Atreus was doomed to fall.  The fateful connection between the fall of the house of Atreus and Aegsithus is presented more vividly by the prophecies of Cassandra and the music of the chorus.  Fate and horror are presented vividly and brought forth to the spectator for contemplation, making the Oresteia entirely effective in eliciting horror and fearfulness.  
Schlegel also presents an explanation of the hierarchy of gods in Aeschylus, and what each of them represents.  “The Titans in general symbolize the dark and mysterious powers of primeval nature and mind; the younger gods, whatsoever enters more immediately within the circle of consciousness. The former are more nearly allied to original chaos, the latter belong to a world already reduced to order” (LDL 88). The furies are represented as an extension of the Titans; they are the chaotic force that depends on an outwardly grotesque appearance to make their victims suffer.  The only solace from the Furies that Orestes finds is in a sanctuary, in the hands of the younger gods. The younger gods, or the children of Zeus such as Athena and Apollo, represent a new order which rests on principles of reason.  The clashing of these two types of gods is also significant to this plot, as it puts the gods, the ones in control of fate, in a chaotic situation.  Athena still must yield to the Furies by giving them a sanctuary, and this act shows that reason cannot always be yielded to.  The clashing of the hierarchy of the gods could be seen as just as horrific as the sacrifice of Iphigenia.
From its very commencement, the Eumenides stands on the very summit of tragical elevation: all the past is here, as it were, concentrated into a focus. Orestes has become the mere passive instrument of fate; and free agency is transferred to the more elevated sphere of the gods. Pallas is properly the principal character. The opposition between the most sacred relations, which often occur in life as a problem not to be solved by man, is here represented as a contention in the world of the gods. (LDL 87-88)  The Eumenides also brings forth elements of fate, but in addition to the sons of Atreus’ roles as passive instruments of fate, another theme in the Eumenides lies in the presentation of the opposition of the Titans and younger gods.  Orestes must seek justification for his crimes against Clytemnestra through the gods.  However, the gods oppose each other as well.    Although Apollo persuaded Orestes previously to seek revenge against his mother, Clytemnestra, but she is still able to call on the Furies who are godlike creatures that chase Orestes around relentlessly.  Although Apollo removes the Furies from his presence, they still follow Orestes.  Orestes in this sense is doubly a passive character of fate.  He obeyed the will of the god Apollo and is still chased around by demi-mortal beings.  Athena, in the end, is still the one who decides the fate of Orestes.  In the Eumenides, Orestes is truly at the mercy of the gods.  The Eumenides stands as a redoubling of fate and chaos among the gods, yet another testament to the great power Aeschylus presents.
Schlegel also analyzes Aeschylus’ treatment of the order of the gods because it was meant to challenge the government at the time.  Aeschylus’ plays were undoubtedly political, but Schlegel ascertains that Aeschylus’ agenda does not corrupt his writing, unlike Euripides, who does in fact corrupt his writing with his political agendas.  Aeschylus’ “aim is subservient to the poetry, rather than the poetry to the aim” (LDL 89).  Aeschylus does not have to compromise his drama to reach his aims, but rather in reaching his political aims he happens to elevate his writing to a higher sphere of contemplation.  Aeschylus is perhaps for Schlegel one of the sublimest authors worthy of higher contemplation in the Greek world. Schlegel believes that Aeschylus “does what is right without knowing it”. (LDL 95) Since Aeschylus brings spectators to higher contemplation unconsciously, he has superiority over the other tragedians who are consciously trying to achieve a specific expression of emotion.  Aeschylus’ unconscious genius creates no distractions for the spectator and thus allows the spectator to experience higher contemplation in a further unmitigated state.
Although Aeschylus surpasses other tragedians in his unconscious sublime conceptions, Schlegel considers Aeschylus’ style to be less skillful.  Aeschylus’ style is imperfect in contrast with the “mortal grandeur which he displayed” (LDL 95) in his plots.  Aeschylus frequently writes in “unmixed epic or lyric”, rendering his language “abrupt, irregular, and harsh. (LDL 95). Schlegel concludes that Aeschylus’ stylistic skills are “by no means difficult” (LDL 95) for other tragedians to surpass.  Schlegel also hints that Sophocles does surpass Aeschylus in his style, as we later see is the case.  However, it is Aeschylus’ unconscious genius that gives him superiority over Sophocles and Euripides, and in this way Aeschylus succeeds the most in meeting the central aim of tragedy, which is to bring the spectator to moral autonomy.  
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Where Aeschylus was bold and harsh, Sophocles refines Aeschylus without losing the tragic effect.  Sophocles’ chasteness extends to most every part of his writing, allowing his writing to flourish without the grandeur of Aeschylus.  Sophocles’ construction of the chorus was superior in several ways: “the greater limitation of the chorus in proportion to the dialogue, the smoother polish of the rhythm, and the purer Attic diction, the introduction of a greater number of characters, the richer complication of the fable, the multiplication of incidents, a higher degree of development, the more tranquil dwelling upon all the momenta of the action, and the more striking theatrical effect allowed to decisive ones, the more perfect rounding off of the whole, even considered from a merely external point of view“  (LDL 98).   Sophocles uses the chorus in this manner as a polishing of the style of Aeschylus.  In developing further the techniques of Aeschylus with less boldness and more refined beauty, he appears externally to not be as daring as Aeschylus.  While Aeschylus’ boldness is perhaps “impossible to surpass” (LDL 98), Sophocles remains just as bold in spirit.  Sophocles works with “wisdom and moderation” (LDL 99) and only holds back his grandeur because he knows the limits of his own boldness and seeks to “stand up” (LDL 98) against his own limits.  In this manner, he achieves similar boldness to Aeschylus that rises up to enrapture, although not through the senses such as Aeschylus, but rather through the opposition of Sophocles’ own limits of grandeur. Sophocles was also more temperate in his use of props, “displaying perhaps more of taste and chastened beauty, but not attempting colossal magnificence” (LDL 99) like Aeschylus.  Therefore, Sophocles cuts back on the amount of grandeur needed and achieves moral autonomy through his own opposition to boldness itself, and not through the senses as Aeschylus had done.
	 Sophocles also reduces his use of the gods, using  and only uses divine intervention only where necessary, and instead creates characters who are “beautiful and noble” (LDL 99), although they are not more “ moral or exempt from error” (LDL 99). Through these character traits he is open to finding a “higher significance” (LDL 99) within the sphere of humanity without having to use the gods as an intervention.  Antigone is one of the examples Schlegel uses to describe the strength of humanity Sophocles’ characters have.  Antigone is characterized by great austerity which is shown in her indignation towards her sister Ismene, and her king, Creon.  The chorus also works against Antigone by obeying the king’s commands so willingly, and opposes Antigone as an outsider.  Her role as an outsider was still so “that [she] should stand out quite alone, and that she should have no stay or support” (LDL 105). Antigone is set up with no support in her aims and by this setup she must stand out alone as a strong character who must overcome all obstacles alone in the face of her own misfortunes. She shows the “the immovable energy of manly courage” (LDL 104) in her invectives against Creon, and shows no fear towards the repercussions of her actions.  In regards to her femininity, she is not soft but rather steadfast and working nobly towards her goal and she does not once lament her virginity, lack of marriage, or youth as would characterize most female characters. “After such heroic determination, to have shown that any tie still bound her to existence, would have been a weakness; but to relinquish without one sorrowful regret those common enjoyments with which the gods have enriched this life, would have ill accorded with her devout sanctity of mind.” (LDL 105)  Antigone’s strength of character and humanity is a restrained way of displaying misfortune, but nonetheless has an effect of great tragic significance like Aeschylus. Sophocles makes Antigone’s death more tragic by focusing on her humanity and strength of character; he thereby affects inaugurates a process of self-overcoming among the spectators as did Aeschylus, albeit with a more polished and beautiful style.
	Sophocles’ chasteness does not just extend to the main human characters themselves, but he uses his chasteness to draw the realm of the gods or primeval spirits into the human sphere where possible in order to subvert the horrors which Aeschylus presented.  In contrast to Aeschylus, who uses the gods to show the opposition between chaos and order and to depict chaotic nature itself, Sophocles works within the sphere of chaste humanity.  For example, in Aeschylus’ Oresteia, the Furies are depicted in order to present horror to the spectator and build up the rage against Orestes until they finally retreat to the temple given to them by Athena.  However, in Sophocles, the Furies ”are never mentioned by their own name, but always alluded to by some softening euphemism“ (LDL 104).  However, this depiction of the Furies does not entirely eliminate horror for the spectator.  Rather, the Furies, being kept at a distance, obscurely excite a silent horror to the spectator, one not sensuous in nature.  While Aeschylus relies on the senses to excite horror in the spectator, Sophocles uses his chasteness to elevate his spectators’ thought.  The chasteness of Sophocles allows for the polishing of language and plot, but eliminates the pure terror that Aeschylus depicts.  In respect to exciting the senses of the spectator, Aeschylus is more effective.  However, chasteness, although less powerful, is nonetheless an effective way to elevate the spectator to the region of higher thought without great shock.
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  For all the praises that Schlegel awards to Aeschylus and Sophocles, he also praises Euripides for some of his pieces of better work.  Euripides possesses “an admirable ease and a certain insinuating charm” (LDL 111) that accords to him merits as a great tragedian.  However, for Schlegel, the decline of tragedy is nevertheless manifested through the works of Euripides. He sometimes has passages of great beauty, but other times sinks down to mediocrity.  The discontinuity of his work makes him unequal to his predecessors.  Euripides also has, according to Schlegel, luxuriance in his work that he does not properly regulate (LDL 111).  In his luxuriance he also does not achieve the same “lofty earnestness of purpose” or “severe artistic wisdom” (LDL 111) as Sophocles and Aeschylus. The lofty earnestness of purpose could be described as the political aims that Aeschylus achieved without compromising his sublimity, or could be the gods as depicted in Sophocles in the confines of chaste humanity in order to elicit a more obscure sublimity. The “severe artistic wisdom” could be also described as Sophocles’ ability to polish the drama of Aeschylus with the use of beautiful artistic language.  Although Euripides does admittedly employ beautiful language, his language is not working to elicit the same sublime response as Sophocles.  His aims are also not subversively political as in the case of Aeschylus, and Euripides does not have the same unconscious genius that Aeschylus possesses.  His tragedies simply fall flat and do not serve the central aim of tragedy inasmuch as they fail to give the spectator a chance to experience moral autonomy.  
The chorus for Euripides is also not used in the same ways that it was for Aeschylus and Sophocles, and thus loses its effectiveness as an ideal spectator.  For both Sophocles and Aeschylus, the chorus helps mediate the respective aims of the author and aids in their stylistic approaches to help the spectator reach higher thought.  However, “the Chorus with Euripides is for the most part an unessential ornament; its songs are frequently wholly episodical, without reference to the action, and more distinguished for brilliancy than for sublimity and true inspiration” (LDL 115). The chorus rather works in the favor of the aims of Euripides in displaying his ornamental language rather than furthering the sublimity of the tragedy as does  Sophocles. 
In Euripides’ misuse of the chorus, one may see a decline in tragedy, since he has “destroyed the internal essence of tragedy” and “sinned against the laws of beauty and proportion” (LDL 115).  He sacrifices the whole effect of the drama for the purpose of smaller sections of fleeting beauty: "The Chorus must be considered as one of the actors, and as a part of the whole; it must co-operate in the action— not as Euripides, but as Sophocles manages it." (LDL 115).  For Euripides, the chorus is not the ideal spectator and therefore is not being used for its full purpose, since the radii of the authors’ expression of emotion do not converge through the chorus.  The expression of emotion in Euripides is entirely lost through the chorus because Euripides’ aims are not met in furthering the plot, but rather exist for the sake of his own indulgence; the chorus is no longer part of the whole, but just a small part that serves as a token for Euripides’ charm.
	Euripides’ style is marked by his own indulgence. In this respect too, Euripides yet again sacrifices the whole effect of the drama for the purpose of brilliant passages in smaller parts.  The use of his poetical devices are even over exaggerated and pushed to the extreme.  For example, concerning the use of stichomythia, or alternation of single-line speeches which object and retort, “Euripides makes so immoderate and arbitrary use of this poetical device that very frequently one-half of his lines might be left out without detriment to the sense”  (LDL 199). Normally stichomythia gives animation to the dialogue, but with Euripides the effectiveness of this device is lost.  He further loses his effectiveness by “ pour[ing] himself out in endless speeches, where he sets himself to shew off his rhetorical powers in ingenious arguments, or in pathetic appeals” (LDL 199-200). Often the dialogue comes off as a lawsuit to the spectators, and completely renders the rhetorical devices useless for an attainment of a sublime terror that in turn generates moral autonomy.  According to Schlegel, Euripides’ style is on the whole too loose even though he “has many happy images and ingenious turns: he has neither the dignity and energy of Aeschylus, nor the chaste sweetness of Sophocles” (LDL 120).   The effects that Euripides creates do not aid in creating a tragic effect, but rather an indulgent effect that does not serve the central aims of tragedy.  
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	The pinnacle of Schlegel’s measurement of the greatness of each tragedian is the comparison of the Choephoroe of Aeschylus and Electra of Sophocles and Euripides in lecture 9.  This lecture tests the effectiveness of his theories by using the different treatments of the same myth as a “control” for the testing of his literary hypothesis.  The aim of this lecture is also to demonstrate to the reader the ineffectiveness of Euripides in comparison to Sophocles and Aeschylus. In the end he concludes that Electra is quite possibly the worst play Euripides ever wrote (LDL 133).  
	Aeschylus’ Chorephoroe reveals the most “terrible aspect” of the plot and he has “drawn it within that domain of the gloomy divinities, whose recesses he so loves to haunt”. (LDL 131) Aeschylus’ Chorephoroe is the only version of the play to include the spooky grave of Agamemnon.  However, in Aeschylus’ aims of terrifying his spectators, the grave scene lingers too long but still manages to show moments of reflection that represent the calm before a storm. Orestes’ prayers for the retribution of his father are repeated three times and “heighten[] the impression of a great unheard-of purpose, for which human powers and motives by themselves are insufficient” (LDL 131).  The repetition according to Schlegel is powerful enough for humans to be insufficient in the face of this impression, which again refers to the aesthetics of the sublime.  Each action also intensifies the expression of emotions, building up to the next action.  The long and repetitive scenes of the grave and the prayers do not deter the spectator from feeling sympathy for Clytemnestra as she is killed.  Aeschylus does not obscure the guilt of Clytemnestra, but the presentation of the breast and heart-wrenching appeals of a mother being murdered arouse the senses enough to feel pity “to the very verge of what was allowable” (LDL 131) for a woman who committed one of the greatest sins.  This is another example of the grandeur of Aeschylus, and his willingness to go beyond what is necessary to shock the spectator, while still reaching the aim in which the spectator to reaches a point of higher contemplation.  
The final example Schlegel mentions is the garment in which Agamemnon was killed.  Aeschylus sets the play first at the grave of Agamemnon, and the resolution of the play consists in a functionalization of the garment of Agamemnon.  The resolution of the play is the death of Clytemnestra, and the chorus intervenes in the shock of the murder by recognizing and bemoaning the blood-stained garment of Agamemnon upon which Clytemnestra was just murdered: “Agamemnon, after being fully avenged, is, as it were, murdered again before the mental eye” (LDL 131).  Thus, Aeschylus presents a bloody detail that recalls the gruesome murder of Agamemnon, while also simultaneously having a freshly murdered body on top of the garment of a murdered man.  This detail pushes the limits of the gruesome nature that Aeschylus depends upon for his excellence.  The characteristics of Aeschylus’ Choephoroe that Schlegel chose to analyze were clearly in accordance with his own views about Aeschylus as operating on a grand and almost over-the-top scale.
	Schlegel praises Sophocles’ version with great enthusiasm, indeed, with so much enthusiasm that it is hardly possible not to see his bias in the matter.  Nonetheless, his analysis coheres with his previous elaboration of the Sophoclean formulae.  Sophocles fulfills his function as the predecessor of Aeschylus in his polishing of Aeschylus’ plot.   Sophocles provides “beautiful introduction“ (LDL 131) in the form of a procession in comparison to the abrupt opening of Aeschylus. He embellishes with “polished ornament” (LDL 131) the story throughout in his description of the games which Orestes’ fake death story is centered around.  Aside from the embellishments that Sophocles adds to the story, what is perhaps most integral to the Sophoclean formula is the presentation of characters with a strong core of humanity.  
For instance, Sophocles gives greater agency to the character of Electra.  “Electra's heroism is finely set off by the contrast with her more submissive sister” (LDL 131) and her agency is further shown in the rejection of the advice of her sister as well.  Electra’s pathos is strong, and her lamentations and insistence on grieving for her brother even stronger.  Both the insistence of believing that her brother is alive, and the shattering of that hope once she receives that news that he is dead but still remains unmoved shows a great depth of character not seen in Euripides or Aeschylus.  Similarly to Antigone, Sophocles places importance on Electra's character development. The fact that Pylades remains silent in Aeschylus’ and Sophocles’ version shows “how carefully ancient art disdained all unnecessary surplusage” (LDL 132), and thus further demonstrates the Sophocles’ "chastity" (which is to say, his lack of ostentatiousness, and his economy of style).  Thus Sophocles succeeds in creating his sublime conceptions by using both gracefulness of language and strength of character development.
	Another characteristic of Sophocles consists in the lack of roles for the gods.  Apollo’s importance in the avenging of Agamemnon is less important for Sophocles, especially in comparison to the importance placed on Apollo in Aeschylus’ version.  As is characteristic of Sophocles, the importance of the gods is lessened, as Apollo “shed[s] his influence’ (LDL 133), and the importance of the gods is diminished in favor of the main characters, in this case Electra.  Electra is vehemently for the retribution of her father by her brother and her agency in persuading Orestes is greater than that of Apollo, who is the main agitator in Aeschylus.  Sophocles in this respect remains chaste in his use of the gods, and humanity becomes the central focus.  Another example of his chasteness is the lack of grim actions, or if they are present, they ”are kept in the background“(LDL 133).  Even at the grave of their father, Orestes is content with the fact that he is considered to be dead, so long as he is thought to still be alive by his sister.  Orestes also displays strength of character because he does not lose his constancy after the murder of his mother.  Orestes “ is not beset with misgivings or stings of conscience either before or after the deed, so that the determination is more steadily maintained by Sophocles than in Aeschylus; and the appalling scene with Aegisthus, and the reserving him for an ignominious death to the very close of the piece, is more austere and solemn than anything in the older drama" (LDL 133).  Clytemnestra’s death is similar in both Sophocles and Aeschylus’ version, but Aeschylus’ is yet again more grand and appealing to the senses, while Sophocles’ version is tearful and beautiful due in part to the sympathies presented by Orestes in accordance with his steadfast resolve.  Sophocles "humanity" is thus effective by appealing to the sympathy (rather than merely the horror) of the spectators.
	Euripides’ version is nothing like Sophocles’ and Aeschylus’ version and is, according to Schlegel, on the whole unsuccessful.  Schlegel sees Euripides’ version as an “unpoetic obliquity” (LDL 132), and gives examples as to why the frivolity of Euripides is most prominently on display in Electra.  First, Orestes torments his sister by taking so long to reveal his true identity to her.  Euripides even seems to insert himself into the narrative, poking fun at Aeschylus’ plot by discounting the probability of one recognizing a sibling through mere footsteps. Schlegel portrays an explicit reference like this to another author's treatment of the same subject is "the most annoying interruption and the most fatal to genuine poetry that can possibly be conceived” (LDL 129).  Schlegel seems particularly indignant about the inclusion of Euripides’ interruption to the plot for the purpose of disproving Aeschylus, and interruption is yet another reason why Euripides is self-serving and flashy.  The absurdities that Euripides uses in order to appear original or superior end up doing a great disservice to Schlegel’s tragic ideal.  Euripides also needlessly includes a scene with a peasant, who after his departure to summon the old keeper, never returns again.  In his treatment of the peasant, Euripides “makes it a light manner to throw aside whatever stands in his way” (LDL 132)—yet another example of his willingness to be flashy or original. Euripides consistently inserts himself into this narrative for his own aims, and the tragedy ends up comic at points rather than tragic.  In this way he does not mimic the greatness of Aeschylus or the chasteness of Sophocles.  He thereby leaves the spectator little to contemplate.
	Schlegel also sees the setting of the play as problematic.  “Partly for the sake of appearing original, and partly from an idea that to make Orestes kill the king and queen in the middle of their capital would be inconsistent with probability” (LDL 132), Euripides places this drama in the countryside.  It is improbable that this scene of events would take place in the countryside, and this change of setting is not only unnecessary, but just as improbable as its former implementation[endnoteRef:7]: thus this change of setting only functions as another self-serving attribute testifying to the originality of Euripides.  The setting is also a factor as to why this play fails in its tragic function, as it seeks to create more of a “family picture” (LDL 133) than a tragic one.  The hospitality of Aegisthus to Orestes and the maternal sympathy from Clytemnestra to Electra does nothing but merely "to excite our compassion on their behalf" (LDL133).  However, the compassion that the Aegisthus and Clytemnestra excite is soon crushed by the deed of murder.  There is no resolve in Orestes for murder, but it is as if the plot is played out without any thought or build-up to the reason for the murder to begin with.  The murder’s “effect is obliterated by the most despicable repentance, a repentance which arises from no moral feeling, but from a merely animal revulsion” (LDL 133).  The moral thought which this play hinges on, the opposition of gruesomely killing the mother, or avenging the father, is obliterated in the creation of Euripides' “family picture”.  The family picture makes the murder an odd necessity, rather than a natural outcome of terrible treatment from Clytemnestra.  Euripides’ act makes Orestes appear as if there were little internal conflict within him, and he no longer has conflicting emotions about killing his mother, because the murder is presented as a necessity rather than as the consequence of his mother’s horrible actions.  There is no lawful order gained from punishing a woman for whom the spectator could feel sympathy, and no conflict of opposing emotions from Orestes.  	Comment by Gabriel Trop: ?  [7:  Euripides considers the probability of Orestes being able to sneak into the middle of the  capital and kill the king and queen (which is the case in the plots of Aeschylus and Sophocles) very low.
] 

The ending also elicits no type of tragic response, as it ends with the demi-god uncles of Electra and Orestes commanding them on behalf of Apollo to submit to the Aereopagus and give Electra up in marriage.  The introduction of Apollo, Castor, and Pollux “destroys the very basis of the whole drama” and “only provide[s] a fortunate marriage for Electra, and reward[s] the peasant for his continency” (LDL 133).  The marriage of Electra is perhaps some reward for Pylades’ service in the revenge of Agamemnon, and resolves the issue of Electra’s previous unfortunate marriage to a peasant.  If the marriage of Pylades and Electra had been played onstage then, “everything would have ended to the satisfaction of the spectators as in an ordinary comedy"  (LDL 133). This conclusion of things leaves the spectator happy and resolved rather than shocked and austere. It ends with the same aims that comedy does, only resulting in the type of pleasure that does one does not encounter from the sublime, but simple pleasure without morality, or as Schiller would say, pleasure not enjoyed by fine souls.   If tragic pleasure is achieved through the activation of conflicting emotions, then Euripides’ play does in fact fail as a tragedy simply because the ending resolves these emotions for the reader.  This type of tragedy does not allow the spectator to give one’s own law of morality and rise above sensuous impulses, because Euripides presents joyfulness directly to the spectator by himself, leaving the spectator already fulfilled. 
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The success of tragedy can be measured by its ability to make the spectator caught in a sublime representation to exercise moral autonomy after a conflict of emotions.  Schlegel defines the ways in which Aeschylus and Sophocles succeed in doing this, and the way in which Euripides fails to do so.  Sophocles achieves pity through his chasteness and pureness of humanity, and Aeschylus achieves his terror through the senses.  Euripides on the other hand, creates no opposition and only indulges in happy resolutions, exciting no mixture of pity and fear.  The extent to which drama is successful depends entirely on the ability of the author to stay true to the principle that Schlegel derives from Kant and Schiller’s idea of conflicting emotions.  On the whole, tragedy that does not arouse any fear and elevate the mind to higher contemplation is not successful tragedy.
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The Birth of Tragedy, like Schlegel’s On Dramatic Art and Literature, articulates its aesthetics through a historical narrative that begins with the success of Aeschylus and Sophocles and ends with a decline in Euripides.  Nietzsche’s first book, published in 1872, nearly 70 years after August Wilhelm Schlegel’s Essay on Dramatic Art and Literature, and is considered one of the most influential studies in the field of aesthetics.[endnoteRef:8] While Schlegel’s influence in the field of aesthetics is lesser known, both authors engage with antiquity in order to define art in the present.  Just as Schlegel’s On Dramatic Art and Literature sets up a historical narrative that begins with the success of Aeschylus and Sophocles, a decline of Euripides, and an in-depth look of how this compares to modern art, so too does Nietzsche’s Birth of Tragedy follow this pattern.  This chapter will focus on that historical narrative in a purely ancient Greek context, beginning with an in-depth look at how Nietzsche frames his philosophy of Greek Tragedy in order to found his broad judgment of Greek tragedy and art. [8:  Burnham, Douglas, and Martin Jesinghausen. Nietzsche's The Birth of Tragedy a Reader's Guide. London: Continuum, 157.  Henceforth all references to Nietzsche's The Birth of Tragedy a Reader's Guide will appear in parentheses within the text as RG followed by page number.
] 

The philosophical framework Nietzsche uses to argue his perspective depends upon two of his most important concepts: the Dionysian and the Apollonian.  For now, it suffices to remark that the Dionysian and the Apollonian are two diametrically opposed drives: one, a drive towards dissolution, and the other a drive towards form-generation and beauty.  Nietzsche associates the Olympian gods, and specifically Apollo, with the basic impulse of illusory dreaming, which in turn becomes a generative paradigm for visual art. Incredibly important to the concept of Apollonian arts is the individualization that occurs when the Apollonian is present in art.  This individualization is recognition that one is made separate through the cosmic order of the world  which, in a mythological narrative, was created after the Titans.  The Dionysian refers to the breakdown of this individualization in the face of terror.  Terror is to the Dionysian what illusions are to the Apollonian; terror functions as a prerequisite to the Dionysian, and in the face of this terror one comes to shatter one’s individualization and unify oneself with the cosmos. Terror works alongside Dionysian intoxication, as they are both states of being that threaten the individual.  The opposition of the Dionysian and Apollonian, as well as their paradoxical convergence, define a tragic formula that operates in contrast to Schlegel’s sublime aesthetics of moral autonomy.   	
	Also working against Schlegel, Nietzsche rejects the notion that the chorus is an ideal spectator, in favor of a chorus whose goal is to serve Dionysus in its intoxication in the natural form of a satyr.  The satyrs bring the spectator into their realm and in turn help the spectator reach Dionysus.  
Nietzsche organizes the historical narrative of the three great tragedians around the origin of tragedy as the dual exercise of Apollo and Dionysus.  The result is still the same: that Euripides is most certainly the decline of tragedy.  For Nietzsche, the Euripidean decline occurs through a disavowal of the primordial scene in which tragedy constitutes its spectatorship.  Sophocles and Aeschylus manage to draw on both the Apollonian and Dionysian drives in their writing, and in doing so are the creators of “old tragedy.”[endnoteRef:9]  Nietzsche considers old tragedy to be one of the greatest forms of art, which affirms life in all of its forms, including terror, dissolution, and nothingness, through the convergence of Dionysus and Apollo.  We will see that the presence of both Apollo and Dionysus is what makes tragedy successful and argue that Euripides works were unsuccessful because Euripides was not in tune with the primordial drives which affirm life and he instead constructed tragedy through the framework of Socratic rationalism.   [9:  “Old tragedy” is being used in this context to describe the tragic works of Aeschylus and Sophocles. 
] 
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	What Nietzsche calls the Apollonian, which we will see is essential to his philosophy of tragic art, has its origin in the production of illusion and dreams.  Illusion or the capacity to generate images is the prerequisite of all plastic arts, or arts that have form.  Nietzsche’s concept of the generation of illusory images is based on the philosophy of Schopenhauer, which states that philosophy requires the “ability to view men and things as mere phantoms or dream images.”[endnoteRef:10]   Thus the philosopher is compelled to observe illusions, as the philosopher must conceptualize all things that appear from illusions.   The illusions are not limited to favorable illusions, but also illusions that are tragic. Tragic dreams are, however, different from favorable dreams.  Tragic dreams help motivate the philosopher to continue dreaming in the realization that the tragic dream was in fact only a dream, and the continuation of dreaming creates a joyous necessity of dreaming itself.  The impulse to dream is embodied by the Greeks in the god Apollo, thus Nietzsche names the dream experience the Apollonian, and embeds his aesthetics within a distinctly Greek context.   [10:  Nietzsche, Friedrich Wilhelm, and Friedrich Wilhelm Nietzsche. The Birth of Tragedy, and the Case of Wagner. New York: Vintage, 34. Henceforth all references to The Birth of Tragedy will appear in parentheses within the text as BT followed by page number.
] 

Though the Apollonian begins by producing illusions, in order to keep the producer aware that the illusions are not reality, the Apollonian has to step in and provide order for the illusions.  The order that the Apollonian offers is best described by Schopenhauer as the principium individuationis, or the principle of individuation.  The principium individuationis states that individual beings are the basic forms of existence and relationships between individual beings can create a secondary form, namely “causation” (RG 41).  Thus, with this principle, general laws and order can be formed so that no event is without causation. 
The Apollonian and its function are further explained by Schopenhauer’s veil of Maya.   The veil of Maya refers to the fact that the principium individuationis itself is an illusion, but the fact that it is an illusion is veiled from us (RG 42). Nietzsche understands Apollonian art as that which reveals to us that the veil of Maya is an illusion, and we are aware of this illusion, just as a dreamer who is aware he is dreaming.  Likewise, just as the dreamer wants to continue producing illusions through dreaming, the individual also wants to keep experiencing the veil of Maya. It is through this experience of being wrapped up in the veil of Maya that man can come to the most “sublime expression” (BT 36).  This sublime expression is not to be confused with the earlier sublime that Schiller and Kant defined.  It is merely a type of sublime expression which brings one to understand the value in the nature of reality and makes life justifiable through a self-conscious illusion.  The Apollonian sublime expression is also a feeling of beauty and harmony. 
 	The Dionysian is the essential counterpart to the Apollonian and the two together form a duality.  While the Apollonian constitutes the condition of possibility of sublime expression, the Dionysian also makes present a certain will to live.  Rather than helping man affirm reality through beauty and individuation, the Dionysian shatters the Apollonian individual and achieves primordial oneness through intoxication.  The process of shattering the individual begins with a  “tremendous terror which seizes man when he is suddenly dumbfounded by the cognitive form of phenomena because the principle of sufficient reason, in some one of its manifestations, seems to suffer an exception”.  (BT 36) The principium individuationis, and the entire rational cosmos that orders individuals, suffers a collapse (exception) in the combination of tremendous terror and a simultaneous “ecstasy that wells from the innermost depths of man” (BT 36).  The combination of ecstasy and terror demonstrates the nature of the Dionysian, “which is brought home to us most intimately through the analogy of intoxication” (BT 36).  The nature of intoxication lends itself well to the breakdown of the individual because in intoxication, Dionysian emotions begin to awaken, and “as they grow in intensity everything subjective vanishes into complete self-forgetfulness,” just as drunken people do while dancing and singing (BT 36).  A drunken man finds unity, reconciliation, and a feeling of community through song and dance. While experiencing intoxication, the principium individuationis breaks down because no longer is one able to see oneself as a separate form of existence.  The process of breaking down the principium individuationis is described by Nietzsche in the following metaphor: “The veil of Maya has been torn aside… before the mysterious primordial unity” (BT 37). To tear the veil of Maya and bring one to a sense of primordial unity, whose expression can only find itself where Apollo formerly brought order, is the function of the Dionysian.
 	The Dionysian and the Apollonian are energies of nature, and every artist must engage at least one of these energies.  The Dionysian artist creates art through intoxication and self-abnegation, and the Apollonian artist expresses Apollonian art through dreaming and illusions.  However, Greek tragedians are rare artists of both the Dionysian and the Apollonian.  Where the Dionysian usually excites a primordial unity through terror, Greek tragedians excite primordial unity through “Apollonian dream inspiration” (BT 38).  
The excitation through Apollonian dream inspiration is called a symbolical dream image (BT 38).  An example of the presence of the symbolical dream image is the dithyramb.  Before dithyrambs, Homeric writing was only concerned with Apollonian dreams and illusions, practicing the principium individuationis.  The introduction of the dithyramb was the first introduction of self-abnegation through Dionysian intoxication.  Music by itself can indeed be an Apollonian art, but only in its beats and rhythms which were useful for the representation of Apollonian states.  What makes music Dionysian is “ the emotional power of the tone, the uniform flow of the melody, and the utterly incomparable world of harmony (BT 40).  Rhythmics, dynamics, and harmonies are all forms of intoxication akin to dancing or singing; this music moves in the dithyramb and sets it apart from purely Apollonian ancient music. The Apollonian keeps the intensity of the dithyramb in check and maintains its vestiges in beat and rhythm.  Just as the dithyramb requires the duality of the Apollonian and Dionysian, and the revelation of the symbolic dream image, art that simply imitates one god, rather than both, is seen as deficient.
	Nietzsche further investigates the genealogy of Apollo by examining the Olympians.  The Olympian gods represent a deification that does not search for moral elevation, but simply searches for an “exuberant, triumphant life” (BT 41).   This exuberance is shown, for example, through the smile of Helen, the idyllic human form of the Greeks, but Nietzsche points out that this ideal form is only a sort of coping mechanism when faced with the breakdown of the principium individuationis and an awareness of universal suffering.  The Olympian gods were likewise created as an ideal to cope with what he calls the wisdom of Silenus.  The wisdom of Silenus is derived from a myth where King Midas asks Silenus, the companion of Dionysus, what is the best and most desirable of all things.  When asked, Silenus replied “What is best of all is utterly beyond your reach: not to be born, not to be, to be nothing.  But the second best for you is to die soon” (BT 42).  The wisdom of Silenus motivates the value of the illusion of ideal Greek life as a coping mechanism (RG 52) in that the wisdom of Silenus necessitates a form of protection from dissolution of the self through death. In the manner that the wisdom of Silenus shows the value of illusion, so does Greek tragedy.  We will see that Nietzsche later focuses on the three most gruesome tragic stories: Oedipus, Orestes, and Prometheus as a reason for the “profound need” (BT 42) of the Olympian gods, especially Apollo, in the face of the terror and horror of existence.
	The Apollonian is an impulse towards the beautiful in the face of horror, and in that impulse towards the beautiful, the endurance of existence becomes a triumph that motivates one to continue living.   This is the same “impulse which calls art into being, as the complement and consummation of existence, seducing one to a continuation of life”  (BT 43).  Thus, this impulse towards the Apollonian is what allows for Tragedy to create joy from Dionysian terror, and it is this dynamic that constitutes tragedy’s continued cultural relevance.  This Apollonian impulse towards beauty in the face of Dionysian terror is also one of the key elements that shows the importance of the duality of the Dionysian and Apollonian, and this duality will determine the success of tragedy.
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Nietzsche, after his explanation of the Dionysian and Apollonian, turns to a discussion of the chorus, which he asserts is the origin of tragedy.  Nietzsche first makes sure to dismiss the previous claims of the chorus as the ideal spectator, as August Wilhelm Schlegel believed.  Where Schlegel’s ideal spectator evokes the same response that the tragedian should hope to evoke by reacting to the events happening onstage and thereby influencing the audience’s emotions, Nietzsche’s chorus does not act in a similar fashion. The chorus as this type of ideal spectator clashes with Nietzsche’s views about the chorus as the origin of tragedy.  Nietzsche’s explanation for the rejection of Schlegel’s ideal chorus is proven by the fact that spectators know the difference between reality and the stage and do not for example “run onto the stage and free [Prometheus] from his torments” (BT 57).  The spectator, after all, cannot be the chorus because it is not possible to have the spectator without the spectacle, the spectacle being in this case the chorus.  The ideal forms have to come through the spectacle first before they come to the spectator.  The chorus cannot be a spectator of the actions onstage, because they are part of the spectacle.  He also writes off Schlegel’s idea about the chorus as an ideal spectator as simply a “Germanic bias in favor of anything called ideal” (BT 57).  Nietzsche’s quick dismissal of Schlegel shows that he also did not make a great effort to understand what Schlegel truly meant by the chorus as the ideal spectator.  The attempt to dismiss Schlegel was unsuccessful in that its proof is empirical evidence, which does not observe anything other than the actions of chorus, rather than the effect of the chorus’ actions and its overall contribution to the tragedy. 
Nietzsche seems to have misinterpreted Schlegel’s meaning of the chorus as the ideal spectator, and taken ideal spectatorship too literally.  One must consider the emotions that are evoked through the chorus that defines the chorus as the ideal spectator, and not just the actions: in short, the chorus is the "ideal spectator" inasmuch as the "ideal spectator" refers to the ability to channel the horror of the representation into the effect of "calm contemplation" (in short, what the chorus produces as opposed to what the chorus does).  Nietzsche’s account of the primitive chorus as the origin of tragedy also does not take into account the type of chorus which Schlegel himself referred to, which does not go as far back as the primitive satyr chorus, but rather the chorus as we know it through the three great tragedians.[endnoteRef:11] The ideal spectator as seen in primitive tragedy would indeed clash with Nietzsche’s idea of the chorus as the origin of tragedy since the chorus would not be able to react to itself, if the chorus in question were in fact a satyr chorus.  [11:  Barry Stocker states “Schlegel’s views themselves are only introduced as a starting- point to a discussion of the ideal spectator”. Source: Bishop, Paul. Nietzsche and Antiquity: His Reaction and Response to the Classical Tradition. Rochester, NY: Camden House, 330.  This quote serves to provide additional insight that Nietzsche’s interpretation of the ideal spectator places Schlegel’s ideal chorus too far in the past for it to be applied to Schlegel’s understanding of the matter. 
] 

	Nietzsche frames the chorus with Schiller’s insight into the value of the chorus by referencing the preface to the Bride of Messina.  Schiller regards the chorus as “a living wall that tragedy constructs around itself in order to close itself off from the world of reality and to preserve its ideal domain and its poetical freedom” (BT 58).  To understand Nietzsche and Schiller’s stance on the chorus, one must understand the underlying history behind its conception: “naturalism.”  Naturalism (akin to realism) was a form of nineteenth century literature which “demand[s] that characters, actions, setting and so forth not only be ‘believable’, but as if taken without modification straight from reality”  (RG 8, 69). Nietzsche's conception of the chorus is emphatically non-naturalistic (RG 69).  According to Nietzsche, Schiller perceived that “stage day is merely artificial, the architecture only symbolical, and the metrical language ideal in character. It is not sufficient that one merely tolerates as poetic license what is actually the essence of all poetry.  The introduction of the chorus, says Schiller, is the decisive step by which war is declared openly and honorably against all naturalism in art” (BT 58).  This view that Schiller takes is named “pseudo-idealism” by Nietzsche’s contemporaries, but Nietzsche finds this name dismissive.  The moniker pseudo-idealism still better explains Nietzsche’s description of the chorus, when using naturalism as the contrasting force, which we will see, presents itself in Euripides.
	Pseudo-idealism finds itself in the “ideal” domain through the Greek satyr chorus, a chorus of primitive tragedy.  The satyr chorus is made up of fictitious natural beings, and intended to mimic a natural state. The satyr was the tragic foundation, thus it follows that the satyr can be represented as realistic. However, the satyr is a Dionysian chorist and is acknowledged as such under the status of myth and cult.  The satyr is therefore both a natural and unnatural being, and bridges the gap between tragic reality and the gods.  The fact that the satyr could signal the beginning of tragedy and is the “voice of the Dionysian wisdom of tragedy” (BT 58-59) “is just as strange a phenomenon for us as the general derivation of tragedy from the chorus” (BT 59).  Nonetheless, its use in aiding the spectator will make clear its importance once “true tragedy” is discussed.
	The satyrs as natural fictitious beings have a similar relation to the Dionysian and civilization.  Just as the Dionysian brings one to a primordial unity, Dionysian satyr plays nullify the individuality of the viewer and bring him also to a natural, primordial, and chaotic unity.  Nietzsche hints that the feeling of unity is essential to tragedy because every “true tragedy” (BT 59) should leave us with the feeling of primordial unity.  This feeling of unity is a feeling of comfort created by natural beings, because, despite the changes of appearances and history, such beings remain eternally natural and the same.    However, this comfort turns to terror in that both the world of appearances changes and destroys the unity between men, and in the fact that this underlying unity cannot be changed despite any effort. Terror is nevertheless not the final word in the spectacle. Nietzsche very abruptly uses art[endnoteRef:12] as a saving grace of this terror for which there is seemingly no ailment.  True “art” converts terror into the will to live, and this leads the reader back to the idea of the Apollonian, which aids in the will to live. [12:  The notion of art as savior is a jab at Schopenhauer, who would suggest that terror lessens the will to live.
] 

	Nietzsche returns to the subject of Schlegel and seeks to clear up potential misunderstandings. Nietzsche begins to define the ideal spectator in narrower terms that are closer to the intent that Schlegel himself had.  For example, the chorus is the ideal spectator in that they are the only spectators within the visionary world of the tragedy.  Nietzsche acknowledges the archaeological evidence that Schlegel also used in his arguments about the chorus as the ideal spectator.  The chorus is situated in the center in concentric arcs, but this fact means something slightly different than Schlegel’s “radii converging”[endnoteRef:13] explanation.  Nietzsche believes that this concentric setup allows for a viewer to be absorbed in contemplation and imagine themselves as part of the chorus.  The chorus is the “mirror image in which the Dionysian man who contemplates himself” (BT 63).  This version of the chorus as the ideal spectator is closer to what Schlegel also imagined.  The chorus was for Schlegel also a mirror where man could see the emotions that he was supposed to be feeling, and have these emotions raised to "contemplation."  The main divide between Schlegel and Nietzsche is simply the process and outcome of spectatorship. [13:  Schlegel’s interpretation of radii converging comes from his knowledge of the chorus as the ideal spectator, whose position in the center of the structure further affirms its representation within tragedy.  Nietzsche would not use this fact to affirm the chorus as an ideal spectator, but rather the chorus as Dionysian counterparts.
] 

The outcome of the chorus that every “real” tragedy should achieve is the spectator looking to a chorus, the chorus looking to the god, and the god creating an Apollonian complement to the state of the spectator.  For this to occur the chorus has to function as a “dramatic proto phenomenon” (BT 64) that allows the viewers to be transformed into another character and sees themselves looking on themselves from the outside. This is another way of surrendering one’s own individuality, as the Dionysian is prone to compel one to do.  The dithyrambic chorus is also an embodiment of this concept because the cult of Dionysus consists in a group of revelers having relinquished their civic duties, unlike members of other choruses.  The dithyrambic chorus members are outsiders to society who only worship their god.  In their worshiping they become overrun by their god, Dionysus, and they become satyric.  As satyrs, they in turn see the god and see yet another vision outside of themselves, finally reaching an “Apollonian complement to [their] own state” (BT 64).  The Apollonian mentioned here is the Apollonian as a function of an idealized state that allows one to cope with the terror presented in life. The idealized state is the effect that should be achieved by the chorus, similarly to the “sublime expression” mentioned earlier that is achieved through being wrapped up in the veil of Maya.  However this process is distinctly Dionysian because Dionysus aids the chorus by overwhelming them with godly visions, and discharged himself in an Apollonian world of images, thus reaching an idealized state that all tragedy should seek to achieve.  This idealized state will be one of the major foundations for the next section on Sophocles and Aeschylus, as these two manage to achieve this idealized state.
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	Sophocles, on the surface, is like the Apollonian in his dialogues: beautiful, simple, and transparent (BT 67).  However, this beauty and lucidity is only an illusion, or an Apollonian mask that necessarily mitigates the horrors of nature.  Despite Sophocles’ Apollonian tendencies in language, Sophocles has a deep understanding of the tragic character, Oedipus.  Oedipus is a character who, despite his wisdom, is destined for misery and suffering but in the end still breaks a magical spell that has lasting effects after his death.  This suffering is also a passive type of suffering, as Oedipus does not know that solving the riddle of the Sphinx would later bring him suffering. Oedipus’ condition of suffering also reveals to us that wisdom is incompatible with nature.   Oedipus, who is able to solve the natural riddle of the Sphinx with his wisdom, ends up breaking the natural order of things by killing his father and marrying his mother.  This type of particularly Dionysian wisdom shows us that “ he who by means of his knowledge plunges nature into the abyss of destruction must also suffer the dissolution of nature in his own person” (BT 69). The realization that knowledge would cause one to experience the dissolution of one's own self is a terrifying experience, and the Apollonian precision and lucidity of the hero Oedipus serves to mitigate that experience.  Thus, Sophocles manages a convergence between the Dionysian and Apollonian by breaking natural order while maintaining lucidity in his style,  The movement towards terror from knowledge is also important in Nietzsche’s later criticism of knowledge after Socrates.  The reason that modern art suffers is because modern man is afraid of suffering, and purposefully avoids the experience of dissolution so as to not experience the terror that comes from a more primordial confrontation with the truth. Sophocles on the other hand manages the Apollonian character of Aeschylus by breaking the natural order in a Dionysian manner, and thus he manages a convergence of Dionysus and Apollo. 	Comment by Gabriel Trop: Do not understand the meaning of your sentence here: Sophocles, on the other hand, continues the Apollonian character of Aeschylus by breaking the natural order in a Dionysian manner, and thus he manages a convergence of Dionysus and Apollo. 
	Nietzsche then contrasts Sophocles and Aeschylus by looking at Aeschylus’ Prometheus.  Prometheus is able function as a source of contrast because he committed a sin actively against the gods, rather than Oedipus who unknowingly committed a sin against natural order.  Aeschylus, in his yearning for justice, actively pits Prometheus against the gods in order to commit the original sin to give one of the greatest gifts to mankind that gives mankind more power, namely fire.  The action of sinning against the titans is on the whole Dionysian because it seeks to break down the natural order between gods and men and unify them (making the "one"), whereas the Apollonian seeks to confine the individual to its own separate order.  However, Aeschylus is not totally Dionysian because the call for justice is in itself Apollonian, since Apollo represents “individuation and just boundaries” (BT 72).  Thus the Promethean myth has much in common with the Dionysian, but wears a Dionysian mask, although is also Apollonian in its strong yearning for justice and laws.  With Aeschylus, this convergence is perhaps felt in a different way, but nonetheless the Dionysian is present as well as Apollo.
Nietzsche observes qualities in Aeschylus and Sophocles that Schlegel also found, and recognizes new patterns signifying a difference from Schlegel.  A few of these essential qualities in Aeschylus is the need for justice, the “immeasurable suffering of the bold individual” (BT 70) [endnoteRef:14], and a divine predicament. Likewise, Nietzsche also recognizes Sophocles to be a lucid and precise author, as Schlegel did.  Where Nietzsche’s analysis differs from Schlegel is in the idea of both Oedipus and Prometheus as a Dionysian mask but with Apollonian aspects still present (i.e. language and justice).  The Dionysian manifests itself in plays with punishment of the sin, although in Prometheus’ case it is more severe, which is a testament to the sheer boldness of Aeschylus.  The Dionysian undergoes the suffering associated with breaking from Apollonian individuation in order to bring man to a primordial unity, as Dionysus is accustomed to do.  The shattering of individuation is the “mystery doctrine of tragedy, the fundamental knowledge of the oneness of everything existent, the conception of individuation as the primal cause of evil, and of art as the joyous hope that the spell of individuation may be broken in augury of a restored oneness” (BT 74).  It is clear through this definition that restored oneness, a characteristic of the Dionysian, is essential to Nietzsche for tragedy. The doctrine of tragedy depends upon the presence of both the conception of individuation (Apollo) and restored oneness (Dionysus).	  [14:  Recall here the quote from Schlegel about Aeschylus sketching his characters with “a few bold and strong touches”] 
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	According to tradition, Greek tragedy in its earliest form was centered around the suffering of Dionysus.  That fact remains undisputed up until the advent of Euripides.  Euripides was also at a disadvantage it seems, as one condition of tragedy is that “myth had previously been in its death throes” (RG 87) but it was reborn again through the genius of Dionysus.  Despite the disadvantage, Nietzsche seems to directly scold Euripides for trying to make use of an already dying mythology.  Nietzsche begins his invective by saying “what did you want, sacrilegious Euripides, when you sought to compel this dying myth to serve you once more? It died under your violent hands … the genius of music died on you, too…with greedy hands you plundered the gardens of music”(BT 75).  In Euripides’ so-called plundering of music, he abandoned Dionysus and in turn the Apollonian was also abandoned.   Euripides’ music and speeches were only “copied” and “masked” (BT 75) as well, and through that copying and masking, the “mystery doctrine of tragedy” was lost.  Euripides abandoned Dionysus, which in turn led to an abandonment of Apollo as the maintenance of a duality in the tragic function.  This is entirely against the tragic doctrine, and is one of the main reasons that the decline of tragedy is attributed to Euripides.
	Euripides’ first great error as a playwright was that he brought the spectator onto the stage.  The common man was forced onto the stage and no longer did the spectator come to see himself through the chorus, then the god, then primordial unity.  Where once bold traits were represented, now plain reality is mirrored through the stage as “botched outlines of nature” (BT 77).  This concept also goes back to the role of the satyr chorus as pseudo-ideal, or working within a natural state, which is made less natural by Dionysus.  Euripides’ chorus is only a botched attempt at naturalism, or the opposite of what Nietzsche would describe as functional, or pseudo-ideal.  Dionysus is no longer present, and the ability to be in a natural yet unnatural state (pseudo-ideal) is lost when the spectator is brought on the stage.
Euripides also works within the sphere of the common man, and not only does he write without being pompous, but he prides himself on it.  The common spectator was able to see himself on the stage in this way, and was certainly pleased to see common language. Writing in common language is still not only pleasing, but it is also educational for the community, because it teaches its audience to speak better. From Euripides, people learned how to “observe, debate, and draw conclusions according to the rules of art and with the cleverest sophistries” (BT 77).  Euripides, in other words, is built on a type of civic mediocrity, where every citizen was given a voice where once the intoxicated satyr was the primary voice.  
Euripides’ failed understanding of tragedy is also prevalent in the chorus as well.  The chorus that is taught a Euripidean song does not value anything in the past or future more than the present.  This chorus has only a type of “Greek cheerfulness” in their lack of responsibility and lack of anything great to strive for.  “Greek cheerfulness” could be seen as a small remnant of the Apollonian in that it seeks to mitigate sorrow, but in its cheerful mitigation it is not mitigating anything worthwhile, since Dionysian terror has been evacuated from the representation.  	
	Although Euripides was proud to serve his community in matters of language, Nietzsche also believes that he did not fully consider the opinions of the community.  Euripides considered himself superior to the public and in this superiority, he considered himself one of the two most important spectators of his plays.  However, the important spectator was not Euripides as a poet, but rather Euripides as a thinker.  In his critical thinking he sought out to understand his predecessors whose work seemed to always have a “certain deceptiveness” or “enigmatic depth ... which could never be illuminated” (BT 80). In his misunderstanding of old tragedy, he ventured to create his own version allied with the “thinker” spectator whom he served.  In his effort to please himself as a thinker he began to oppose his own conception of tragedy to the traditional conception of tragedy, while simultaneously struggling with Aeschylus and Sophocles. 
	According to Nietzsche, Euripides’ conception of tragedy does not begin with any Dionysian elements.  Instead, his reconstruction of tragedy followed on the basis of the completely un-Dionysian element: morality.  Euripides presents to his predecessors questions of value through myth. However, Nietzsche sees, through the play of the Bacchae written late in Euripides’ career, that Euripides could possibly regret his decision of basing tragedy on the purely un-Dionysian.  The relevance of the Bacchae to Nietzsche is in the plot in which Thebes turns disastrous when Dionysus is not properly worshipped.  The Bacchae This plot was read by Nietzsche as a cry from Euripides of his own disastrous consequences from shunning Dionysus.  However, the cry was too late, since another demon had already completely overtaken Dionysus from the stage and that “newborn demon [was] called Socrates” (BT 82). 
	The new opposition of the Dionysian was now Socratic in form.  The “Socratic” is centered around an aesthetic Socratism whose main principles are as follows: “To be beautiful everything must be intelligible” and “knowledge is virtue” (BT 83-84).  Euripides used these principles as the main guidance of his dramas including his language, characters, dramaturgic structure, and choral music (BT 84).  An example to this adherence of Socratism is the Euripidean prologue.  In this prologue there is a person at the beginning of the play who will appear and tell the spectator everything that is about to happen, thereby abandoning the element of surprise and effect of suspense.  Euripides did not consider the element of surprise to be too important, and this led to greater rhetorical scenes where pathos was more important than plot (something also remarked by Schlegel).  The prologue also had to be in the hands of someone who could be trusted by the community, often a deity, just to verify the validity of the myth.   The prologue, then, falls in line with Socratism’s preoccupation with consciousness as virtue and beauty.  Euripides considered himself as one of the few “conscious” poets out of the drunken poets of the past.  Unlike Aeschylus, who “did what was right, though he did it unconsciously” (BT 85)—an interpretation of Aeschylus that can also be found in Schlegel—Euripides strives to be conscious of his efforts to bring the plot forth so as not to incite Dionysian terror.  This Socratic principle of consciousness stands in stark contrast to the Dionysian, whose presence defined old tragedy, and whose absence caused it to perish.
	Another Socratic tendency that Euripides created is “character representation and psychological refinement” (BT 108).  This phenomenon involves creating characters with such precision and individuality that the spectator is no longer conscious of the myth, but is more conscious of the artist’s ability.  This phenomenon is also particularly Anti-Dionysian in its affirmation of the individual voice, and moves distinctly away from the idea of primordial unity.  Rather than Sophocles, who uses myth to develop his characters, Euripides already creates individual strong traits in the character that will sometimes burst forth with passion.  The ideal for Nietzsche would be to have the character, through plot like SocratesSophocles, develop through the chorus and plot until they come to a feeling of primordial unity that shatters the individual.  With the representation of characteristic idiosyncrasies, the possibility of shattering the individual is not only low, but nearly impossible.  
	Despite the lack of Dionysus in Euripides’ new form of tragedy, Nietzsche still sees a hope for tragedy and calls for a rebirth by saying “Yes my friends believe with me in Dionysian life and the rebirth of tragedy” (BT 124).  The rebirth can occur only through Dionysus, who is a major part of the mystery doctrine that Nietzsche declared was so important to tragedy.  Finally since “the age of the Socratic man is over” (BT 124), tragedy can shift back to its old form: the form where both Dionysus and Apollo were present and working together to once again to create an idealized state (which Nietzsche then attributes to Wagnerian opera—a move that he famously regretted later on).  
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	The value system that Nietzsche creates for Greek tragedy places more value on Dionysus and an Apollonian form that is co-present with the Dionysian over everything else. Tragedy must leave an audience with a sense of primordial oneness and with an understanding of the suffering that is coextensive with individuation.  The suffering that individuation causes can be turned from a moment of terror and an existential crisis to the will to live in conjunction with the god Apollo.  Apollo is able to save us from the wisdom of Silenus because of his tendency towards the beautiful, and in beauty, purpose is found to continue on in life.  Aeschylus and Sophocles achieve this effect through their characterization of Prometheus and Oedipus, among their other works, who both overthrow natural order, passively or actively, in order to no longer be individualsindividuated.  In their suffering, however, Apollo is still present, and the issue of justice for both authors allows for his presence to be seen, as Apollo creates boundaries in laws and rules that define justice.  Euripides, on the other hand has altogether lost Dionysus in his plays, and no longer is the spectator for the public, but rather for himself and for Socratic reasoning.  Euripides manages to take what should be Dionysian in form and make it Socratic to benefit Euripides as a "critical thinker."  Once reasoning and conscious thought takes over the intoxication that Dionysus provided, which aids in our descent to primordial unity, tragedy as the Greeks knew it was essentially dead and Euripides its murderer.  Through the analysis of these three tragedians it is easy to see how integral Dionysus was to Nietzsche in his classification of tragedy. Nietzsche turns to contemporaneous art to speculate about a rebirth of tragedy, or a rebirth of Dionysus, which in turn would signal a rebirth of art as whole. 
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	By now we should be able to see the similarity in the historical narratives of literature in antiquity as methods Schlegel and Nietzsche used to historicize and validate their arguments as to why tragedy achieved its greatest works with Aeschylus and Sophocles and found its steepest decline in the works of Euripides.  Both Nietzsche and Schlegel examine the role of art from Homer to Aristophanes, but although although they come to some similar conclusions—namely that art should resemble Greek tragedy as Sophocles and Aeschylus wrote it--the foundation for and goals of their arguments are entirely different.
	We saw that Schlegel’s argument is philosophically grounded on the moralization of man, and the tragedian’s ability to manage great suffering in order to illicit one’s capacity to be confronted with the sublime, which in turn allows one to overcome sensuous impulses and become morally autonomous.  Schlegel also maintains that the chorus and nature of Greek spectatorship aid in this process, since they are ideal spectators that are capable of finding moral autonomy amidst the threat of overwhelming sensuous danger.  The chorus mitigates the suffering needed to elicit the sublime, but also represents the common emotion of mankind and the poet, which can elevate the reader to contemplation.  Greek spectatorship also assists tragedy because the spectators are physically outside and can come closer the strength of the natural elements and gods, just as the characters in the tragedy do.  
	Schlegel’s further analysis of the success of tragedy is noted at first by the insight that Schlegel gives into the characteristics of the tragedians, and then later an in-depth look at the success of the three tragedian’s different versions of The Oresteia or Electra, and how the different plays' successes relate to the characteristics that Schlegel had previously established as normative.  We find that Aeschylus is characterized by his boldness of characters and ability to create the most frightening and grand scenes, which makes him the most sublime of authors.  Sophocles is characterized by his chasteness and stylistic polish in character development and language and manages to bring a sublime expression through challenging the limits of the author’s own struggle with his medium.  Finally, Euripides is characterized by his overindulgence in his own genius and his failure to reach some of the greater goals of tragedy, which seek to present opposition to the senses. He uses methods that both Aeschylus and Sophocles uses, but fails in his execution. 
	Nietzsche grounds his ideas in his own conceptual construction, which finds its origins in a perhaps further antiquated history, which Schlegel did not explore.  Tragedy is defined by the presence of Dionysus and Apollo, whose appearance hinge on contrary primal drives: to the beauty of dream in illusions and to the dissolution of becoming one with the cosmos.  One of the oldest authors, Homer, is mentioned in order to explain the primal drive of Apollo, as Homer was another who was “dreaming,” so to speak, and remained individualized.  However, the first tragedy has its roots in the Dionysian satyr chorus, which brings Dionysus to a previously Apollonian formula, and allows for the convergence of Apollo and Dionysus to create the continued will to live through art.  The continuation of life through art is what Nietzsche believes all art should seek to achieve.  When Dionysus is not present, a feeling of continuation of life is not entirely possible. 
	We see Nietzsche’s theories of art in practice when he compares the three tragedians, sometimes using plays as examples, but specifically using the methods of the tragedians to continue the narrative of Euripidean decline established by Schlegel.  Sophocles and Aeschylus manage to bring Apollo and Dionysus into their plays, but Euripides does not attempt to bring Dionysus and Apollo into his plays, but rather he focuses on himself as the important spectator and turned tragedy to a sort of Socratic rationalism.  The outcome of Euripides’ focus on himself as a spectator is similar to Schlegel’s interpretation of Euripidean overindulgence, but the methods through which Nietzsche understands tragedy are entirely different, and perhaps help to provide a greater picture of the whole historical narrative of tragedy.  When Euripidean art focuses on the values that are not grounded on Dionysus and Apollo, art suffers and does not create any feeling of continued will to live.  This is not just true for tragedy, but for all art, which currently suffers the same decline.  Nietzsche’s solution to this decline is clear: bring the god Dionysus back into art.  
	While Schlegel’s works do not provide such a clear picture as for what is at stake for the future of art, he still uses antiquity to base his other arguments in the other works of dramatic art and literature.  The attempts to historicize art by both Schlegel and Nietzsche diverge in their philosophical tendencies, indeed, they are directly opposed: Schlegel sees Euripides as a decline because he is not moral in the right way, e.g. autonomously, whereas Nietzsche sees Euripides as a decline because he is too moral. These continuities and discontinuities in the attempts to historicize Greek tragedy makes this particular reading of both the philosophers particularly illuminating.  
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