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Introduction

1. NATURALISM VERSUS METAPHYSICS

1. Naturalist Deconstruction of Truth

There can be no doubt that Nietzsche in his Ueber Wahrheit und Liige im
auflermoralischen Sinne (1873; “On Truth and Lies in a Non-Moral Sense”
[TL])! performs a ‘deconstruction’ of sorts of “Truth.” During the brief essay,
he introduces us to different possible candidates for ‘truth,” only to demon-
strate that none of them touches any profound transcendental principle that
could give them the permanence and universality that is required in the classi-
cal definition of truth as “Truth’ (let us here and in the following indicate this
concept by using the capital “T”). In other words, this concept comes across
as ‘false,” or in Nietzsche’s formulation in TL, as ‘illusion.’

However, this fundamental postulate of the essay does not entail, (i), that
we live in a ‘false’ world. Rather, when it is the classical concept of truth
itself that is ‘illusory’ or ‘false,” embracing this insight consigns us quite
to the contrary to a fundamentally ‘real’ world, albeit to a ‘real’ world that
as ‘chaotic ground’ we cannot fathom in itself.” It is also not the case, (ii),
that we after determining “Truth’ as illusion have unleashed in ourselves a
certain playful-creative potentiality that has been held back by traditional
‘Western Thinking,” as deconstructive criticism had a tendency to reiterate in
the second half of the twentieth century.® To declare ‘Truth’ ‘false,’ is rather
to declare a highly imaginative-creative-fictional notion false; it implies that
we put new constraints on our poetic abilities to form fantastic and fanciful
metaphysical universes. Finally, (iii), when Nietzsche ‘denounces’ or ‘decon-
structs’ the concept of Truth, the implication is not that knowledge herewith
is absolutely destabilized, because that assumes that we take ‘Truth’ to be that
stabilizing power that Nietzsche precisely denounces that it is. Applying that
hasty judgment, we falsely conclude that if Truth is gone, we are left with
fictional-rhetorical inventions instead of knowledge; we then assume that
all knowledge collapses because we start questioning the false metaphysical
concept of ‘Truth.” However, to question the false, is still to seek the true;
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to question the classical dogmatic concept of “Truth,” is still to seek a true
pragmatic concept, endowed, of course, with entirely different attributes than
the classical concept.

Therefore, when Nietzsche performs a naturalist deconstruction of truth,*
he is deconstructing only a concept of truth, not any concept of truth; not
the plain fact that we can utter sentences that are true or false in various
practical contexts according to certain accepted conventional requirements
(cf. Part I, A.3: “Genealogy of the Pragmatic Notion of Truth”). Our social-
legal-pragmatic concepts of the true, of a distinction between truth and lies,
although understood by Nietzsche as indispensable in social interaction,
cannot be ‘True’ or ‘False’ in the absolute metaphysical sense, but in this,
Nietzsche does not question that we in local circumstances and unique con-
texts continue to express judgments concerning falsehood or truthfulness qua
the fundamental structure of speech-acts. Assertions will continue to express
truth-claims that typically can be verified or falsified without further ado in
the unique context of the speech-act. However, as soon as we are removed
from these local contexts, we need to know in what sense, in what context,
or according to what criterion, something is being asserted as ‘true’ or
‘false.” Removed from the practical context, it is apparent that to state that
something is ‘true’ or ‘false’ needs additional qualification and specification.
It is symptomatic that we, after Nietzsche and his peers, feel that we in our
writing need to write true in scare-quotes. We no longer want to indicate
that we submit to a categorical absolutistic understanding of Truth, but still
accept a practical.

Specifically, when the theological-metaphysical concept of Truth is seen as
a fiction it implies that it does not make up a permanent ground that we can
hit or miss in our statements or even perceptions. We still perceive and we
still form statements, but our perceptions cannot be described as truthful con-
ditional upon their correspondences to a thing-in-itself connoting ‘Truth,” nor
can our concepts be described as truthful conditional upon their correspon-
dences to a permanent ground, beyond that conventionality of language that
is the resource of all conceptuality. Denouncing the theological-metaphysical
Truth-mythology as a fiction starts a chain-reaction, where references to
Truth start collapsing like dominoes, but it does not to Nietzsche (nor to the
peers he follows or follow him) imply that our perceptions or conceptualiza-
tions vanish into absolute irrelevance, or that our practical determinations of
the true or the false are suspended. The implication is rather that knowledge
is no longer validated by something called ‘Truth,” but by an empirical
universe presented as appearance to an observing and rationalizing subject.
As we shall see, Nietzsche’s background in the contemporary neo-Kantian
paradigm is already clear in early writings, and it will in later writings incline
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him towards schools emerging from the same background, such as Central
European versions of Positivism and Pragmatism.

We may notice that from a strictly pragmatic perspective, nothing is chang-
ing in this fundamental interrogation of the supposed foundation of knowl-
edge. Nietzsche and peers are expressing their strong reservations about the
grand narrative of Truth with its Christian connotations to the unconditional
and the pre-established, but that does not prevent us from drawing up distinc-
tions between the truthful and the deceptive, the honest and the dishonest, the
sincere and the insincere. Perhaps the insight into Truth as non-truth indeed
helps us to detect deceit, dishonesty and insincerity regarding appeals to Truth
in manipulative and doctrinaire discourses of religious, political, ideological,
or ethical nature. It teaches us a rather pertinent and healthy skepticism of
ideologues with their inevitable appeals to the Truth of their various self-
serving causes. Instead of appealing to empirical facts or to argumentative
logic, ideologues habitually appeal to Truth, the easiest and laziest means of
persuasion, which at the same time demands the most unconditional subjuga-
tion in the audience. Woe to those who do not subject themselves to Truth.

When we assert that Nietzsche’s ‘naturalistic deconstruction’ of truth is a
revaluation of the true-false distinction, we must hastily add that Nietzsche’s
famous ‘revaluation of values’ does not imply that we simply turn a hierarchy
around. It does not mean that what was before ‘false’ is now ‘true’ and what
was before ‘true’ is now ‘false.” Such an automatic reversal achieves exactly
nothing except restating the original structure of the binary. ‘Revaluation’
implies rather that the classical metaphysical-ontological foundation has been
pulled away from under this binary and that we are now ‘beyond’ it, as well
as we are ‘beyond’ that other famous ‘good and evil’ binary that preoccupied
Nietzsche.

In ‘naturalistic deconstruction,” Truth in the metaphysical sense is de-
nounced as a purely constructed ‘nothing’ (and a ‘no thing’ as well), which
to Nietzsche and peers is meaningless after the nineteenth century’s scien-
tific revolutions especially regarding our biological evolutionary history and
psycho-physiological limitations. Still, as Nietzsche always emphasizes, this
purely constructed nothing has been beneficial in the civilizational process. It
has given the human being ideals to pursue, aspirations to fulfill, tasks to ac-
complish, goals to achieve. Looking up instead of down, looking to the stars
instead of into the fireplace gave us ideals and drove us beyond ourselves. We
became a species of dreamers, insatiable in our appetite to confront the im-
possible. The metaphysical-fictional nothing called ‘Truth’ had utility in the
advancement of us as social-cultural species, and Nietzsche is often writing
in awe of what this particular species accomplished thanks to what he never-
theless regards as a fundamental misunderstanding of the concept of truth.
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When we get rid of this fundamental misunderstanding, our world
is de-fictionalized (but simultaneously also open to a new and original
re-fictionalization), because, however readily Nietzsche accepts and even
embraces the human weakness for imagery, myth, and poetry, his ultimate
project is to defend an uncompromising ‘nihilism’ as the ultimate chaotic
ground on which all our idealistic projects are erected. The charmed, en-
chanted, and magical world is gone. Instead, we encounter, like any other
animal delimited by its physiology, a world with whatever receptive capaci-
ties we happen to have evolved under the sun (e.g., visual perception able to
discern light, given that we quasi-randomly have evolved into perceiving a
world illuminated, not a world of electro-magnetic forces). Still, our quasi-
randomly developed visual perception has evolved in synchrony with that
externality we call ‘world,” which consequently we are able to perceive from
our perspective. After this recognition, Nietzsche and peers no longer dare
to claim that we perceive The World (i.e., as a thing-in-itself), what to them
would be about as wrongheaded as denying that we perceive a world (i.e., a
relativized perspectival world).

2. NIETZSCHE VERSUS DERRIDA

1. Incompatibilities between the Naturalist and Deconstructive
Project

“There is nothing outside text,” J. Derrida once famously declared.® A
theoretical writer much closer to Nietzsche in time and spirit, Fr. A. Lange,
has an equivalent dictum, which significantly reads, “There is nothing out-
side nature.”” The two dicta capture in nuce the differences between the
deconstructionism of Derrida and the naturalism of Lange and Nietzsche.
They give significantly different answers to the ontological question, what
is? One says ‘text,” another ‘nature.” Between ‘text’ and ‘nature,” there is
seemingly no connection. If or when Derrida in several essays has insisted
on regarding ‘nature’ as ‘text,” ‘nature’ is merely absorbed into the textual-
ist paradigm. That is a colonization that should fool nobody; the original
distinction prevails as antagonism (if ‘nature’ is ‘text’ it is obviously no
longer nature).

Hence, when deconstructionists read Nietzsche, the naturalist dimension
of his thinking vanishes. His intellectual context is never addressed and one
will look in vain for references to the developments of neo-Kantian, psycho-
physiological, and evolutionary schools of the nineteenth century; we rarely
find references to Kant and Schopenhauer, and never to Darwin, Lange, or
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Mach. Deconstructionists will continue to emphasize their overlapping inter-
ests with Nietzsche qua his deconstruction of ‘truth,” but without considering
his context. He is consequently read in isolation as the intellectual hero per
se questioning the metaphysical tradition as such. If he is related to any other
philosopher, it is usually forwardly to Heidegger.

In Derrida’s early De la Grammatologie (Of Grammatology; 1967),% Ni-
etzsche is seen as having ‘discovered’ writing before anybody else.

Nietzsche has written what he has written. He has written that writing—and
first of all his own—is not originarily subordinate to the logos and to truth. And
that this subordination has come into being during an epoch whose meaning we
must deconstruct.’

Although Derrida is right that Nietzsche ‘deconstructs truth,” we cannot feel
certain that Derrida is in actual agreement with Nietzsche, because he does
not attempt to determine in which sense Nietzsche might be deconstructing
truth, e.g., by understanding how truth was discussed in the nineteenth cen-
tury’s naturalist tradition. By being abstract and formal, Derrida’s concept
of truth is not identical to Nietzsche’s. Much against the general intention
of deconstruction, Derrida refers to a notion of truth that is universalistic
and absolute; it is, for example, characterized by its repression of something
called ‘writing.” This repression has allegedly been exercised since Plato
and is continuing in the most recent philosophers (Lacan, Austin, Foucault,
Searle, etc.). It is this abstract form of truth that Nietzsche allegedly is de-
constructing by writing that writing is writing: “Nietzsche has written what
he has written.” The deeper meaning behind this apparently vapid statement
must be that writing is a performance in which we produce differences. If
Nietzsche is writing that or what he is writing, i.e., writing that he is produc-
ing differences, his theoretical merit is to have discovered that his content is
mirroring his performance. As such, he apparently never refers to anything
more significant than his own activity as writer.'

Ditto, even if Derrida with some right declares that Nietzsche is decon-
structing ‘presence,’ it is ‘presence’ unspecified except in contrast to some-
thing called ‘trace.’

This deconstruction of presence accomplishes itself through the deconstruc-
tion of consciousness, and therefore through the irreducible notion of the trace
(Spur), as it appears in Nietzschean discourse.!!

Derrida is not referring to the ‘thing-in-itself” as presence, which unques-
tionably is an object of Nietzsche’s deconstruction. He seems to presuppose
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a notion of ‘presence’ as the perceived and experienced ‘now.’ In his early
work, Derrida emphasizes that this ‘now’ is an impossible notion, nonexistent
as such but always woven into a ‘trace’ of the past. Several other thinkers
in the Western tradition have realized a problem with the concept of ‘now’
(from Aristotle to Husserl and beyond), but not, so Derrida, to the full extent
of the most radical consequences of this realization, namely that the absence
of the ‘now’ (whether in the sense of an empirically sensed ‘now’ or a ‘now’
of rational intentions) implies that we live in a net of differences of which
‘writing’ is our best model (and often not only our model, but in extrapola-
tion, our de facto available reality). Although Derrida casually knows that we
live in a sense-world, his theoretical focus becomes the world of ‘writing’;
‘writing’ or ‘text’ become deconstruction’s new ‘for-us,” while theoretically,
the sense-world is demoted to a new ‘in-itself.’

Derrida therefore concludes that Nietzsche—as well as Freud in another of
his readings'>—questions the notion of the ‘now’ for sense-perception, inso-
far as they both regard sense-perception as an interpretive activity (what they
do, in an adequately qualified sense). The reading is not plainly wrong, but it
is reductive, because regarding both Nietzsche and Freud, this understanding
of perception comes about because they are inspired by the new psycho-
physiological insights emerging in the nineteenth century, thanks to a number
of physiologists (influential are, for example, J. Miiller, Th. Fechner, Du Bois-
Reymond, and H. von Helmholtz; cf. discussions in Part II, B: “Nietzsche and
Critical Positivism”). Emerging from the psycho-physiological paradigm,
Nietzsche and Freud are not interested in deconstructing the ‘now’ as such
or in contrast to the ‘trace.” They are interested in understanding what conse-
quences these new insights in psycho-physiology have for human knowledge
of the outside world. In Derrida’s purely abstract and formal ‘deconstruc-
tions’ of the ‘now,” he ends up confirming the ‘trace,” ‘proto-writing,” or
‘différance.” Original scientific discussions of physiology, perception, and
mind are displaced and redirected to discussions of abstract-formal principles
in their transcendental-universal manifestation.

Moreover, if all disciplines are reduced to ‘text,” the sciences are neither
as objective nor as progressive as they like to proclaim, and deconstructive
critique of metaphysics must necessarily include also Empiricism, Natural-
ism, neo-Kantianism, Positivism, and Scientism. That these Schools in their
own self-understanding were critical of the metaphysical and foundational
project is ignored in the ultra-critical deconstructionist environment because
they are never sufficiently radical to exclude sense-perceptions from their
critique. They leave a space open for scientific ‘observation’ and subsequent
‘conceptualization’ of an empirical world.
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2. Nietzsche’s Philosophy as Play

Derrida not only refers to Nietzsche as predating his own critique of truth-
metaphysics, he also seems to think that Nietzsche’s style predates that de-
constructive playfulness that is seen as a consequence of a critique of truth.
However, Derrida’s critique of truth-metaphysics comes from another place
than Nietzsche’s, since Nietzsche writes within the nineteenth century’s neo-
Kantian, naturalist, and pragmatic paradigm, while Derrida, in his initial criti-
cal engagements comes from Husserl’s Phenomenology and French Structur-
alism (engagements precipitously expanded to Western Thinking as such).

The ‘isms’ we have discussed above as Naturalism, Phenomenalism, Per-
spectivism, and Relativism have in the definitions they got in Nietzsche’s
paradigm no place in Deconstruction. If Nietzsche attempts to re-think theory
of knowledge qua this new set of concepts, Derrida attempts to un-think
theory of knowledge as an impossible project according to a universalistic
dogma of différance.

To Derrida, truth-critique is an implication of Saussure’s insight that the
language-system is a play of ‘differences without positive signs,” but uni-
versalized and applied to all theoretical discourse. This means in Derrida’s
interpretation that philosophers as well as scientists are writing under this
self-undermining and self-deconstructing condition in a futile attempt to
produce ‘positive signs.” Nietzsche’s truth-critique, in contrast, invites us to
draw the virtually opposite conclusion, since the nihilistic condition impels
and encourages us to construct ‘positive signs’ as our best knowledge of the
for-us world. In this, Nietzsche becomes a ‘constructivist’ and a ‘pragmatist,’
while Derrida remains stuck in his explicit de-constructivism, which cannot
be translated back into constructivism, nor into pragmatism (as I will argue
in disagreement with R. Rorty; cf. section 5).

Derrida’s Nietzsche is not a Nietzsche constructed but a Nietzsche decon-
structed, as well demonstrated in Derrida’s book on Nietzsche, Eperons: Les
Styles de Nietzsche (1978; Spurs: Nietzsche’s Styles)."* In this small work,
Derrida has obviously not been able to see a serious motivation behind Ni-
etzsche’s critiques of metaphysics, theology, and ideology. Derrida applies
in his small essay a radical hermeneutics according to which we ultimately
cannot understand Nietzsche in his theoretical engagements, as he suggests
that Nietzsche’s work is as enigmatic as a sentence he jots down in one of his
notebooks: “I have forgotten my umbrella.”

Derrida starts by doing what he often does when he focuses on such iso-
lated sentence-fragments, namely applying a free associative speculation
about what the author could have intended in jotting down such a fragment.
He is implementing the Freudian ‘technique of free association,” but with
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ironic futility, since Derrida’s associations do not and are not meant to lead us
anywhere. Regarding Nietzsche, he states explicitly, “we will never know for
sure what Nietzsche wanted to say,”'* implying that our purposes for reading
Nietzsche is to know what Nietzsche wanted to say. Generally, in Derrida,
whenever we read texts, we endeavor to restore the original intentions of the
author, but in vain, since the intentional context of the original inscription is
a forever lost past that cannot be restored.

Paradoxically, it is Derrida who here and elsewhere takes for granted that
the most important issue in philosophical commentary has been to under-
stand what the author wants-fo-say. In the case of Nietzsche, Derrida thinks
that the umbrella-example has obsessed the “impulsive reader or hermeneut
ontologist” trying to construe “this unpublished piece is an aphorism of some
significance. Assured that it must mean something, they look for it to come
from the most intimate reaches of this author’s thought.”'> The urgency of
this polemics against the ‘impulsive reader’ is puzzling, since the umbrella-
fragment to the knowledge of undersigned never has been discussed by
Nietzsche-commentators other than Derrida.' Derrida seems rather to be
doing here what he does elsewhere as well, namely inventing a caricature, a
straw man, onto whom he imposes a blatantly silly position, as such facilitat-
ing his own refutation of the manifest absurdity.

It is paradoxically Derrida who is preoccupied with ‘intimate thoughts’
emerging from the underground of unconscious intentions, which are there-
upon quickly denied as accessible in the black mirror of his predictable
deconstructions.!” It is these ‘intimate thoughts’ that we as recipients always
will be ignorant about, as Derrida claims, concluding that if we do not know
what motivates Nietzsche to write, “I have forgotten my umbrella,” if this
fragment is “structurally liberated from any meaning,”'® we must draw the
conclusion that Nietzsche’s philosophy as such escapes meaningful interpre-
tation. “To whatever lengths one might carry a conscientious interpretation,
the hypothesis that the totality of Nietzsche’s text, in some monstrous way,
might well be of the type ‘I have forgotten my umbrella,” cannot be denied.”
To draw such a radical conclusion is of course only logically applicable, if
one (that is, Derrida) presupposes that ‘intention’ is the precondition for un-
derstanding meaning."

Derrida’s witticism implies that as little as we are able to access the inten-
tion and/or context motivating Nietzsche to write his fragment, as little are
we able to understand what in general motivated Nietzsche’s writings. Any
interpretation we happen to apply to Nietzsche ultimately relies on nothing
but our own inventive subjectivity. As such, the umbrella-fragment becomes
a model for Nietzsche’s entire textual corpus. Derrida and fellow deconstruc-
tionists obviously admire Nietzsche for his playfulness; he is praised for writ-
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ing on writing as a play without referent, and Derrida is in Eperons doing him
one better when he is writing on Nietzsche’s writing as a forgotten umbrella
without references.

3. De Man’s Rhetorical Nietzsche

De Man and Derrida’s deconstructive projects share many identical features,
as readily acknowledged by them both, but de Man is more explicit in trans-
lating traditional metaphysical and epistemological vocabulary into rhetorical
figures and tropes. De Man appreciates that Nietzsche in the beginning of 7L
labels two transformations as metaphorical, the formation of stimuli into per-
ceptive images, and the formation of perceptive images into sounds or words.
And when Nietzsche draws the conclusion that truth is a “movable host of
metaphors, metonymies and anthropomorphisms,” that truths are “metaphors
that have been worn out,”® de Man sees this as an explicit reference to lit-
erature as model for epistemology. “We can legitimately assert therefore that
the key to Nietzsche’s critique of metaphysics [...] lies in the rhetorical model
of the trope or, if one prefers to call it that way, in literature as the language
most explicitly grounded in rhetoric.”!

Nietzsche’s epistemological project becomes as such literary criticism,
because epistemological distinctions are transferred into the field of rheto-
ric. The distinction between ‘appearances’ and ‘things-in-themselves’ is for
example seen as an application of antithesis as rhetorical figure, implying
that psycho-physiological and -linguistic discussions of stimuli, percep-
tion, cognition, and conceptualization concerning perceptive, cognitive, and
conceptual knowledge of an inaccessible world are essentially reduced to a
rhetorical binary. At this point, the deconstructionist cannot take seriously the
epistemological discussions of the ‘thing in itself’ and the ‘appearance,’ since
these two realms are no longer understood as having scientific relevance; they
are best described by the ‘antithesis’ as tropical figure. Like Derrida, de Man,
too, sees Nietzsche’s ‘critique of metaphysics’ as a universal formal-abstract
project, and like Derrida, he replaces Nietzsche’s historically specific critique
with a universal abstraction (cf. related discussions in Part IT A.3: “Paul de
Man’s Reading of Nietzsche’s Chronological Reversal as Rhetoric”).

Nietzsche is certainly not blind to the indispensable role of language in
conceptualizing our world, but as we will see, he suggests a three-stage model
including a thing-in-itself, a world of images/appearances, and the conceptu-
alization of images/appearances, which de Man reduces to a single level for
figurative language in which we speak about the world.?? If the deconstruc-
tionist is pressed to admit our banal encounter with a world of appearances,
the admission comes reluctantly, perhaps in an exasperated ‘of course’ to the
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bemused philosopher insisting on the issue. In any case, the issue is without
consequences for the deconstructive project according to which language ‘as
writing’ has become a self-sufficient realm.

4. Deconstruction as Anti-Epistemology

On these arguments, it seems clear that the deconstructive project has little
or nothing to do with the anti-metaphysical project of Nietzsche and peers
despite certain word-to-word resemblances. Deconstructive readings do not,
will not, and cannot discuss the importance of insights in biology and psycho-
physiology emerging during the nineteenth century and are generally opposed
to the scientific background that inspires Nietzsche into his criticisms of
traditional metaphysical and theological positions. Whether it is seen or not,
the abstract critique of the “presence of the self-present” as the general form
of the now for sense-impressions must necessarily include Nietzsche and
peers as preeminent fargets of deconstruction, i.e., granted their inherited
Empiricism, Kantianism, Naturalism, and Positivism; granted their insistence
on a ‘for-us’ as the sense-world of appearances—evidently not ‘writing/text,’
which does not exist as a subject-matter occupying these discussions.
Hence, despite word-to-word resemblances, despite Nietzsche’s ‘friend
status’ on the Deconstructive Facebook, the paradigm from which he draws
his critical insights does not serve postmodern ends. This is perhaps why a
certain foreshortening of Nietzschean epistemology was necessary in much
late twentieth-century commentary. If he was going to be a true friend of de-
construction, it was necessary to dislodge him from his intellectual context;
it was necessary to construct a Nietzsche unrelated to the prevailing nine-
teenth-century positive, pragmatic, and naturalist Schools. When Nietzsche
was questioning ‘Truth’ or ‘Reason,” he was supposedly better in sync with
Heidegger than with Darwin, Lange, or Mach. Moreover, given his aphoristic
style, he could be perceived as a poetic and language-experimenting writer,
mobilized against all meaning-imperialism, like Derrida and late Heidegger.

3. OUTLINE OF THE WORK

1. Questions of Interpretation; Inessential Contradictions

The first part of the present work is a critical hermeneutical exposition of
Nietzsche’s TL, the simple principle being to start with the first passage
and proceed to the last, with a few necessary modifications of the principle
because Nietzsche at times repeats the same ideas in different passages in
his essay and it seems best expository practice to bring these ideas together.
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In a recent debate, M. Clark and D. Dudrick has suggested the necessity
of an ‘esoteric’ reading of Nietzsche in order to make sense of putatively
conflicting theses in his work.?® The reading here performed is in principle
anti-esoteric, implying that it does not attempt to decode meaning behind
expressed meaning or reconstruct hidden logic in Nietzsche’s texts. It takes
Nietzsche’s formulations, arguments, and concepts seriously as they are ex-
plicitly expressed. This straightforward hermeneutical exposition of the text,
I see as an elementary or a primary elaboration of the textual material neces-
sary in order to piece Nietzsche thinking together as a conceptual whole in a
more advanced second elaboration of the material. According to this method-
ological approach, one would want to confront only the observable text and
adopt deliberate indifference to Nietzsche’s putative ideological positions or
intentions and, at least provisionally, hand over all authority to Nietzsche. i.e.,
we take his thinking as a learning experience: He talks and we take notes. To
the extent we are capable of deliberate indifference and neutrality, this pri-
mary elaboration will precede the ‘secondary elaboration,” which implies a
‘reconstruction of the text,” i.e., of the notes we have been taken with deliber-
ate neutrality. In this, we necessarily need to be far more explicitly involved,
as we need all our rational acumen to re-organize the material so it makes
the best possible sense. In the interaction between these two aspects of ‘ob-
jective’ reconstructive interpretation, it is often possible to rescue several of
Nietzsche’s alleged self-contradictory formulations as consistent statements
from the point of view of Nietzsche and his time. Only insofar as they are in
conflict with the inherent logic of the paradigm that he tries to expose do I
question their consistency (as on one occasion below, cf. Part I, A.10: “Re-
gression to the Romantic Concept of Concept”). That is, when Nietzsche in
lack of oversight seems to betray himself and introduces issues that conflict
with his primary concerns, I suspect that he is under counter-productive influ-
ence of another competing intellectual paradigm.

On this strategy, the reconstructive reading requires knowledge of the con-
text of the paradigm, because it is the intellectual context that determines the
epistemic premise—not the positions of various contemporary schools of phi-
losophy. Hence, in the present exposition of Nietzsche’s essay, we frequently
introduce references to peers discussing theoretical concerns identical to Ni-
etzsche’s, peers that he refers to and sometimes even paraphrases. Thanks to
these considerations, several classical ‘puzzles’ regarding Nietzsche’s early
epistemology disappear, whether they have been proposed by his supporters
or his detractors. For example, as already indicated, (i), there is no contradic-
tion in Nietzsche’s insistence on ‘truthfulness’ in some passages of the essay,
and in others, declaring “Truth’ for an illusion. On a sufficiently indifferent
reading, the distinction is adequately explained by himself and comes about
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because the concept of ‘truth,” on Nietzsche’s general view, has a history and
a genealogy. As such, it is not an abstract formal concept with a fixed logic,
but a dynamic concept with an etymology, a history, and a development. It
means something in one historical context and develops into meaning some-
thing else in another. When Nietzsche in one part of his essay identifies posi-
tively with the social requirement of ‘truthfulness,” but elsewhere in his essay
rejects the existence of a universal “Truth,” he applies two entirely different
concepts of ‘truth.” It is a case of apples and oranges, and their differences
do not imply paradox or contradiction. (ii) When he in the essay as well as in
later work applies the universal concept of ‘“Truth’ to the idea of ‘reality’ as a
thing-in-itself, it has been regarded as contentious, because his ‘anti-Truth’ or
‘falsification thesis’ seems to imply that there is no thing-in-itself in the sense
of no reality. However, in the thinking of Nietzsche and several of his peers
from the Kantian tradition, so-called ‘objective reality’ is seen as asserted
by a biologically evolved subject necessarily seeing the world from its own
perceptive-cognitive perspective. So-called ‘objective reality’ is consequently
de-objectified according to this new biological-physiological- psychological
perspective. Nietzsche and peers on the contrary tend to regard the thesis of
universal ‘objectivity’ as regressive anti-scientific metaphysics ignoring the
(by the new sciences) established fact that we format so-called ‘reality’ al-
ready in perception, and continue this formatting on higher levels in language
and finally in conceptualization. On this epistemological position, the human
being is always imbedded in reality from its own perspective; indeed, it is im-
bedded in too much reality, since this super-abundance needs simplification
on several levels. (iii) If we cannot adequately see, and even less, adequately
talk about ‘objective reality,” it is not far-fetched to call the concepts that
we use to refer to ‘reality’ for metaphors or illusions, and in later writings,
falsifications. Our formation of concepts has as such a creative aspect, which
the speculative metaphysical traditions forget and/or repress when they con-
fuse conceptual metaphors with “Truth.” When this happens, former creative
metaphors coagulate into ‘dead metaphors,” implying that they are raised to
the status of fetishes, and the conceptualizing human alienates itself from its
creative ability to form knowledge about its appearing world for the sake of
survival and self-advancement. Instead of knowledge being human-driven,
it becomes God-driven. The putative divine origin of knowledge is always
under criticism in Nietzsche, who emphasizes the anthropocentric character
of knowledge. In this, we notice that Nietzsche in his critique of knowledge is
associated with Feuerbach’s critique of religion (cf. Part I, A.6.2: “Feuerbach
and Nietzsche on Anthropocentrism”).?* (iv) Finally, despite Nietzsche’s em-
phasis on ‘interpretation’ as characterizing various levels of our passive and
active reception of our environing world, his thinking is not declining into
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idealism or subjectivism, because his appearing reality is not primarily con-
stituted by the individual subject, but by the human species. Reality is not ‘my
idea,” but ‘our perception.” The most important aspect of his much-discussed
‘perspectivism’ relates to the biological fact that different organisms have
different perceptions of the world. It is a view, which Nietzsche shares with
several peers such as Fr. Lange, R. Avenarius, E. Mach, and H. Vaihinger, to
who it was as self-evident as it was to Nietzsche. From the biological fact that
species perceive and experience the world differently, one must conclude that
no species perceives an ‘objective reality,” that our so-called ‘objective real-
ity’ at best refers to a reality perceived by the human species with its unique
human sense-apparatus. Insofar as we accept the authority of the naturalist
paradigm, reality is necessarily constituted by the human species, therefore
never ‘objectively’ as thing-in-itself, therefore ‘perspectival’ as a matter of
fact (cf. Part I, A.8: “Biological Perspectivism”).?

2. Questions of Interpretation; Essential Contradictions

Within the intellectual paradigm, these and other ‘puzzles’ have rational and
straightforward solutions that seem to render them self-evident.”® I do, how-
ever, notice a tension in Nietzsche’s TL, which seems impossible to bridge.
Nietzsche’s essay contains two Parts, the larger Part [ and a much briefer Part
II. As we proceed from Part I to Part II, we encounter a Nietzsche almost
transforming himself from a naturalist to a romanticist, as he turns up the
volume of his rhetoric and persuades himself to defend the romantic-aesthetic
paradigm inherited from the Romantic School, Schopenhauer, and Wagner.
The few pages of the last part reads like a leftover from his newly published
Die Geburt der Tragddie (1871), and is composed like a manifest directed
against conceptual language and reasoning, which is not the conclusion we
most reasonably would draw from the first part, where Nietzsche for example
establishes that concepts in a naturalist epistemology must take the place of
‘Truths’ in the classical metaphysical sense. He has as such established that
human knowledge harbors a creative aspect, epitomized in his talk about
‘metaphors.’ In Part II, he now devaluates this creative aspect when it is ap-
plied to the positive sciences, the indeed most interesting application of the
thesis, as we are instead introduced to the old romantic dichotomies between
concept and trope, science and poetry, reason and feeling, death and life,
where the first position in these oppositions always is discarded.

This aesthetic romanticism of Nietzsche has been attractive in several
deconstructive receptions (e.g., S. Kofman and P. de Man?’), but in the read-
ing of undersigned, it is the most problematic aspect of Nietzsche’s essay. I
see it as regressive as well as paradigmatically inconsistent with the more
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important naturalist paradigm that he does such a good job introducing in the
first part.

However, as a consolation, the tension in the early essay between his ad-
herence to the new ‘naturalist’ paradigm and his continued commitment to
the older ‘romantic-aesthetic’ paradigm seems resolved in later writings.? In
a manner of speaking, Nietzsche starts his career as an epistemologist with his
right foot planted in the developing naturalist paradigm and his left planted
in the older romantic-aesthetic paradigm, and he ends by realizing that also
his left foot belongs where his right foot is already solidly planted. His early
schizophrenia has consequences for his different evaluations of, for example,
the important concept of ‘concept’ in early and late writings, and with this,
his evaluations of the significance of science and ‘the man of science.” It
takes time for Nietzsche to leave the romantic paradigm behind, but when
it happens, he arrives to a relatively consistent anti-metaphysical naturalist
position, already competently sketched out in the first part of his early essay
(cf. Part I, A.10: “Regression to the Romantic Arts-Metaphysics”).

3. Nietzsche’s Thinking as Consistent Development of the Naturalist
Paradigm

When we read Nietzsche’s notebooks from the years immediately following
the publication of BT, constituting the groundwork for TL, it is as if Nietzsche
has already stepped into the entirely different project of advanced neo-Kan-
tian discussions of biology, perception, and cognition. Many of his early note-
books anticipates epistemological positions of his later years. His Notebook
19,% spanning a period from summer 1872 to beginning 1873 is particularly
precocious as it introduces a series of observations that we will find, almost
unmitigated, in much later works such as Gotzenddmmerung (1888; Twilight
of the Idols [TI]) and in the late Nachlal material preparing his unfinished
magnum opus, Der Wille zur Macht. Is he ‘source-mining’ his own early
notes when writing his later work, or has he internalized fundamental episte-
mological positions in 1872/1873 to such an extent that they essentially never
change after that point?—In any case, the discussions of ‘Nietzsche’s periods’
seems in need of revaluation or perhaps reclassification. My suggestion is that
Nietzsche makes a false start in his earliest work, because he, as Nehamas
has convincingly suggested, as young and impressionable is under the spell
of the charismatic Wagner,* best manifested in his BT and traceable also in
TL2, but in subsequent notes from as early as 1872 and in TL1, has adopted
a ‘naturalist’ position that he essentially never changes.

Given this modification of his early position, which especially relates to
his theory of art, one may notice certain reformulations of his epistemological

printed on 2/12/2023 9:07 AMvia . All use subject to https://ww.ebsco.coniterns-of-use



EBSCOhost -

Introduction ® XXiii

positions from his early work to his late, but no radical shift in position as has
been argued by several contemporary Analytic commentators (since initially
suggested by M. Clark in 1990*"). In order to understand this development in
his thinking, we turn in the second part our attention to Nietzsche’s later work
such as Die frohliche Wissenschaft (1882/87; The Gay Science [GS])), Jen-
seits von Gut und Bose (1886; Beyond Good and Evil [BGE)]), Zur Genealo-
gie der Moral (1887; On the Genealogy of Morals [GM)), Gotzenddmmerung
(1888; Twilight of the Idols [T1]), and the notes for his planned but unfinished
work, Der Wille zur Macht: Versuch einer Umwertung aller Werte, in order
to understand his later discussions of Truth and the thing-in-itself.
Nietzsche’s development may be seen as a response to the developments
of the intellectual paradigm during the latter part of the nineteenth century.
Outlining the brief history of the most relevant interpretations of the thing-
in-itself, we see them developing from the Materialist, the neo-Kantian,
to the Positivist understanding. We notice in this development that the
thing-in-itself, first, is taken literal as one looks for substances that can
adequately constitute such a ‘thing’; second, the thing-in-itself is increas-
ingly understood as mere metaphor or fiction, asserted with a possible
heuristic purpose, but without referring to a corresponding reality; in order
to, finally, being dismissed as superfluous. Add 1. In the so-called ‘literal’
interpretation, the ‘thing’ is seen as a unitary, substantial entity suppos-
edly existing independently of the perceiving being; it is seen as an actual
cause of and corresponding to appearances as their material or substantial
counterpart, representing ‘truth’ antedating them. The view is defended
by mechanical materialists as the ‘literal thing” becomes placeholder for
newly discovered ‘atoms’ and their associated ‘forces.” Some philosophers
of mechanical materialism (e.g., Ludwig Biichner and Maximilian Dross-
bach®) attempt to reconstruct the possible correspondences between atoms,
our physiological receptions of them, and our psychological perceptions
caused by them. On this increasingly discredited view, atoms and forces
explain perception and cognition according to a linear mechanical model,
where atoms and their associated forces affect the sense-apparatus and
causes mental images. Increasingly, the view rejected as impossible and
self-contradictory Kantianism, and replaced with, add 2, a ‘metaphorical’
interpretation of the ‘thing,” in which it is merely seen as an expression
of the unknown as such. It is a limit-concept, cf. Du Bois-Reymond, von
Helmbholtz, and Fr. Lange.* The new sciences have convincingly dem-
onstrated that our perceptive-cognitive apparatus is a product of random
evolution and furthermore is imperfect in its reception of the world. On
this interpretation, Kant’s original critique is regarded as revolutionary and
rehabilitated as foreshadowing scientific advances in evolutionary biology
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and psycho-physiology. From a strictly scientific point of view, Kant has
been proven right, we demonstrably cannot access ‘things-in-themselves.’
Add 3. Toward the end of the century, phenomenalist-positivist inclined
thinkers such as Lange, Avenarius, Mach, and Vaihinger reject the ‘thing’
from a pragmatic position.** The concept is regarded as useless, and ful-
fills no purpose for the scientific researcher, who is on surer ground if he
ignores it and focuses on observations and conceptualizations of relations
between phenomena.

We notice an overlap of this brief history of the ‘thing’ and Nietzsche’s
development. Nietzsche too offers different interpretations of the Kantian
‘thing.” The first ‘materialist’ interpretation of the ‘thing,” he consistently
rejects and nowhere do we find him defending the ‘thing’ in the form of
substances, causes, or atoms. However, he adheres to the second interpreta-
tion especially in his early essay discussing the ‘thing’ as an “enigmatic X”
to which we have no access. And he adheres to the third interpretation in
especially his final work, where he in several passages attempts to un-think
the Kantian thing—with greater or lesser success since this un-thinking is
fraught with conceptual and logical problems. Thanks to the resilience of
the age-old dichotomy between ‘thing’ and ‘appearance,’ it is frustratingly
difficult to claim the existence of an appearing world without admitting to
a corresponding thing. This frustration is often, in Nietzsche as well as in
several of his peers, resolved by appealing to sense-reality as the only avail-
able reality. The resolution is in brief that sense-impressions are our nether
limit of knowledge, and that they, upon being received by our biologically
evolved sense-apparatus, are undergoing modification and reinterpretation,
first in perception properly speaking and since in cognition. In this respect,
Nietzsche begins in later work to see a task for the sciences and the scientists;
they re-format not objective but sensational reality in formal languages meant
to bring this chaotic realm under abstract control.

4. Introducing the Nietzsche-Machian Theory of Knowledge

In the last part of the essay, I compare Nietzsche’s theory of knowledge to
that of his likeminded peers, first and foremost, Ernst Mach and Hans Vai-
hinger. That the theoretical Nietzsche has affinities with the Central European
positivists and pragmatists of the late nineteenth was generally accepted by
proponents of these schools at the turn of the century. Since then the idea was
forgotten and/or repressed and became unfashionable in the late twentieth
century (mutatis mutandis, by Continental and Anglo-Saxon schools alike),
until it in the beginning of the twenty-first century started up again and today
is finding a still growing number of adherents.
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Vaihinger was enthusiastic about the similarities between his own and
Nietzsche’s thinking; followers of Mach, such as Hans Kleinpeter and Phillip
Frank, were so t00.% It is unsurprising that we are able to see this overlap
since they are all heavily invested in the same discussion emerging from neo-
Kantianism, and adhering to the new naturalist and cognitivist turn of theory.
They are all addressing conceptual systems that belong now to Kant, now to
Darwin, now to Fechner, now to Comte, etc. In his letters to Mach, Kleinpeter
is for example happy to report that Nietzsche is a naturalist, a Darwinist, a
positivist, and a pragmatist. Vaihinger sometimes calls himself a ‘natural-
ist,” sometimes a ‘positivist,” sometimes a ‘pragmatist,” and sometimes a
‘fictionalist.” The many labels indicate a ‘naturalist-scientific-positivist’
paradigm still in development and with porous borders, but where members
share certain fundamental creeds. Polemically, they all see themselves as
anti-metaphysical, anti-transcendental, and anti-theologian. They all tend to
put a strong emphasis on the ‘given,” the ‘available,” and the ‘apparent,” and
emphasize perception and observation since metaphysics, transcendentalism,
and theology are demoted belief-systems dismissed as superstition. They
share the criticism of the absolutistic notion of Truth and its associated true-
apparent distinction. They begin to see science as the most promising of dis-
ciplines because it is preoccupied with the empirical and apparent universe,
therefore starting from the senses, but with the never-ending task to form
various conceptual languages about the appearing sense-material. They often
see themselves as participating in a new ‘enlightenment’ thinking that in its
emphasis on human intellectual autonomy points in the direction of atheism
and nihilism.*

In a fluid situation where the new paradigm is under development, branch-
ing out in different directions, we cannot see participants like Nietzsche as
belonging in a single box without any overflow into multiple other boxes. It
is not particularly reasonable, for example, to insist that he is a ‘Naturalist’
but not a ‘Positivist, a ‘Pragmatist’ but not a ‘Fictionalist,” a ‘Phenomenalist’
but not a ‘Cognitivist,” because the paradigm has not yet stabilized as such a
clearly defined classificatory system with neat little boxes for each different
school. It is at best the sum of the ongoing theoretical labor of its many indi-
vidual members and it must quasi-randomly rely on its members for further
demarcation and determination of its core creeds.

5. A Bilingual German/English Version of Wahrheit und Liige

In an appendix to the present work I introduce a new translation of Ni-
etzsche’s Uber Wahrheit und Liige, arranging in two columns Nietzsche’s
German original to my own English translation. During my discussion of the
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essay below, I consistently translated Nietzsche’s original essay into an Eng-
lish version that seemed most fluent and made best sense to myself. I opted
to juxtapose this translation as a whole to Nietzsche’s German essay in the
appendix to this volume, instead of adding his many poignant German ex-
pressions in brackets to my quotes in the main text. Hopefully, this bilingual
presentation of the essay may facilitate the study of the essay by meticulous
readers who are inclined to crosscheck translations.”’
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Nietzsche’s Early Theory of Truth and Knowledge

A: PART | OF TRUTH AND LIES

1. Preliminary Remarks
1. Paradigm and Text

When one embarks on presenting Nietzsche’s ‘naturalistic deconstruction’
of truth, it must be imperative to understand the paradigm in which he was
embedded thanks to his studies of peers of the nineteenth century. To say that
he is ‘imbedded in a paradigm’ is the same as to say that he shares epistemo-
logical positions that many of his contemporaries at the turn of the century
advocate as well.

The interest of the reading is not here to try to assess who says what first,
who is inspired by whom, etc., according to a linear cause-effect model,
because these attempts to determine ‘ownership of ideas’ may be simplifica-
tions of more complex situations. It may be correct that x is ‘inspired’ by y.
However, it is sometimes the case that participants imbedded in the same
paradigm—the same grid of conceptual positions and criticisms—cannot
help but reiterating identical issues and draw from them identical conclu-
sions. Since the paradigm is larger than any individual, the single participant
imbedded in the paradigm, given a modicum of logical ability, often arrive
to results that other participants can think as well—dependently or indepen-
dently, with or without reading or being ‘inspired’ by peers. It should there-
fore not surprise us that we find agreements between theorists such as Lange,
Nietzsche, Avenarius, Mach, Vaihinger, Peirce, James et al., many of who
worked out their universe independently of each other. They came from the
same, they thought about the same, they developed the same, such as newly
discovered areas like biology, physiology, and psychology, and they criti-
cized the same, such as the classical metaphysical and theological traditions.
It would rather be extremely surprising if neo- or post-Kantian philosophers
somehow develop isolated positions, defending unique philosophical agendas
completely distinct from beliefs entertained in their age. As in biology so in
intellectual history, never do we experience the evolution of a uniquely new
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species without ancestors, and never do we experience a jump from one form
to an entirely new form.!

Nietzsche’s TL can as such be seen as his preliminary summary of the
multiple representations of the new naturalist paradigm that he throughout
his career found convincing. In that sense, Nietzsche’s brief essay creates
order in a chaos of ideas, often combining areas not combined before in
the predominantly scientific paradigm, such as perception, cognition, and
linguistics, or metaphysics and morals. In all its brevity and notwithstanding
certain significant flaws, the essay is the ambitious groundwork for a work
Nietzsche continues in matters of psychology, cognition, epistemology, and
metaphysics until his late notes. It is like a sketch he will continue to elabo-
rate, develop, and modify.

2. Nietzsche’s Intellectual Context from 1862 to 1873

It would require super-human learning to know the entire library of the
nineteenth century and super-human intelligence to comprehend all possible
conceptual connections, but to understand the paradigm in which Nietzsche
is imbedded we may take a shortcut around what literature he read. It is man-
ageable to read a selection of the work that we thanks to scholars know that
he was reading in a decade from the beginning of the 1860s into the 1870s.

I have found a list of readings provided by Thomas Brobjer in an appendix
to his Nietzsche’s Intellectual Context (2008), in addition to Sarah Scheiben-
berger’s account of Nietzsche’s sources in Kommentar zu Nietzsche’s, Ueber
Wahrheit und Liige im aufsermoralischen Sinne (2016), especially helpful in
my attempt to identify the epistemological readings that would have been
formative for Nietzsche’s discussions in TL.> Exactly how Nietzsche was
inspired from these readings, whether positively or negatively, that we can-
not understand from simply looking at a list, but we can minimally assume
that his readings have situated him within the particular intellectual paradigm
indicated by the list. TL is a discussion of this paradigm, addressing, sum-
marizing, criticizing, and sometimes offering solutions to the theoretical
problems it suggests.

If we focus on Nietzsche’s epistemological readings from the early 1860s
to 1873, the year he finished Wahrheit und Liige, we notice that he from
early on is familiar with Ludwig Feuerbach’s Das Wesen des Christenthums
(1846), apparently read in 1861 and again in 1862. Arthur Schopenhauer
turns up on his list of readings in 1865 where Nietzsche engrosses himself
in several of his major works such as Uber die vierfache Wurzed des Satzes
vom zureichendend Grunde (1813), Die Welt als Wille und Vorstellung
(1819/1844), the essays, Uber den wille der Natur (1836) and Die beiden
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Grundprobleme der Ethik (1841), and Parerga and Paralipomena (1851).
Schopenhauer will reappear several times, and is the uniquely most impor-
tant source of Nietzsche in his formative years. Fr. Albert Lange shows up
as another important source in 1866 with his Geschichte des Materialismus
(1866), and so does Kuno Fischer with his Immanuel Kant (the third and
fourth volume of his monumental Geschichte der neuern Philosophie, 1854—
1877) and Otto Liebmann with his Kant und die Epigonen (1865). Friedrich
Ueberweg with his three volume Grundriss der Geschichte der Philosophie
von Thales bis auf die Gegenwart (1863—1866) is acquired by Nietzsche in
1867 and will continue to reappear on his list of reading. Nietzsche reads
Hans Rosenkranz’s Geschichte der Kantschen Philosophie (1840) in 1868
where he also returns to Kuno Fischer and to Schopenhauer. In 1869, he be-
comes acquainted with Eduard von Hartman’s Philosophie des Unbewufiten
(1869), to which he will return in the years to come (as he becomes increas-
ingly critical of Hartman). In 1872, we find on his list Zollner’s Uber die
Natur der Kometen (1870), Afrikan Spir’s Forschung nach der Gewissheit
in der Erkenntnis der Wirklichkeit (1869), Schoperhauer’s Die Welt as Wille
appears again, and finally, Kant’s Kritik der reinen Vernunft (1781-1787) is
now included on his list. Brobjer and Scheibenberger mention Gustav Ger-
ber’s Die Sprache als Kunst (1871) as a library loan of Nietzsche’s, and his
reference to Gerber is obvious since entire sentences and passages of Ger-
ber’s work have been copied into Nietzsche’s essay.’

I have here allowed myself to select only nineteenth-century theoretical
literature among Nietzsche’s variegated readings, and have left out multiple
works from the classical Greco-Roman tradition or dealing with other topics
that he was reading as well. On a survey, it is unsurprising that Schopenhauer
followed by Lange and Gerber are primary sources. It is perhaps more sur-
prising that we find several references to neo-Kantian commentators, such
as Fischer, Ueberweg, Rosenkranzt, Liebmann, and Spir, rather than to Kant
himself; we notice that Feuerbach, Hartman, and Zollner, too, constituted
important sources.

However, on the reconstructed list, we notice a glaring absence of ref-
erences to proponents of evolutionary biology and psycho-physiology,
although in TL, Nietzsche is profoundly inspired by these new naturalist,
psycho-physiological, and evolutionary paradigms (cf. discussion Part II, B).
Charles Darwin is not mentioned, neither are physiologists Johannes Miiller,
Theodor Fechner, or Du Bois-Reymond; although an essay by Hermann von
Helmholtz apparently appears as a library loan. This inspiration we may as-
sume that Nietzsche has received second-hand from Schopenhauer, who was
introducing physiological considerations in his Uber die vierfache Wurzel
des Satzes des zureichenden Grunde (1847), from Lange, who had extensive
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discussions of the psycho-physiologists and dedicated a chapter to Darwin in
his Die Geschichte des Materialismus (1873), from Ueberweg, who was dis-
cussing the nineteenth century’s naturalists and scientists in the last volume
of his Grundriss der Geschichte der Philosophie (1902), and from Hartmann,
whose last volume of Philosophie des Unbewufiten (1870) was a discussion
of descent-theory.

2. Human Insignificance and Self-Deceptive Pride

Nietzsche starts Truth and Lies [TL] with the outline of a cosmology.*

In some remote corner of a universe in which numerous flickering solar systems
are scattered there was once upon a time a star upon which clever creatures
invented knowing. That was the most arrogant and dishonest minute of “world
history,” but it was after all only a minute. After nature had drawn a few breaths,
the star froze and the clever creatures had to die. One might invent such a story,
and would still not have adequately illustrated how miserable, how shadowy
and transient, how aimless and arbitrary the human intellect looks within nature.
There were eternities during which it did not exist; and when eventually it is
over, nothing will have happened. For this intellect has no additional mission
which takes it beyond human life. Rather, the intellect is human, and only its
possessor and creator takes it seriously, as if the axis of the world was turning
within it.>

We notice that Nietzsche is guilty in a minor mistake, since we live on a
planet and not on a ““star” (Gestirn) as he has it; and he continues to confound
the two celestial bodies when he describes the fate of our sun, destined to
burn out and ‘freeze,’” as if this is the fate of Earth. Earth does not burn out,
although it eventually will freeze in step with the Sun’s burning out.

Regardless the minor glitch, the important message in the passage is that
we live on borrowed time. On a cosmological scale, the eventual implosion
of the sun will leave us dead on a dead planet in a trice of time: “After nature
had drawn a few breaths, the star froze and the clever creatures had to die.”
Nietzsche wants to express the idea that on a cosmological time-scale, our
existence is almost ludicrously irrelevant. As human species, we live “only a
minute” in a universe, which Nietzsche in agreement with the cosmology of
his day sees as infinite in time and space. Still, our pride, pretense, and narcis-
sism prevent us from acknowledging this irrelevance, as we choose to ignore
the greater context that reduces our idle activities to futility.

In the Theologian-Christian paradigm, the human with its divinely inspired
reason was the center of the universe, but according to the new scientific-nat-
uralist paradigm now adopted by Nietzsche and peers, ‘nature’ has assumed
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center stage. As explicitly expressed in the passage, nature now determines
and contextualizes human reason: “how miserable, how shadowy and tran-
sient, how aimless and arbitrary the human intellect looks within nature”
(ibid.). A fortiori, the human being is not only situated “within” nature, it is
itself nature. With the reluctant recognition of this new situation, we are los-
ing our former sense of self-importance, self-control, and self-determination,
which we ascribed to ourselves in the grand Theologian and Rationalist nar-
ratives. We find instead ourselves as the random outcome of natural selec-
tive and evolutionary processes. This ‘naturalistic’ interpretation of human
existence becomes the most obvious epistemological frame of the essay, and
it will be reiterated in later work. It is an understanding the young Nietzsche
undoubtedly adopts from his two most influential ‘educators,” Schopenhauer
and Fr. Lange.®

It is clear that Nietzsche in TL is indebted to Schopenhauer in the passage
above, as he here rephrases (if not paraphrases) a passage from the second
volume of Die Welt as Wille und Vorstellung, where Schopenhauer too com-
pares humans in their idle activities to endless space.

In endless space countless glowing spheres, around each of which a dozen
smaller illuminated ones revolve; hot at the inside and covered with a hard cold
crust, on which a musty film has produced a living and knowing being—this
is the empirical truth, the real, the world. Yet for a being who thinks, it is a
troublesome position to stand on one of those numberless spheres freely floating
in boundless space, without knowing wherefrom and whereto, and to be only
one of innumerable similar beings that press, and push, and suffer, restlessly and
rapidly arising and passing away in beginningless and endless time.’

In this passage, Schopenhauer, too, describes the human being as ignorant of
any deeper meaning or higher purposes. Situated in endless time and space,
its relentless “pressing and pushing” are manifestations of an idle ‘will to
live,” a struggle for survival and reproduction that it shares with other crea-
tures. We are again beyond the reassuring theological and rationalist narra-
tives when Schopenhauer reduces the human being to “only one of innumer-
able similar beings that press, and push, and suffer . . . in beginningless and
endless time” (ibid.).

To bring home the point that major writers from the period subscribe to
the same scientific-naturalist paradigm, echoing the same depreciation of hu-
man self-importance against “infinite space,” let us finally listen to H. von
Helmbholtz, one of the great scientific minds of the century, when he writes:

We: bits of dust on the surface of our planet, itself hardly worth calling a
grain of sand in the universe’s infinite space; we: the most recent race among
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the living on earth, according to geological chronology barely out of the cradle,
still in the learning stage, barely half-educated, declared of age only out of mu-
tual respect, and yet already, through the more powerful force of the causal law,
grown beyond all our fellow creatures and vanquishing them in the struggle for
existence.®

Again, the human being is described as a speck of dust in an indifferent
universe, biologically and instinctually conditioned to carry out its struggle
for existence out of simple self-preservation and survival concerns. Again,
Helmholtz’s description implies a loss of importance, purpose, and rational
foundation for the human being.

These, and multiple other writers, have all adopted the new naturalist nar-
rative. Their pessimistic assessments of the human condition come about
thanks to three important scientific discoveries of the time: The discovery of
the enormity of our universe, the discovery of our animal ancestry, and the
discovery of our unreliable perceptive apparatus. The still influential Chris-
tian idea that the human being is the center-piece of creation is now being
devalued and deconstructed thanks to these three major discoveries. 1) Re-
search by C. Messier in the eighteenth century and Herschel in the nineteenth
establishing the existence of numerous distant galaxies beyond our own.’ It is
against this perceived enormity of the universe that the human being dwindles
to an insignificant speck of dust and its perception of itself as privileged
center of the universe seem to be mere vanity. Nietzsche is likely to have
found a discussion of the new universe in Z6llner whose Uber der Natur die
Kometen (1870) he reportedly had been reading (cf. Part I, A.2). 2) After
Darwin (and contemporary natural philosophers, like Lamarck in France
and Ernst Haeckel in Germany),'° one begins to understand the mechanisms
of evolution and realizes that the image humans have created of themselves
in the image of God is hopelessly self-centered and self-congratulatory. The
Darwinist proposals, that man descends from ancestors more animal than
human, implying that our animal origin is an inherited and inherent part of
us (moreover, a part lately evolved and therefore never fully superseded by
and replaced with reason), is reflected in Nietzsche when he describes our
intellect is merely an “accessory” to man. The intellect is a superficial veil
over instincts more original and powerful than hitherto understood.!' 3) The
emerging understanding of human physiology becomes the third scientific
discovery that contributes to raise doubt about the human capacity for know-
ing. Physiologists and psychologists such as J. P. Miiller, G. Th. Fechner, E.
du Bois-Reymond, and H. von Helmholtz'? had begun to understand the limi-
tations of human perception. They had observed that the perceptive image we
produce of a world ‘outside’ us is an inadequate and inaccurate representation
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of something of which it is supposed to be an image. This theory of human
perception becomes another aspect of the emerging naturalist paradigm. Even
if Nietzsche may not have read the research of these scientific writers, it had
been widely reported by philosophers such as Schopenhauer, Ueberweg, and
Lange, who he positively did read. For example, it was generally known that
the image received by the retina was different from the image which we con-
sciously perceived (for example by picturing the exterior upside-down). From
receiving impressions to perceiving them consciously, our brain had to play
an active interpretive role. Helmholtz suggested that consciously appearing
images could hardly be regarded as more than “arbitrary signs” of something
outside, which we apparently did not see and could not properly know, and
Lange discussed the thesis extensively in his Geschichte)."?

After these three scientific discoveries, the vanity and pretention in assum-
ing that we know truth almost prompts a sense of indignation in a writer
like Nietzsche. A human being reduced to a dot in space and a blip in time
can and should not pretend to know anything at all about the absolute and
the universal. Reduced to an indiscernible vanishing point in the ocean of
space and time, the narcissistic sense of self-importance seems misplaced in
the devalued human, comparable to the self-importance of a “mosquito” in
Nietzsche’s comparison:

Could we understand the mosquito, we might learn that it too glides through
the air with such a self-importance, feeling itself as the flying center of this
universe. There is nothing in nature so repugnant and low that it would not im-
mediately swell up like a balloon at the slightest puff of the power of knowing.
And just as every doorkeeper wants to have an admirer, so even the proudest of
men, the philosopher, supposes that everywhere around him he sees the eyes of
the universe telescopically directed at his action and thought.'

If a mosquito could think, Nietzsche suggests, it would be as ‘mosquito-
centric’ as we are anthropocentric.'> Our self-evaluations are ‘human, all too
human,’ !¢ and our so-called ‘truth’ is merely something we call or hold to be
true.

We notice en passant that whereas Nietzsche here starts his essay by ex-
pressing insights well-known in the intellectual context of his day, he will
eventually, as he further develops his thinking, realize the consequences of
these insights and radicalize them as no one before him. Nietzsche seems to
be the first to fully realize that a de-centered human ready to embrace the
random and relative in the new scientific paradigm requires a new human
self-understanding. The old human understanding of itself as divinely created

printed on 2/12/2023 9:07 AMvia . All use subject to https://ww.ebsco.coniterns-of-use



EBSCOhost -

8 e Partl, A: Part | of Truth and Lies

and therefore a center of knowledge in a permanent and stable world needs
to be replaced with a new human type ready to actively destroy this old theo-
logical anthropology. As Nietzsche sees it, this new human type is extended
between its realization that nature in the traditional sense of ‘objective order’
is unknowable and the conviction that relative knowledge of nature self-
assertively formed by the new human paradoxically is on firmer ground than
ever before, i.e., in the articulation of an anthropology corresponding to the
new epistemology, Nietzsche oscillates between a firm ‘no’ to the dependent
and subservient self ‘receiving’ or ‘discovering’ objective knowledge, and a
firm ‘yes’ to the independent and autonomous self ‘constructing’ or ‘creating’
knowledge. Eventually, this new self-assertive human type is dramatized as
his Ubermensch.

Later, at the entry into the twentieth century, this scientific, rational, and
enlightened doubt regarding foundational certainty will continue in several
writers from the epistemological, psychological, and linguistic traditions,
such as, for example, E. Mach, S. Freud, and F. de Saussure. With their dif-
ferent projects and vocabularies, they too will question how rationally we
‘know’—for example, how consistent our scientific theories are, how well
we control our desires, or whether our language is an adequate representa-
tion of things. They are all rational thinkers of the random, the non-rational,
or the irrational; they may indeed be seen as the latest offshoots of the en-
lightenment tradition emphasizing the emancipative ideal in cultivating the
post-religious and post-metaphysical ultra-autonomous human. In the new
emerging paradigm, we are as humans denied our empty claims to divine and
objective knowledge, and impelled to embrace our biological roots and our
random evolutionary inheritance as a freedom."”

3. Genealogy of the Pragmatic Notion of Truth
1. Genealogy of Truth in a Pragmatic Sense

During the century, one started to question the validity of the theological
and metaphysical notions of knowledge in step with the growing scientific
realization that we are, firstly, infinitesimally small compared to an infi-
nite universe, secondly, random outcomes of evolution, and thirdly, poorly
equipped to perceive our surrounding world. The new discoveries deliver a
triple blow to human pride and are formative for Nietzsche’s critical discus-
sions of ‘truth’ and the ‘true world.” We notice already here that Nietzsche’s
skepticism regarding ‘Truth’ is less an irrational romantic-idealist impulse,
than a reflection of the scientific progress of his age. Truth is becoming an
endangered species in the new paradigm. In an interesting reversal of the
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common understanding of the issue, the defense of Truth is now decried as
traditionalist religious and metaphysical speculation, while the rejection of
Truth is applauded as the new progressive naturalist-scientific view.

Despite this state of affairs, Nietzsche of course understands that humans
during centuries have developed notions of what counts as true and in their
societies interact according to ideas of what is true or false. In two para-
graphs, he offers a genealogical analysis of how this apparent commitment to
‘truth’ has been evolving and introduces a narrative to which he will return
in later writings, such as Jenseits von Gut und Bose (1886) and (especially)
Zur Genealogie der Moral (1887). He assumes that before we were able to
invent abstract notions like truth, law, and morality, we were living in dark
ages where survival by any means was the order to the day. Again, the expla-
nation starts with the Darwinist-naturalist assumption that human beings in
their origin are animals, more nature than reason.

The intellect develops its greatest powers in its capacity for pretense, as this is
the means by which the weaker, less robust individuals preserve themselves,
since they are denied the horns or sharp teeth of the predators in the struggle of
existence. [...] Insofar as the individual wants to preserve itself over and against
other individuals, it needs in the natural order of things the intellect mostly for
pretense.'

Ironically, in an essay investigating ‘truth,” Nietzsche proposes that the first
impulse of prehistoric man was never to tell the truth. The genealogical ori-
gin of truth is quite paradoxically the lie. The prehistoric human was indis-
posed to ‘truth’ but predisposed to ‘lying’; i.e., had a “capacity for pretense”
(ibid)."

In these early days, we were animals and had no use for truth. On the
contrary, in the struggle of survival we used pretense and dissimulation as
compensation for our physical weakness, our lack of “horns and sharp teeth.”
We needed to be able to outsmart other species and one another between
ourselves, in order to preserve ourselves and survive. Dissimulation was nec-
essary. Therefore, Nietzsche submits that nothing in our biological existence
gives us any inkling of abstract notions of ‘truth,” nor establishes a distinction
between ‘truthfulness’ and ‘lying.’

Nietzsche’s naturalized human has constitutionally an impulse to lie and
deceive, as he sees this impulse as an advantageous feature in the struggle
for survival; but our familiarity with lies and lying go even deeper, because
we are so “deeply immersed in illusions and dream-images,” so entrenched
in a surface-world of appearances that we have never evolved any senses
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for detecting another world of things-themselves and transcendences. Our
perceptive apparatus cannot penetrate into ‘essences,’ but is necessarily con-
signed to the surfaces of appearances, i.e., to a purely empirical world. We
understand neither the ‘inner workings’ of the world around us nor the ‘inner
workings’ of our body inside of us.

Briefly, deception is deeply ingrained in at least three aspects: a) in our
social interactions as a means of survival and self-preservation; b) in our
perception of our inside as well as our outside world; and c) in our cognitive
attempt to understand, give meaning to, or interpret the world.

They [humans] are deeply immersed in illusions and dream images; their eyes
merely glide over the surface of things and see “forms”’; nowhere do their senses
lead them to truth, but make them instead content with receiving stimuli and to
play a fumbling game on the back of things.?

Nature withholds knowledge from the human being and confines it instead
to its deceptive consciousness. Thereupon she [nature] “throws away the
key,” and the only option of humans is to peer out of the cracks of their small
chamber of consciousness, completely deluded about their capacity to under-
stand the outside as well as the inside world. When ‘Nature’ is described as
withdrawing herself and withholding her secrets (“throwing away her key”),
Nietzsche does not here mean to suggest the existence of a secret world of
things-in-themselves that we will recover when eventually we find ‘the key.’
He is implying, rather, that the key is forever lost, not merely temporarily
lost. Access to the secret world in the form of ‘things’ and ‘essences’ is abso-
lutely denied. Du Bois-Reymond’s Ignorabimus (i.e., ‘we shall never know’)
is by Nietzsche taken for granted as the given condition (cf. Part II, B.1).?!

In the end of the paragraph, Nietzsche asks a straightforward question that
propels him into his genealogical investigation of the ‘origin of truth’ in the
subsequent paragraph: “If this is the condition, how on earth did the drive for
truth derive?” (ibid.).

In Nietzsche’s narrative, the concept of ‘truth’ has in itself a genealogy and
undergoes evolution. In his suggested outline for a ‘history of truth,” truth
first appears among humans as ‘truthfulness,” but not in the Kantian sense
of a ‘good will’ in the form of a moral categorical imperative spontaneously
springing out of the prehistoric individual.?

To be ‘truthful’ rather than deceitful is imposed on us as a necessity insofar
as humans begin to gather in societies and need to accommodate themselves
as group. Now they must enter a “peace treaty” for pragmatic purposes, and
they assume a social code according to which it is better to tell the truth than
the lie—mostly in order to facilitate trading and commerce. This expedient
and pragmatic social code will eventually develop into a moral obligation.

printed on 2/12/2023 9:07 AMvia . All use subject to https://ww.ebsco.coniterns-of-use



EBSCOhost -

Nietzsche's Early Theory of Truth and Knowledge ® 11

The explanation is reminiscent of Hobbes, who is explicitly recalled in Ni-
etzsche’s reference to the “bellum omnium contra omnes.” In Nietzsche as well
as in Hobbes, we begin from the chaos, anarchism, and lawlessness of “the
war of every man against every man.” They both offer a narrative according
to which humans in the beginning live without law, without sense of right and
wrong, justice and injustice, and where only the rule of power applies.?® Like
Hobbes, Nietzsche uses this lawless origin as a springboard for introducing
the necessity for people to enter a contract. In order to escape their anarchistic
“solitary, poor, nasty, brutish, and short” existence, people are eventually com-
pelled to give up their weapons and to rely on each other. Hobbes’s ‘covenant’
and Nietzsche’s ‘peace treaty’ are beginnings of social order, enabling peoples
to unify and coexist without fear for their lives. In Hobbes, the covenant is
guaranteed by a third party, the ruler, who compels the former antagonists to
hold their peace and perform according to the letter of the contract.? Nietzsche
will later return to the question of institution of law in The Genealogy of Mor-
als, 11, where he will introduce the notion of a “sovereign” as the guarantor of
Law, in this paraphrasing Hobbes in language albeit not in content, since they
have different determinations of their ‘sovereigns.’?

2. Nietzsche’s ‘Correspondence Theory of Truth” and Its Limitations

In TL, we find no references to a sovereign. Nietzsche takes the discussion
in another direction.

When men from necessity and boredom also want to live socially and as group,
they need a peace treaty and attempt to banish at least the worst bellum omnium
contra omnes from their world. This peace treaty brings with it something which
seems to be the first step in acquiring the enigmatic truth-drive. From now on
that which shall count as “truth” is being established; that is, one invents a uni-
form and binding designation for things, and this legislation of language gives
also the first laws of truth. From here emerges for the first time the contrast
between truth and lie.?

Nietzsche is still engaged in answering his leading question, “how on earth
did the drive for truth derive?” And he gives us a first hint when suggesting
that truth emerges only when a community agrees on something to be counted
as true. The first step in the evolution of our “enigmatic truth-drive” is that
something is established as “truth”; notice here that Nietzsche puts ‘truth’
in scare-quotes indicating a cautious distancing himself from the traditional
metaphysical concept of truth, i.e., truth understood as absolute, universal,
transcendental, and a-historical. One instead “invents” truth as a “uniform
and binding designation for things.”
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The ‘invention’ or ‘establishment’ of truth requires minimally the com-
munity’s consensus on linguistic values; when we talk about legal values
the requirement is a legislative body able to decree law. The community
decides how we may and may not use language, prescribing the proper
correspondence between given designations and things;? it is this con-
ventionally decided correspondence between designation and thing that is
established as truth. In this important but elementary sense, Nietzsche has a
“correspondence-theory of truth.”

However, as we immediately realize, it is a ‘correspondence-theory’ that
makes no grand epistemological claims because it is conventional. Its el-
ementary purpose is to distinguish the honest from the lying individual. Only
after the fixation of a correspondence between sign and thing is it possible to
recognize the difference between individuals obeying or violating the social
code. Before the existence of this fixation, the lie cannot be recognized; but
after the fixation, the liar can be seen as using conventional designations
contrary to the value they have according to the community.

The liar uses valid designations, the words, for making the unreal appear
as if it is real, says Nietzsche.

He says for example, “I am rich,” while “poor” would have been the correct
designation for his condition. He abuses the established conventions by means
of arbitrary substitutions or even reversals of names. If he does this in a manner
that is selfish and causes harm, society will no longer trust him and will thereby
exclude him. Humans do not so much shun being deceived as being harmed by
the deceit. Even at this stage, they actually do not hate the deception as much
as the bad and harmful consequences from certain kinds of deceit. In a similar
limited sense, man wants only truth: he desires the pleasant and life-preserving
consequences of truth, while he is indifferent toward pure knowledge with-
out consequences; he is even hostile toward perhaps harmful and destructive
truths.?

In a pragmatic sense, ‘truth’ is conventional fixation of correspondence. In
Nietzsche’s example, explaining what constitutes ‘lying,” the liar tells people
that he is wealthy, while he is in fact poor, and makes thus “the unreal appear
to be real.” Still, as Nietzsche specifies, it is not the lie as such that bothers
society, but only the lie that has harmful consequences. If the liar tells people
he is wealthy because he wants to attract investors, secure himself a career,
present himself as a worthy suitor, etc., while he is in fact poor, he may be
deceiving the community, but worse than the deceit is it that other members
of society may suffer consequences from his lies that are harmful.?

The passage above is anticipated in Notebook 19 in a slightly different
variation. Here Nietzsche makes the following observations:
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One anticipates the bad consequences of reciprocal lies. This is the origin of
the duty of truth. The epic storyteller is allowed to lie, because in that area no
harmful effects are to be expected—Thus, where the lie is regarded as pleasant
it is allowed.*

If the state of war is to cease anywhere it must begin with fixing the truth, i.e.
with a valid and binding designation of things. The liar uses words in order to
make the unreal appear as real, i.e. he misuses the firm foundation.?!

As Nietzsche points out in the passages, society punishes only the harmful
lie; it reacts out of concerns for self-preservation; harmless deceptions like
the poetic ‘lies’ we encounter in the theater or in novels, cause no alarm. As
a pertinent example, we recall that in the history of criticism, the apologists
for poetry in late medieval criticism would defend poets against the religious
zealots with the catchphrase, ‘Poetry lies, but it lies with delight’; i.e., poetic
lies are harmless and poets should not to be blamed, since they are merely
entertaining and delighting their audiences.*

May we from this reading of a few pages in TL conclude that Nietzsche
‘believes in truth’ and indeed has a ‘correspondence theory of truth’—to
paraphrase a concern of especially the Analytic schools of Nietzsche-
commentary? Insofar as we talk about truth as truthfulness, we must answer
in the positive.*® Nietzsche has not suspended the commonsensical fact that
humans are able to be truthful or deceitful, sincere or insincere, tell the truth
or tell a lie. In this sense, Nietzsche ‘believes in truth,” and may even be seen
as, to paraphrase M. Clark, “truth-friendly.”*

Truth as truthfulness is promoted by society, because it is necessary to have
truthful rather than deceptive individuals. The liar abuses established social
conventions, by for example defaulting on promises; and in enterprising,
mercantile, and trading societies, such deceptions are inadmissible. Truth as
truthfulness is tantamount to accountability. To be accountable means to act
in accordance with the established convention; it even implies that one obeys
what counts as existing in one’s society. This implication is emphasized, not
in TL itself, but again in the Nachlaf} material from 1872-1873:

In a political society, a firm agreement is necessary, which is founded on the
habitual use of metaphors. Everything unusual upsets and annoys [reg? sie auf],
yes, destroys. Therefore, it is politically convenient and moral to use every
word like the masses use it. To be true means from now on not to deflect from
the habitual meaning of things [Sinn der Dinge]. The true is that which is [Das
wahre ist das Seiende], in contrast to the non-existing [Nichtwirklichen]. The
first convention is about what ought to count as ‘being’ [seiend].*

printed on 2/12/2023 9:07 AMvia . All use subject to https://ww.ebsco.coniterns-of-use



EBSCOhost -

14 e Partl, A: Part | of Truth and Lies

It is an issue Nietzsche will address again and in better detail in The Geneal-
ogy of Morals, where he will emphasize the importance of cultivating a hu-
man capable of making and of keeping promises. Truth as truthfulness and
accountability has so far a practical economical purpose, the preservation of
society with its social, economic, and political institutions. Man desires the
“life-preserving consequences of truth.”

However, we notice that Nietzsche regards this notion of truth as truthful-
ness as of “limited value.” Since it does not aspire to access and understand
reality ‘in-itself,” it hardly gives us information beyond that which we can
easily look up in the existing dictionary of the society, as Nietzsche explains
later in his essay:

If I create the definition of the mammal and then, after observing a camel,
declare: “look, a mammal,” then a truth is brought to light, but it is of limited
value. I mean, it is anthropomorphic through and through and does not contain
a single speck that apart from man would be really and universally “true in
itself.””3¢

In pointing at a camel and declaring it a mammal, I have essentially only
confirmed that I know my dictionary and its most elementary definitions, and
I have in this very obvious linguistic-pragmatic sense fold the truth.

In the last sentence of the section, Nietzsche asks again a leading rhetori-
cal question meant to introduce us to the next stage of his investigations; in
paraphrase, ‘what about linguistic conventions themselves; do designations
and things correspond; is language an adequate expression of reality?’ In
this questioning, he seems to dispute the ‘correspondence theory of truth,’
which we just argued qua our reading that he was defending. Is he confused
or caught in self-contradiction? —The answer must be in the negative. He is
rather addressing ‘correspondence’ or ‘adequation’ from two different per-
spectives, conventionally and transcendentally. Sometimes he focuses on the
actual correspondence established by linguistic convention, and sometimes
on the alleged correspondence between language and reality as such. In the
linguistic-pragmatic sense as discussed above, correspondence between dis-
course and thing as established by the community is not in question, but on
an epistemic level we may doubt how deep our conventional languages reach
into (or ‘correspond to’) the nature of things. His own example differentiates
precisely between these two levels: we are as language-users compelled to
call a ‘camel’ a ‘mammal,’ but this linguistic convention does not give us any
knowledge of the nature of the camel. The postulate of a ‘mammal-nature,’
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‘mammal-essence’ of the camel is indeed highly dubious from Nietzsche’s
point of view.

Later in his essay, Nietzsche returns to this discussion of the pragmatic ori-
gin of truth. Here he uses the term ‘lie’ in an inflated sense insofar as words
are regarded as ‘metaphors’ without direct correspondences to what they
represent. In this inflated sense, we ‘lie’ simply by speaking, whether we are
sincere or insincere, since words are coagulated metaphors randomly estab-
lished by society, but fundamentally lacking correspondence to their various
linguistic references.

To be truthful implies that one uses the common metaphors, or expressed mor-
ally, one follows the obligation to lie according to the established conventions
and in a herd-fashion lies in a manner applying to everybody. Obviously, man
forgets that this is the case, and he therefore lies in the indicated sense uncon-
sciously and according to century old habits; precisely thanks to this uncon-
sciousness and forgetfulness, he arrives to a sense of truth. From the sense that
one is obliged to designate a thing as ‘red,” another as ‘cold,’ a third as ‘silent,’
a moral impulse emerges regarding truth. In contrast to the liar, who nobody
trusts and everybody excludes, the person demonstrates to himself the vener-
able, trustful, and useful aspects of truth.’’

Despite this, our so-called ‘lying’ in the inflated and general sense, Nietzsche
adheres to his explanation of the pragmatic origin of truth. When we in “herd-
fashion” “lie according to established conventions,” we are actually telling
the truth in the pragmatic sense. His critical analysis of the transcendental
concept of truth is still a precise explanation of the pragmatic concept of
truth, because the latter emerges from the forgetfulness and repression of our
conventionally accepted °‘lies,” i.e., there is no (transcendental) Truth, but
there is the repression of this fact, resulting in the pragmatic belief in truth.

In our beliefs in Truth, we have merely adjusted ourselves to conventions
and “century old habits” completely “forgetting” that this adjustment has a
history and genealogy. I point at something ‘red’ and calls it without further
ado ‘red,” and if I have observed convention and the thing pointed out is
called ‘red” within my linguistic community, I have told the ‘truth’ and have
demonstrated trustworthiness. However, on this analysis, we may still legiti-
mately question whether nature in-itself harbors anything ‘red’ (or anything
‘cold,” ‘warm,’ ‘great,” or ‘small’). We then question whether ‘redness’ or
‘coldness’ or ‘greatness’ are inherent qualities of things and suggest instead
that these qualities exist only from a human perspective.
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4. Nerve-Stimuli, Images, and Sounds
1. The Development of a ‘Truth Drive’

The notion of truth as ‘truthfulness’ is for most readers uncontroversial. Most
readers would grant that we as social and communicating agents must abide
by the linguistic conventions that make what we say meaningful to other
members of the community, as well as society compels us to obey the moral-
legal imperatives that bid us to speak with honesty. Under these social obliga-
tions and at least ideally, we say what we mean and mean what we say. This
elementary prescription is inherent in the idea of truthfulness and account-
ability, which eventually develops into the much more dubious “truth-drive.”

Nietzsche alternately speaks of a Trieb zur Wahrheit and an Erkenntnif3-
trieb in his essay (cf. WL 877). To talk about a drive [Trieb] for truth or
knowledge is hyperbole, because a ‘drive’ strictly speaking is biological,
hereditary, and innate. Situated in the naturalist paradigm, we readily accept
for example sexual and aggressive drives, because the human species could
not have survived if there had been no sexual incentives to propagate the
species or no aggressive instincts to preserve it in the competition with other
species. ‘Truth’ on the other hand had no biological necessity, as Nietzsche
recognized above when discussing ‘lying’ as the primordial human condi-
tion. According to that discussion, human beings had an innate ‘drive to lie’
rather than an innate ‘drive to truth.” When nonetheless Nietzsche talks about
a ‘truth-drive,” it must be because he sees that the belief in truth has been so
strongly internalized during the civilizational process that it from his civili-
zational vantage-point seems as if a ‘drive.’

This cultivation of ‘truth’ has a history and a genealogy that Nietzsche
attempts to explain, and as discussed above his explanation begins in the
linguistic-pragmatic notion of ‘truth as truthfulness.” The problem of the
‘truth-drive’ emerges when this self-evident notion of truth is applied or
rather misapplied to nature as the possibility of nature’s truthfulness. Then
we encounter the beginning of a misunderstanding that will reverberate
throughout centuries of Western thinking. At one point we are no longer satis-
fied with “mere tautologies,” “empty husks” like ‘a camel is a mammal,”* we
instead apply the human truth-requirement to nature. If first truth is merely
analytical (or ‘tautological’ in the typical vocabulary of Nietzsche and peers),
then, applied to nature, it becomes synthetic.

It is only by means of forgetfulness that man arrives to the illusion that he pos-
sesses “truth” to the extent just indicated. When he is no longer satisfied with
truth in the form of tautologies, that is, is no longer content with empty husks,
then he will always exchange truths for illusions.*
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According to this misapplication, we falsely conjecture that nature is follow-
ing the same rules as us, as if nature could be and ought to be speaking truth.
We transfer ‘truthfulness’ from man to nature in the false belief that as well as
man is able to be truthful, it is possible also for nature to be ‘truthful.” Thanks
to this false transference, we impress upon nature what was from the begin-
ning merely a social-moral-legal requirement. In Notebook 19, Nietzsche
is explicit about this transference: “But the drive to be true, transferred to
nature, produces the belief that also nature has to true to us. The drive for
knowledge [Erkenntnifstrieb] relies on this transference.”*

2. What Is a Word?

When Nietzsche starts next passage with the abrupt question, ‘What is a
word?’ thereupon beginning a discussion about the arbitrariness of language,
he seems to be interrupting his line of thoughts. However, posing this ques-
tion, Nietzsche is actually continuing his reasoning. It is by means of words
that we judge something to be true, both in the modest pragmatic and in the
grandiose metaphysical sense. Therefore, it is relevant and even necessary to
understand what kind of relationship the word has to ‘truth.’

What is a word? The copy of a nerve-stimulus in sounds. But to infer from the
nerve-stimulus to a cause outside us is already the result of a false and unjusti-
fied application of the principle of sufficient reason. If in the genesis of language
truth alone had been the deciding criterion for the certainty of designations,
how could we then say, “the stone is hard,” as if “hard” were already known to
us, and not merely a purely subjective stimulus? We divide things into gender
when we describe the tree as masculine and the plant as feminine; but what
arbitrary assignments!*' How far does this not exceed the canon of certainty!
We talk about a “snake,” but this designation touches only upon the coiling and
twisting and could apply equally to the worm.*> What arbitrary demarcations,
what one-sided preferences for soon this soon another property of a thing! Jux-
taposing different languages shows that regarding words, it is never truth, never
the adequate expression that matters, because otherwise we would not need so
many languages.*

Let us reserve the discussion of nerve-stimuli to the following section, and
focus on two of Nietzsche’s examples intended to refute the idea of a logical
relationship between word and reality: (i) the word hard, as in “the stone is
hard,” relates to the merely subjective impression that the stone feels hard to
our touch, but it makes no sense to talk about the hardness of a stone-in-itself.
Here, it is not Nietzsche problem that the word ‘hard’ is arbitrary as sound-
image, i.e., that we in different languages find different word-representations

printed on 2/12/2023 9:07 AMvia . All use subject to https://ww.ebsco.coniterns-of-use



EBSCOhost -

18 e Partl, A: Part | of Truth and Lies

for the physical sensation of hardness. His point is that in whatever language,
the stone is always arbitrarily described as ‘hard,” since hardness is a specific
human perception uniquely placing the stone in relation to the human touch.
When we describe the stone as ‘hard,” we add to the stone’s substance an
attribute that only makes sense within its relationship to humans. The stone-
in-itself is neither hard nor soft, but to the human touch, it feels ‘hard.’** The
example illustrates the anthropomorphism of our language, which we find in
his other examples as well; for example (ii) when we divide things in gender
and describe some as masculine, others as feminine, others again as neutral.
This gendering of language is an equally arbitrary division of the multiplicity
of things that are in themselves neither masculine, nor feminine, nor neutral.

Nietzsche anticipates here something that later Saussure makes into a
principle in his formulation of a scientific linguistics,* namely that language
as arbitrary and conventional is a system of differences that as system cor-
responds to nothing in the outside world. Nietzsche talks about difference,
convention, and arbitrariness too, when he questions the “arbitrary demarca-
tions” of language (e.g., the genders in German language, indicated by the
male, female, or neutral articles, ‘der,” ‘die,” ‘das,” are nonexistent in the
references to which they refer). Nietzsche and Saussure are not denying that
we live and breathe in a world, but they are asserting that our knowledge of
the world is mediated by language, which adds an inevitable anthropomor-
phic component, since we cannot subtract human perspective and interest
from knowledge and capture objectivity in its pure and uncontaminated self-
presence.*

In the passage above, Nietzsche resorts to indirect proof, the reductio ad
impossibile, by arguing that if language was not arbitrary, but was a transpar-
ent medium for truth, we would not have and did not need different languages.
As well as species evolve randomly in evolutionary biology, languages evolve
randomly in historical linguistics. However, in a hypothetical world ad impos-
sibile of a single language providing a unique correspondence between word
and thing, this diachronic aspect of language would be suspended. One lan-
guage would universally fit peoples of all nations, suggesting an original cre-
ator of language, an original ‘linguistic designer.” The proposal is suggested
in order to be rejected as absurd. Since we live after the Tower of Babel, in
a world of multiple languages, we are consigned to a sign-world where cor-
respondences between words and things are arbitrary and conventional.

Nietzsche is here and elsewhere in his essay rephrasing discussions intro-
duced by some of his peers, so for example by Fr. A. Lange, E. von Hartman,
and G. Gerber as noted by other scholars.*’
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Nietzsche is in the subsequent passage still guided by his leading question,
‘what is a word,” as he continues his examination by now suggesting that
words emerge in the last stage of a perceptive-cognitive process, where first,
nerve-stimuli are transformed into images, and second, images are trans-
formed into words. The outside world, the ‘thing-in-itself’ (which is equiva-
lent to ‘pure truth’) is irrelevant in this process of becoming conscious, and
is therefore never included in Nietzsche’s model, which simplified has the
following form: nerve-stimulus — image — sound/word.

The origin and beginning of the process is always the ‘nerve-stimulus’ (as
is was explicitly stated above, “to infer from the nerve-stimulus to a cause
outside us is already the result of a false and unjustified application of the
principle of sufficient reason” [ibid.]*%); the view is reiterated in the passage
below, where the thing-in-itself is explicitly “not worthwhile striving for
at all.”

The “thing-in-itself”” (which would exactly be a pure truth without consequences)
is also for the creator of language quite incomprehensible and is not worthwhile
striving for at all. He designates only the relations of the things to humans,
helped to expressing them by the use of the most audacious metaphors. A nerve-
stimulus is first transferred into an image! First metaphor. The image is again
transformed into a sound! Second metaphor. Each time there is a complete leap
from one sphere right into the middle of a completely new and different one.*

When Nietzsche’s transference-model, nerve-stimulus — image — sound/
word,® leaves out the ‘enigmatic X’ (the ‘thing-in-itself’) and posits the
nerve-stimulus as the nether limit for knowledge,’! we are thrice removed
from Truth understood as the “enigmatic X of the Thing-in-Itself.” Nerve-
stimuli remove us one step, the transference of these into images removes
us another, and the transformation of images into words removes us a third
(when we add the transformation of ‘words’ into ‘concepts’ in the expanded
model (cf. below), we are removed an extra step). When these processes
remove us these several steps from the ‘enigmatic X,” it only becomes so
much more inaccessible. The ‘nerve-stimuli’ become the raw material from
which we form a world from ‘images’ and ‘words,” according to intellectual
processes necessary for the apprehension of an empirical world. The so-
called ‘objective world’ is therefore a created construction thanks to these
preceding processes originating in our mind,; it is at best so-called ‘objective’
constituted intellectually or by our ‘understanding.’

The framework of this idea was already elaborated in Schopenhauer’s
early essay On the Fourfold Root of the Principle of Sufficient Reason.?

printed on 2/12/2023 9:07 AMvia . All use subject to https://ww.ebsco.coniterns-of-use



EBSCOhost -

20 e Partl, A: Part | of Truth and Lies

Here Schopenhauer introduced the distinction between ‘sensations’ and
‘perceptions,” where sensation indicated the mere reception of impressions,
i.e., Nietzsche’s ‘nerve-stimuli,” and perception indicated a process where
our ‘understanding,” qua the brain, collaborates in creating the perception
of an object, i.e., Nietzsche’s ‘images.” According to Schopenhauer’s neo-
Kantian thinking, the world does not exist in-itself, but is a cognitive con-
struction we owe thanks to his three ‘categories’ time, space, and causality
(a reduction of Kant’s set of twelve). Especially the causality-category adds
to the flow of sensational data, the necessary conception of cause as if data
have an objective cause (this is the meaning of the so-called “unjustified
application of the principle of sufficient reason” that Nietzsche referred to
above). It is necessarily an as if construction, because it is to Schopenhauer
as well as to Nietzsche absurd to believe in an actual objective cause imprint-
ing itself on our mind. Schopenhauer is as always explicitly rejecting this
possible misinterpretation.

One must indeed be forsaken by all the gods, to imagine that the outer, percep-
tible world, filling Space in its three dimensions and moving on in the inexo-
rable flow of Time governed at every step by the laws of Causality, which is
without exception, and in all this merely obeying laws we can indicate before all
experience of them that such a world as this, we say, can have a real, objective
existence outside us, without any agency of our own, and that it can then have
found its way into our heads through bare sensation and thus have a second ex-
istence within us like the one outside. For what a miserably poor thing is mere
sensation, after all!>?

It is to Schopenhauer the understanding that creates the objective world
thanks to the category of ‘causality.’

The understanding [Verstand] has first to create the objective world, for this
cannot just walk into our heads from outside, already done and fully finished,
through the senses and the openings of their organs. Thus the senses furnish
nothing but the raw material [rohen stoff], and this the understanding reforms
[...] into the objective understanding and apprehension of a corporeal world
governed by laws. Accordingly, our daily empirical intuitive perception is intel-
lectual [unsere alltiglische empirische Anschauung ist intellektuel].>*

Explicitly, our brain accounts for the transformation from mere sensations
(nerve-stimuli) to proper perceptions (images).

It is only when the Understanding begins to act, a function, not of single, deli-

cate nerve-extremities, but of that mysterious, complicated structure weighing
from five to ten pounds, called the brain only when it begins to apply its sole
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form, the causal law, that a powerful transformation takes place, by which sub-
jective sensation becomes objective perception. For, in virtue of its own peculiar
form, therefore a priori, i.e., before all experience.>

With Schopenhauer as his source, Nietzsche could therefore never endorse
an atomistic or materialist theory explaining atoms and their forces impact-
ing first the retina, then the understanding, and thus transporting ‘reality’
into the ‘mind.”>® Nietzsche carefully avoids suggesting such a linear and
causal relationship between any of the three orders in a vocabulary insisting
on describing the processes as ‘transferences,’ ‘translations,” or ‘metaphors.’

The former model had been suggested by Maximilian Drossbach,’’ who
had defended this model on the assumption that ‘forces’ from the outside
impress themselves on the physiological system, which again impresses them
on the mind, which somehow translate the different gradations of intensities
into adequate ideational objects. Suggesting this linear model, Drossbach at-
tempted to restore a cause-effect relation between object and representation
in order to rescue the idea of correspondence to (i.e., a logical relationship to)
an outside world (cf. discussion Part II, B.1).

There is no anchoring point for the entire tripartite structure in the form of
the self-identical and singular object as thing-in-itself, when the processes are
described as transferences or translations of one order to another type-different
order.”® A neurologically defined reality is replaced with the phenomenologi-
cal reality of a sensational image. Images are thereupon replaced with another
completely distinct order, the linguistic reality of words, which finally, when
we include epistemic conceptual knowledge according to the expanded model,
is replaced with the meta-linguistic reality of concepts. Stimuli are not effects
of things, images are not effects of stimuli, and words are not effects of im-
ages. Nietzsche is deliberately careful in his choice of words when he says that
stimuli are ‘transferred’ or ‘carried over’ into perceptions. He shows proper
philosophical modesty when talking about these processes as ‘transferences’
and the results of these transferences as ‘metaphors.” Later in the essay, Ni-
etzsche describes, even more vaguely, transferences as ‘stammering transla-
tions’ of something from one language into a completely different language.

Between two absolutely different spheres, as between subject and object, there
is no causality, no correctness, no expression, but at best only an aesthetical
relation; I mean a suggestive transference, a stammering translation into a com-
pletely foreign language—for which one at any rate needs a freely poeticizing
and freely inventive mediating sphere and mediating force.*

A cause-effect relationship between the orders would have suggested a de-
terministic sequence of events, a single linear force operating freely through
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the entire psychic system ‘carrying’ something from one system into another
system, where it miraculously changes its state (i.e., Drossbach’s suggestion).
When Nietzsche describes his translation-, interpretation-, or replacement-
processes as arbitrary and unknown, the outcome of these processes are
appropriately described as ‘metaphors.” In contrast, suggesting a freely
operating force “causing” changes in the psycho-physiological system is by
Nietzsche and his peers typically seen as lazy thinking pretending to give us
the false assurance that processes are simple, linear, and grounded in objec-
tivity as such. This lazy thinking does not realize that a ‘force’ is as much an
unknown as is Nietzsche’s ‘metaphor.’

In this admitted ignorance, Nietzsche is continuing the skepticism of some
of his important peers, such as Du Bois-Reymond qua his ‘limits to our
knowledge of nature,” his ‘world-riddle,” and his ‘ignorabimus’ (we do not
know and will never know absolute essences), often seen repeated in debates
from the 1860s and 1870s (e.g., in Lange and Helmholtz; cf. Part II, A.1).

On a first glance, Nietzsche’s model might appear like a variation of
Locke’s linear model from Essay Concerning Human Understanding
(1690),%° where he suggests that sensations from the outside drifts into the
mind where they fix themselves as ideas. Although Locke introduced a
distinction between ideas of sensation and ideas of reflection, he wanted
to reduce the latter to the former, in order to emphasize the importance of
sensory impressions received from without. The origin of human knowledge
was therefore sense-experience in which the world was passively received
from a set of elementary sensory building blocks that would form the simple
foundation for the more complex conceptual constructions we would build in
thought. To Locke, the mind was receptive rather than creative. He saw the
ideas formed in the mind as similar to the represented objects, which were in
turn seen as the sources of the formed ideas. As such, he suggested an empiri-
cal correspondence theory of truth.

We notice several significant differences between Nietzsche’s transfer-
ence-model and Locke’s early empiricist thinking. First, as already empha-
sized, it has no ‘outside’ thing-in-itself, but begins in the nerve-stimulus. Sec-
ond, there is no cause-effect relationship between one stage in the sequence
and the following, the linear itinerary from one stage into another is broken,
and causal-linear thinking is replaced with the idea of arbitrary transferences.
Thirdly, the conclusion of Nietzsche’s tripartite sequence is not the ‘idea’ as
sensory representation, but the word (or in his expanded model, the concept).

Nietzsche’s “first metaphor” is an image copying a nerve-stimulus, and
his “second metaphor” is a sound copying an image. Images copying stimuli
are metaphors in a non-linguistic sense, while sounds copying images are
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linguistic. We can thus answer Nietzsche’s leading question, ‘what is a
word?” —A ‘word’ is a linguistic metaphor for a perceptual metaphor, a
discursive copy of a pictorial copy.

3. Replacing the Unknown with ‘Metaphors’

We see that when Nietzsche, following the thinking of his day, introduces
a psychic apparatus consisting of three orders, first a physiological (for the
nerve-stimuli), next a perceptive (for the formed images), and finally, a lin-
guistic (for the word or sound), he is not (nor does he pretend to be) in the
position to tell us how exactly we get from the physiological to the percep-
tive to the linguistic order. How exactly, according to what processes, stimuli
become images and images become sounds, he cannot know and does not
pretend to know.®! To require him to provide a more precise description is
empty criticism, because his Age cannot accurately describe this processes.
He has, however, no doubt ascertaining that these two transferences are ‘ar-
bitrary.”® It is thanks to the arbitrariness of sensible and linguistic signs that
he describes them as ‘metaphors,’ that is, random replacements of something,
which does not inhere as their ‘nature’ or ‘essence,” and may have existence
only through the metaphorical description.

In the last part of the paragraph, Nietzsche offers a celebrated example in
order to illustrate this essential disconnect between world and language. He
refers to an experiment carried out by the physicist Ernst Chladni, in which
Chladni made a violin-bow glide across the edge of a metal plate whose sur-
face is covered with a thin layer of sand. The vibration of the string causes
the sand to form a pattern on the metal-plate, and gives as such the researcher
a visual representation of the tone produced by the violin string.5

One can imagine a person who is completely deaf and never has had the sensa-
tion of tones and music. He would in astonishment look at Chladni’s sound-
figures in sand, might discover their cause in the vibrations of the string, and
thereupon swear that he knows what humans call ‘tone.” The same applies to
us all with respect to language. We believe that we know something about the
things themselves when we talk about trees, colors, snow, and flowers, although
we relate to nothing but metaphors of things, with no correspondence at all to
the original essences. Like the tone as sand-figure, so is it with the enigmatic
X of the things in themselves appearing first as nerve-stimulus, then as image,
and finally as sound. In any event, language does not originate logically, and
the entire material in and with which the man of truth, the researcher or the
philosopher, works and constructs, derives—if not entirely from an imaginary
never-never land—at least not from the essences of things.%
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This experiment is what Nietzsche refers to as ‘Chladnian sound-figures in
sand.” In his analogy, we are in the position of the deaf person who can only
perceive the sand-figures, but has no perception of sound. Especially for a
music enthusiast like Nietzsche it is a potent analogy, because the deaf person
is robbed of an experience of the noblest order, music, and left with a substi-
tute of the poorest kind, sand. Ditto ourselves as human beings, in our attempt
to ‘know’ or ‘understand,” we have no perception of the world in-truth and
in-itself, but are left with linguistic representations as poor substitutions. It is
clear that Nietzsche in his example refers to how language produces scientific
or theoretical knowledge, not the commonsense knowledge we communicate
between ourselves in everyday language, since he is referring to “the man of
truth, the researcher or philosopher.” It is this man, who like the deaf person
can at best only infer something called ‘tone’ (i.e., truth) from looking at
‘sand-figures’ (i.e., appearances). The formal expression of Nietzsche’s anal-
ogy is A'is to B as C is to D: i.e., our knowledge (A) is to the ‘mysterious X
of the thing-in-itself’ (B) like Chladnian sand-figures (C) is to music (D). The
example was well-known from nineteenth-century scientific literature, and
Nietzsche’s great source of inspiration, Fr. A. Lange, was using it as well.%

Nietzsche introduces an interesting caveat in the last sentence of the para-
graph above. It is granted that in our search for knowledge we look at ‘sand-
figures’ and do not possess genuine knowledge, but thereupon he objects
to himself, ‘sand-figures’ are after all not entirely fictional and they do not
emerge as if from some “imaginary never-never land.”*

If a painter in the absence of hands had to express an image in front of his
eyes in song, he would with this confusion of spheres always reveal more, than
the empirical world reveals about by the essences of things. Even the relation
between a nerve-stimulus and the resulting image is in itself not necessary.
However, when the same image has been generated a million times, and hereby
have been inherited through numerous human generations, and finally by the
entire humanity appears every time according to the same events, then it finally
achieves for humans the same meaning, as if it is the only necessary image and
as if every relation between the original nerve-stimuli and the appearing image
is a strong causal relationship. It is like a dream, which eternally repeated is
finally regarded as reality and judged as such. However, a metaphor’s becom-
ing hard and rigid does not reveal the necessity and the decisive verification of
this metaphor.®’

He seems to say—to stay within the logic of the analogy—that the deaf per-
son may not perceive sounds, but he must perceive, besides the sand-figures,
a violin-string gliding across the metal-plate. Nietzsche as such introduces
a minimum of objectivity into his analogy, something that at least helps the
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sand-figures to form. He does not tell us in TL. what the candidate for this
objective ‘something’ might be, but in later work, such as TI and notes later
collected as his The Will to Power [WP], he endeavors an explanation, as we
will discuss below.

5. Word and/or/versus Concept?
1. The Distinction between Images and Words/Concepts

Conceptualization implies a generalization of individual cases under the head-
ing of a single abstract label in Schopenhauer and Nietzsche. This removes
the concept from the sphere of the concrete to the sphere of the abstract; the
concept is no longer a perceptive but a linguistic representation, although it
is still unclear in what sense it is different from the word.

Schopenhauer insists, and Nietzsche concurs, that the original root of
concepts, however abstract, must be perceptions. So Schopenhauer: “Al-
though the concepts are fundamentally different from intuitive-perceptive
representations [Anschaulichen Vorstellungen], they still stand in a necessary
relation to these, without which they would be nothing.”®® And further: “The
whole world of reflection rests on, and is rooted in, the world of perception.
All ultimate, i.e., original, evidence is one of intuitive perception [ist eine
anschauliche].”® Nietzsche reiterates the view in Notebook 19 (1872/1873)
when he writes: “The concepts can only emerge from intuitive perception
[Anschauung].™ [...] The concept corresponds first and foremost to the im-
age; images are proto-thinking [Urdenken], i.e., the surfaces of things are
condensed in the mirror of the eyes. [...] Images in the human eye! This de-
termines all human essence!””!

In our most primitive constitution, we think in images, and this proto-
thinking [Urdenken] we share with animals (it is reactivated in dreams, which
also unfold as imaginary proto-thinking, as Freud would later underscore).”
Proto- or image-thinking therefore constitutes a first primary condensation
(an abbreviation and thus interpretation) of the surface of things.

The distinction between image and word (‘thing-representation’ and
‘word-representation’) seems unproblematic. However, an elaborate distinc-
tion between ‘word’ and ‘concept’ is more challenging, and Schopenhauer
often confounds the two stages. He often condenses word and concept as a
single position in opposition to images, organizing this distinction hierarchi-
cally where words/concepts are second-order representations of first-order
image-representations of the appearing world (cf., Die Welt als Wille und
Vorstellung, vol. 1).” In Schopenhauer, the word/concept becomes a repre-
sentation of the image-representation, as it replaces our phenomenal reality
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with an abstract linguistic reality. Accordingly, words/concepts are rendered
as “representations of representations [Vorstellungen von Vorstellungen],
[...] as “abstract representations of reason,” [...] as “abstract, non-perceptive,
general, not in time and space individual representations,”” while images are
“particular representations of perception.”” Words/concepts are to that extent
artificial given their distance to the perceptive world, although they still have
first-order perceptive representations as their indispensable root. This remove
from immediate sense-reality adds according to Schopenhauer a distinct un-
naturalness to (especially) the concept, and the reflective and intellectual
processes it represents: ‘“Reflection is necessarily the copy or the repetition of
the originally presented world of perception though a copy of quite a special
kind in a completely heterogeneous material.”’ [...] “The concept does not
preserve what is perceived or what is felt; rather it preserves what is essential
thereof in an entirely altered form.”"

The unnatural concept (now separated from the ‘word’) is able only to
describe a surface-reality of phenomena. If these descriptions pretend to be
explanations added to phenomena as their alleged causes, they are deceptive.
According to Schopenhauer, we see, observe, organize, count, order, etc., the
world, but we cannot penetrate into the ‘causes’ or ‘essences’ of what we
perceive. As he famously put it, we “walk around a castle, in vain looking for
an entrance, and in the meantime sketching the facades”’®—i.e., we are at best
able to observe the outer walls of this castle, but we will never be able to find
an entrance into its interior (i.e., the ‘thing-in-itself). In this proto-positivist
conception, all explanation only repeats what is already self-evident from
observing the surface.

Nietzsche repeats Schopenhauer in the view that conceptualization is
ultimately a piece of human folly and pretension, indicating a certain hu-
man tenacity for creating meaning-structures and classificatory systems that
interpret a perceived world, but merely in our own light. Our ‘truth-drive’ is
to be found in this ‘will-to-knowledge’ formed in concepts (Nietzsche, con-
founding ‘word’ and ‘concept’ as often as Schopenhauer, eventually seems
to decide in TL that ‘concepts’ rather that ‘words’ are to blame for that un-
naturalness).

We intend to reflect essences (‘truth’), but the concepts that we use are
uniquely human and therefore foreign to nature in-itself; cf. the following
note from Notebook 19.

Our understanding [Verstand] is a surface-ability [Fldchenkraft], it is superficial
[Oberfidchlich]. It understands [Erkennt] through concepts [Begriffe]; that is,
our thinking is classification, a name-giving [Benamsen]; therefore, it is some-
thing that derives from the human condition and never touches on the thing itself
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[Ding selbst]. Man has absolute knowledge only when he calculates and only in
the forms of space, i.e. the ultimate limits of everything knowable are quantities;
[man] does not understand quality, but only quantity.”

2. The Tenuous Distinction between Words and Concepts

If or when the terms ‘word’ and ‘concept’ are not confounded in Nietzsche or
in Schopenhauer, they describe two different stages in human abstraction of
its environing phenomenal world. In that case, the ‘word’ is an abstraction of
the ‘image,” and the ‘concept’ an additional abstraction of words.

Despite the frequent confusion of the terms, Schopenhauer does indeed
realize in various passages that they cannot be the same thing, since the con-
cept removes us an extra step from phenomenal reality. In Schopenhauer’s
vocabulary, the concept becomes a “representation of a representation of a
representation,” where the word was only a “representation of a representa-
tion.” Now, the concept is entirely “different not only from the word to which
it is tied, but also from the perceptions from which it originates.”®® While
the word is authentically tied to the perceptive image, the concept has lost
this authenticity; it has become an “abstract representation of reason,”! and
as such, “it does not preserve what is perceived or what is felt; rather it pre-
serves what is essential thereof in an entirely altered form, yet as an adequate
representative of those results.”®> Now, it is dangerously floating around in
the abstract.®

We will discuss Nietzsche’s adoption of this tenuous distinction between
‘word’ and ‘concept’ in especially his second part of TL, where he will de-
scribe both word and concept as ‘metaphors,” but inspired by Schopenhauer
argue that the ‘word’ is a more authentic metaphor than is the concept. He
will here like Schopenhauer argue that the word retains its connections
to sense-impressions, while this connection is lost in the concept. He will
turn the hierarchical distinction into a theory of the possibility of a poetic
metaphorization of the world, based on the original spoken word, in contra-
distinction to a scientific metaphorization, based on a now dogmatic and
alienating concept. In effect, he will use this theory of Schopenhauer to de-
fend a ‘true’ romantic world conception contra a ‘false’ naturalist (cf. further
discussion in Part I, B.1).

In Part I of TL, Nietzsche nonetheless endeavors to explain the concept in
distinction to the word. “Let us specifically consider the formation of con-
cepts,”®* Nietzsche starts suggesting, adding here to his initial model of the
perceptive-cognitive apparatus, nerve-stimulus — image — sound/word,
the transformation of word into concept. His extended and final model will
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consequently have the following abbreviated form, nerve-stimulus — image
— sound/word — concept.®

Nietzsche’s account of the last transformation is as ambiguous as is Scho-
penhauer’s. Sometimes the distinguishing characteristics intended to distin-
guish word and concept happens to be applicable to both; occasionally, he
uses ‘word’ and ‘concept’ interchangeably, by using the term ‘concept’ when
he must be referring to proper word-forms, and vice versa.

In his attempt to argue for a value-hierarchy between the terms, positive
and negative evaluations are applied to respectively word and concept; like
in Schopenhauer, the concept is artificial and intellectual. Also like Scho-
penhauer, he regards the phenomenal surface world as an authentic world-
manifestation, and words as removing us one step from that authenticity,
while concepts remove us an additional step, but these attempts to consolidate
a hierarchical authentic/inauthentic dichotomy of word and concept are often
collapsing, or, as it were, self-deconstructing. This is for example what hap-
pens in the passage below, where he explains the word as a help to memorize
the “unique,” “individualized,” and “original” experience, and thinks that
it is transformed into a concept when it supersedes the unique, individual,
and original. He suggests here that when the word “no longer serves as a
reminder of the unique and completely individualized original experience,” it
“becomes a concept”—as if he presupposes that ‘words’ refer to the ‘unique
and individualized experience.’

Every word immediately becomes a concept when it no longer serves as a
reminder of the unique and completely individualized original experience to
which it owes its origin, but also fits the numerous more or less similar—which
strictly speaking means never similar—non-identical cases. Every concept
emerges by equalizing the unequal.®

‘Every concept emerges by equalizing the unequal,” he says, but every word
‘equalizes the unequal’ as well.

This is unfortunate theory, because if ‘words’ per chance were refer-
ring to particular individualized instances, individual images or thing-
representations,’ they are uniquely referential. It is also not a theory that
is otherwise defended. From the beginning of TL, he has repeatedly stated
that images as well as words ‘equalize the unequal,” and this can only mean
that they never capture unique and particular images as if directly referring
to them. In this theory, only thing-representations may be ‘unique’ and ‘un-
equal,” never word-representations. Equalization and simplification must
start already in the earliest formation of language, because otherwise we had
languages able to capture unique and individual instances, i.e., languages
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potentially infinite, languages with never-ending dictionaries referring to all
possible instances of perceptive thing-representations.

So, in my analysis, Nietzsche is right when he asserts that words equalize
and simplify, but confuses matters when he thereupon asserts that, “the con-
cept emerges by equalizing the unequal,” as if it is the unique job of concepts
to equalize, in contrast to words. On his first (correct) theory, equalization
cannot be a process that starts only in concept-formations, but must start
already in the elementary ‘naming’ process (and even in image-formation or
perception, as he is aware of in later work).

In an attempt to further elucidate the distinction between ‘image,” ‘word,’
and ‘concept,” Nietzsche gives us these two famous and often-cited examples,
‘leaf” and ‘honesty.’

As certain as it is that one leaf is never completely identical to another leaf, as
certain is it that the concept leaf is formed thanks to arbitrarily discarding these
individual differences. In forgetting these differences, the idea is now formed
that there is something in nature which besides the leaves gives us the “leaf,”
something like an arché-form according to which all leaves have been woven,
outlined, measured, colored, curved, and painted, but by incompetent hands
so that no copy ever turned out as a correct and faithful true imitation of the
original form.®

As image or thing-representation, one leaf is always different from another
leaf, and two leaves are never the same, what must be a correct observation
insofar as we are taking leaves to be thing-representations or appearing real-
ity. Given our practical need to orient ourselves in the world, we disregard all
these individual differences between leaves and ‘equalize’ them all by means
of the word ‘leaf,” enabling us to organize all instances under a single label,
enabling us to see all instances as belonging to the same class. The implicit
process must be that we see a leaf, then another leaf, and another leaf, etc.,
and we eventually agree to call them by a single word as if all the individual
instances are the same. In the passage, Nietzsche calls the outcome of this
naming-process a concept, although ‘leaf’ is a word by his and Schopen-
hauer’s own definition, i.e., ‘a representation of a representation.’

In Nietzsche’s narrative, we encounter here the beginning of the meta-
physical scandal (what possibly accounts for the formation of the concept),
because from leaves as images and ‘leaf’ as word, we seem inclined to
mistakenly believe in the existence of something like ‘the leaf,” i.e., we er-
roneously deduce the existence of an abstract ‘leaf” and we falsely infer from
the name that leaves have a single property in common, perfect as a Platonic
form—as if this property corresponds to all leaves, as if the Leaf exists as an
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origin of all the imperfect actually appearing leaves. This introduces into our
immediate and intuitive world-experience a Platonic double-world consisting
of ‘leaves’ as instances on the one hand and the Leaf as transcendental form
on the other. In that sense, the concept represents a downfall from a world of
perceptive presence, i.e., a world of appearances, into a transcendental other-
ness of false abstractions.

Nietzsche’s next example is repeating the same line of thought, but is es-
pecially interesting because it returns us to the question of truth, namely to
the discussion of honesty.

We call a person “honest.” Why did he act so honestly today, we ask? Our
answer usually is, because of his honesty. Honesty! That is to say that the leaf
is the cause to the leaves. We know nothing whatsoever of an essential quality
called “honesty,” but only of numerous individualized, and therefore unequal
actions, which we because we ignore the unequal equalizes and now designate
as an honest act.¥

Again, Nietzsche assumes that when we observe instances of ‘honest’ behav-
ior, we encounter “numerous individualized” thus “unequal actions,” which
we equalize and simplify when we designate these behaviors ‘honest.” The
word ‘honest’ is responsible for this necessary equalization of ‘unequal ac-
tions.” However, as soon as word is introduced, we are again precariously
exposed to the introduction of the deceptive concept of honesty as such or
as an inherent quality. When we ask why the man behaved ‘honestly,” and
offer the question-begging answer, ‘because of his honesty,” we have added
a metaphysical form to the person’s behavior. Nietzsche uses his two exam-
ples, leaf and honesty, to illustrate how the conceptualization of instances of
‘leaves’ and ‘honest behavior’ is generating a false formality of arché-forms
and even transcendental forms, producing a non-existing “qualitas occulta”
for individual perceptions and actions.

We articulate out of this [the honest act] a qualitas occulta with the name,
“honesty.” By overlooking the individual and the real we get the concept which
also gives us the form, while within nature there are no forms and concepts,
therefore also no species, only a for us inaccessible and indefinable X. As such,
also our opposition between the individual and the species is anthropomorphic
and derives not from the essence of things, although we would not dare to claim
that it does not correspond to them; that would namely be a dogmatic assertion,
and as such, just as indemonstrable as its opposite.*

Nietzsche is saying that the idea of a ‘qualitas occulta’ comes about al-
ready qua the word-form, by simplifying the perceptive real; but he must
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mean that only when words are taken to be surface-manifestations of occult
qualities do we arrive to the metaphysical concept-form, not if words are
used as practical expedients to equalize the unequal. Otherwise, he can-
not assert a distinction between the authentic ‘word’ and the inauthentic
‘concept.’

Also, Nietzsche must still take for granted that people can be honest and
tell the truth (cf. Part I, A.3: “Genealogy of the Pragmatic Concept of Truth”).
What he is here attempting to criticize must be the idea of Honesty in itself,
assuming an abstract life of its own, as such explaining our registration of
a well-known behavior we ourselves have classified (qua words). Ditto the
leaves; instead of being individual thing-representations, and thereupon
becoming general word-representations, according to innocuous linguistic
processes, one asserts a transcendental concept of the Leaf as the supposed
‘proto-form’ [Urform] for leaves (“‘according to which all leaves have been
woven” [ibid.]).

If the thinking is to make sense, we must distinguish between three, not
two, different stages: thing-representations, word-representations, and con-
cept-formation, where only the latter is precarious. We notice that already in
TL, Nietzsche is describing a process that he will later label ‘chronological
reversal’; i.e., metaphysical thinking understood as a reversal of the order of
two activities, the ‘authentic’ activity of perceiving and naming, and the ‘un-
authentic’ activity of inventing ‘reasons’ or ‘causes.’ Nietzsche’s point is that
the explanatory cause is nothing but a generalization of the initially observed
phenomenon (cf. Part II, A.3: “Chronological Reversal of Cause and Effect”).
Qua generalization, a concept has been formed from observing a behavior we
conventionally name ‘honest,” namely, the concept of an ‘honest’ quintes-
sence that uniformly informs a multitude of individual human behaviors. The
‘authentic’ stage is to identify a behavior as truthful and thereupon to name it
as such, while the ‘inauthentic’ activity consists in the claim of the existence
of a qualitas occulta called ‘Honesty.” The same analysis applies to truth (to
be honest and to tell the truth is after all the same thing), one ends up assert-
ing “Truth’ as preceding as form a truthful statement. Nietzsche warns us that
there are in nature no such ‘forms’ or ‘concepts’: “Within nature there are no
forms and concepts, therefore also no species, only a for us inaccessible and
indefinable X (ibid).*!

3. A later Pragmatic Resolution of the Distinction between Word and Concept

Let us note that (early) Nietzsche’s concept of the deceptive concept is far
from the only possible concept of concept that one may find among Ni-
etzsche’s contemporaries or near-contemporaries. Theorists like Avenarius,
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Mach, Vaihinger, Pierce, James, and Nietzsche himself in later writings, tend
to regard concepts as pragmatic tools for classification, schematization, and
formalization of language, i.e., as a technique applied by the methodic mind
in order to further simplify an already simplified linguistized world. In this
pragmatic sense, concepts are merely another level in an ongoing ‘equaliza-
tion,” ‘simplification,” and ‘abstraction’ of chaotic complexity. Conceptual-
ized language adds an extra layer of abstraction to ordinary language; the
‘concept’ simply represents a further condensation of an already familiar
linguistic surface. In this secondary condensation, the particular is general-
ized, and the unequal is equalized. If plain language qua words simplify,
conceptual language adds another level of simplification to this first-order
simplification, the reason why we often describe conceptual language as
meta-language. We may illustrate the idea by way of one of Nietzsche’s own
examples: a ‘camel’ may be seen as a word-representation organizing mul-
tiple distinct, unique, and individual animals sharing certain features into one
set. The ‘mammal’ is a concept including several sets of animals of which the
set of ‘camels’ is a member.

We see this much more pragmatic concept of concept defended in a note
from the later Nachlaf3 material, where Nietzsche revisits his early discus-
sions of differences between sensations, words, and concepts. Now he sug-
gests the following sketchy, but more satisfying, solution to the problem:

First images—to explain how images arise in the mind. Then words, applied
to images. Finally concepts, possible only when there are words—a subsuming
of many images under something not intuitive but audible (a word). The small
bit of emotion that arises with the “word,” hence with the intuition of similar
images for which there is a single word—this weak emotion is the common
element, the basis of the concept. The basic fact is that weak sensations are
regarded as equal, sensed as the same.”

We notice that the distinction between word and concept is clear. Words are
applied to images, and become thereupon the basis of concepts. Concepts
therefore organize something audible, the sound-images or the words, rather
than the perceptive images themselves. We do no longer find traces of the
artificial distinction between the authentic word and the inauthentic concept
from the early essay. Words as well as concepts simplify the world according
to a principle of ‘weak sensations.” If there are weak emotional responses to
different elements, they are regarded as equal and we organize them conse-
quently under a single heading. These ‘weak sensations’ may exist between
perceived images, in which case we organize them under a single word, or
they may exist between words, in which case we organize them under a single
concept.
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6. Truth as “Dead Metaphors”
1. Transferences Instead of Correspondences

In his attempt to explain human acquisition of knowledge, Nietzsche has so
far been introducing five different realms: (i) the ‘thing-in-itself’ as the ob-
jective world ‘outside’ us, and therefore beyond our comprehension; (ii) the
nerve-stimulus as our first physiological reception of this incomprehensible
‘outside’; (iii) the perceptive image resulting from our processing of these
stimuli; (iv) the word, as our conventional linguistic labeling of perceptive
images; and (v) our concept-formation, as our epistemic classification and
organization of the world. Furthermore, he has attempted to account for the
dynamics between the realms, except in the case of the transformation be-
tween (i) and (ii), of which he has nothing to say apart from reiterating the in-
comprehensibility of the “thing-in-itself,” the “enigmatic X,” etc. This would
arguably have been a most interesting transformation to see explained, but an
explanation-attempt is usually rejected in neo-Kantian thinking because it for
obvious reasons is seen as self-contradictory (what is the purpose of address-
ing the absolutely incomprehensible?).

In describing the other transformations, Nietzsche has been emphasizing
their arbitrariness. The transference of (ii) to (iii), from stimuli to images,
is like a jump where something belonging to one order is transferred to
something of an entirely different order. The transformation of (iii) to (iv),
from images to words, is arbitrary for the same reason, the perceptive world
of images is incompatible with the linguistic world of words. Finally, the
difficult-to-explain transference of (iv) to (v), from words used as simple
references to thing-representations into an artificial conceptual language is
arbitrary because concepts give us general forms where words (putatively
and confusedly in Nietzsche’s early presentation) refer to individual thing-
representations. This arbitrariness between realms Nietzsche sums up in one
of the most famous passages in his work, a passage that half a century ago
became like a battle cry for the postmodernist and deconstructionist reception
of Nietzsche, and became influential in the general understanding of ‘theory’
according to the same school.”

Let us reread this important passage within the context so far discussed.

What is then truth? A mobile army of metaphors, metonymies, and anthropo-
morphisms; in short, a sum of human relations, which, poetically and rhetori-
cally intensified, have been transferred, embellished, and after long usage of a
people seem fixed, canonical, and compulsory. Truths are illusions, which one
has forgotten that that is what they are, metaphors, which have become outworn
and sensuously powerless, coins, which have lost their stamp and now only are
regarded as metal, no longer as coins.*
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Immediately preceding the passage is Nietzsche’s discussion of ‘leaf’ and
‘honesty’ as concepts, where he argued that concepts are on several removes
from the impossible ‘thing-in-itself,” which they supposedly pretended to
represent. It is coming from this context he now asks, ‘What is then truth?’
implying, ‘what is the truth of these conceptual constructions we call truth
(i.e., the leaf and honesty as such)?’ Since Nietzsche consistently has argued
against the self-present ‘thing,” what is now truth, i.e., what is truth in the
form of concepts, if they have no correspondence to ‘things’?

The answer we get in the famous passage, “a mobile army of metaphors. ”
So, “Truth’ is not just a metaphor in the singular, but an entire legion of meta-
phors, and highly flexible to booth, ready to be inserted at any trouble spot.
They are words or concepts (it is unclear which, since Nietzsche continues
to confound them) that in any case have undergone a particular processing, a
so-called ‘poetical and rhetorical intensification,” to the extent that they now
seem “canonical and compulsory.”

We recall that Nietzsche earlier in the essay described also images and sounds
as “metaphors”: “A nerve-stimulus is first transferred into an image! First
metaphor. The image is again transformed into a sound! Second metaphor”
(ibid.). Therefore, images as well as words as well as concepts as well as truth
are ‘metaphors.” This inflates the standard notion of ‘metaphor,” because
from a professional rhetorician’s point of view, only ‘words’ and ‘concepts,’
belonging in the linguistic domain, could adequately be described as ‘meta-
phors’; neither ‘images’ nor ‘truths’ fit the standard definition comfortably.
Perceptive images can clearly not qualify as metaphorical expressions from
a rhetorical point of view; a perceptive image cannot replace another percep-
tive image of which it becomes a symbolic representation, because we are
compelled to see what we see and cannot at will re-create what we see into
something else for rhetorical purposes. In visual perception, I see a house,
but never a ‘metaphor’ of the house—although we in language may interpret
the house as a symbol of a number of things and although we have the philo-
sophical license to call perceptive images ‘metaphors’ for the visual process-
ing of stimuli happening in my brain, as Nietzsche does.

When Nietzsche describes images and truths as ‘metaphors,” he must be
adhering to a tacit but presupposed theory where (i) replacement of something
with something else is granted as a fundamental characteristic of ‘metaphor,’
and furthermore, where (ii) the term that is replacing (e.g., the image) has no
objective correspondence to that which it replaces (e.g., the nerve-stimulus),
and where finally (iii), the new replacing term supersedes and suspends the
old term that disappears in the process.”> When a neurological defined reality
is replaced with a sensational sign (an image), the replacement is arbitrary,
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since the neurological defined reality is incompatible with the perceptive im-
age; i.e., we do not perceive ‘quanta,” ‘forces,” or ‘electrical impulses’ in the
perceptive image; we also do not perceive the processes by which sensational
‘impulses’ are transformed into perceptive ‘images’ for-us. Our perceptive
image has completely superseded and suspended the forces that putatively
affected it. From the complex psycho-physiological process, there is nothing
left but what we see and that what we see does not reveal any leftover from
the neurological processes underlying the image-formation.

Thus conceived, Nietzsche can argue that his transformation-processes
have features in common with the fundamental metaphorical structure, and
the resultants of these processes may thus (leniently) be described as meta-
phors, because also according to classical rhetorical theory, the ‘metaphor’
is described as ‘replacement’ of one term with another term disappearing or
dropping out in the process.

For a more detailed explanation of the process Nietzsche is describing,
let us briefly return to Aristotle’s classical theories of poetry and rhetoric
in order to see how Aristotle’s theory of metaphor accords with Nietzsche’s
explanation of psycho-physiological transformation-processes. To Aristotle,
a metaphor is produced when one posits an analogy between two sets of two
terms, and then abbreviate this total of four terms into a two-term expression.
If we have the analogy, A is to B what C is to D, a metaphor emerges when we
cancel a term on each side of the equation and create an expression that takes
one term from one realm and another from another. To paraphrase Aristotle,
we can create the following analogy: evening (A) is to day (B) as old age (C)
is to life (D). From this analogy, we create a metaphorical expression when
we cancel the two terms, (B) and (C), and get, ‘the evening of life.” There is
no ‘evening’ of life, but the phrase gives us a metaphorical expression for the
literal expression, ‘old.” Instead of saying, ‘he is old,” we say, he is in “the
evening of his life,” as we repress the fact that life has no ‘evening.’® Accord-
ing to the metaphorical expression, we subconsciously conceive of life as an
analog clock, life starts in the morning, reaches its highest point at noon, its
maturity during the day, and old age in the evening—the least desirable stage
of life, therefore the metaphorical amelioration.

The metaphorical expression is a pleasant expression of the blunt fact, ‘he
is near death’ or ‘he is old.” The metaphor replaces something factual with
something poetic, but distracts us from (possibly represses or belies) the cruel
fact of deterioration and death (an ‘evening’ is after all followed by a new
day). To summarize, we see again that metaphors, (i) replace (ii) arbitrarily,
in order to (iii) supersede and suspend, a term that now disappears in the
equation. Cf. ‘evening of life’ replaces and supersedes ‘old’ that disappears
in the equation.
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After having stipulated that ‘truths are metaphors,” Nietzsche thinks it safe
to argue that “truths are illusions.” We can now understand that truths are il-
lusions since they are metaphors; they are illusions because they (i) replace
(1) arbitrarily, in order to (iii) supersede and suspend, some-thing. The
particular ‘something’ we are talking about in this context happens to be the
impossible ‘thing,” the ‘thing-in-itself,” the so-called “unzugdnglichen und
undefinirbaren X.”

Since Nietzsche’s metaphor replaces his X as a non-existing purely
postulated essence, we can indeed argue that Nietzsche’s metaphor does
not ‘replace’ anything at all.”” At best, it ‘replaces’ a void, the void of the
non-existing ‘X’; but this, we immediately realize, is improper and illogical
language. We cannot strictly speaking replace a nothing, but we can create a
metaphorical expression or a sign in the stead of nothing. Truths are illusions
that assume sign-function, because they insist on referring to an extraordinary
something, which is nothing.

Nietzsche famous passage continues by specifying in which sense ‘truths’
are illusions, namely in the sense of having been forgotten as metaphorical
illusions. They are metaphors, “one has forgotten that that is what they are;
metaphors, which have become outworn and sensuously powerless; coins,
which have lost their stamp and now only are regarded as metal, no longer
as coins” (ibid.). This is an important additional stipulation in Nietzsche’s
understanding of the ‘truth-metaphor.” Paradoxically, truths are metaphors,
but metaphors no longer functioning as metaphors. They have been habitual-
ized up to a point where everybody takes them for granted as literal language.

If the poet, rhetorician, theorist, or scientist knows that they create meta-
phors, and their audiences are recognizing and perhaps appreciating power-
ful metaphorical language, fixated truth-metaphors have instead stabilized
as literal expressions. A language originally metaphorical has become a flat
language of ‘used-up’ or ‘worn-out’ metaphors naming the inexpressible and
ineffable, the flat language is now elevating this naming as a picture of objec-
tive reality. Literalized metaphors are therefore like “coins having lost their
stamp,” now worth only their metal; they have become sensuously powerless
[sinnlich kraftlos]; they have lost the figurative power they once had. These
flat so-called ‘metaphors’ have in themselves undergone a transformation and
as a result they are no longer metaphors according to the classical rhetorical
definition; they no longer lend figurative power to language as metaphors
supposedly do. They have instead become literal, rigid, and reified as if they
as words refer to distinct things.

Nietzsche’s thinking seems to be that originally they served the human
community as metaphors, perhaps as the most expedient and economic ex-
pression for certain states-of-affairs, but then they coagulated and it was for-
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gotten that they only provided convenient and practical model-expressions.
Now they are “dead”; they are signs no longer understood as signs, but as
directly corresponding to things existing in the order of the real.”® They des-
ignate a reified, coagulated, and petrified language of sorts as if they have
started to live a life of their own like Marx’s commodities on the capitalist
market detached from their means and relations of production. The problem
is here that language, which is only symbolic (which can only be about some-
thing), has been turned into reality, and that the word at best representing the
thing is confused with the thing.

According to reified language, a camel is a mammal, not only designated
and classified as a mammal, the latter implying the acknowledgement of a
certain biological paradigm with its intellectual history of emerging rules of
classification. If we go back to the origin of the biological paradigms, the first
intellectual contexts in which it was asserted that certain animals according
to certain rules had to be classified as ‘mammals,” we may breathe life back
into ‘dead metaphors.” We may regard Nietzsche’s genealogy, as discussed
in later writings® and M. Foucault’s archaeology,'® as such noble attempts
to revive ‘dead metaphors’ by revisiting their early epistemological and ety-
mological origins.

2. God as ‘Dead Metaphor’: Feuerbach and Nietzsche on Anthropocentrism

The relation between Feuerbach and Nietzsche has not often been under dis-
cussion, but to give an example of a civilizational master-metaphor, we may
regard Feuerbach’s ‘God’ as a preeminent example of a repressed ‘metaphor’
raised into the order of the real as God himself. The religiously conceived
God is the ‘dead metaphor’ par excellence. A religiously conceived God
can obviously only be ‘as such,” a ‘thing-in-itself,” because God cannot reli-
giously be seen as a mere sign, as a linguistic convention, as a “poetically and
rhetorically intensified” expression. For the believer, the sign ‘God’ neces-
sarily transforms into God himself as it (i) replaces (ii) arbitrarily in order to
(iii) supersede and suspend the non-existing X, and in this process instantiates
the real and living God.

This was precisely Feuerbach’s analysis in Das Wesen des Christen-
thums (1846; On the Essence of Christianity), which Nietzsche had studied
a few years before writing his essay,'’! and although Feuerbach is never
mentioned in the essay (and rarely in Nietzsche’s work generally), they
share certain ideas about essential human anthropocentrism followed by
unconscious self-alienation.

In Feuerbach as well as in Nietzsche, humans produce knowledge of an
outside world by projecting into it their own ‘nature.” Although the outside
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stands over and against man, it is in Feuerbach seen as man’s own nature pro-
Jjected into the outside as its objectification. Following Hegel, man’s nature
cannot be recognized in itself, but needs to come out of itself and find itself
in the outside object: “The object to which a subject essentially, necessar-
ily relates, is nothing else than this subject’s own but objective, nature.”'*
This means that when man starts to reflect on the object, he essentially
reflects on himself ‘as species’: “Consciousness of the objective is the self-
onsciousness of man.”'*

This idea applies preeminently to God, where we are thinking the purely
imaginary, no longer constrained by our actual perceptions of an appearing
world. The only restriction on thinking the god-image is man’s own nature,
because the god-image reflects the ideals that humans project into their god,
i.e., everything which society holds to be precious, but in its god is seen in
augmented and perfect form. Thus, the god-image reflects human nature as
its ideal expression; cf. Feuerbach.

Man cannot get beyond his true nature. He may indeed by means of the imagi-
nation conceive individuals of another so-called higher kind, but he can never
get loose from his species, his nature: the conditions of being, the positive final
predicates which he gives to these other individuals, are always determinations
or qualities drawn from his own nature—qualities in which he in truth only
imagines and projects himself.!%*

This anthropomorphism we would find in every being if they knew how to
think their species. As seen, the idea recur in Nietzsche’s discussion of the
‘mosquito’ from above, as well as in Feuerbach’s plant example: “If the
plants had eyes, taste, and judgment, each plant would declare its own flower
the most beautiful.”!% As well as the human is anthropocentric, as self-cen-
tered would be the mosquito and the plant, if they had evolved the capacity
for self-consciousness.

However, in Feuerbach’s dialectical Hegel-inspired thinking, when hu-
mans project their own nature into god, they necessarily see god as another
being, and they naturally repress identity between themselves and their god-
image. They must be ignorant of identity, because religion only convinces as
long as worshippers are ignorant of the identity between themselves and their
religious object. If or when they become aware, their religion disintegrates,
because they now realize that what they believed was objectivity, is in fact
subjective. Scandalously, they have been worshipping themselves.

To Feuerbach, the Christian god is a reflection of our purified nature. In god,
we see ourselves as objective and, simultaneously, as another, namely god. If
in Christian thinking God traditionally is endowed with attributes such as love
and wisdom, it is because we, at least as far as our ideals are concerned, posit
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the values of love and knowledge as extraordinarily precious. Even if we in
reality are neither loving nor wise, we implant these predicates in god, who is
now infinitely and absolutely benevolent, omnipotent, and omniscient. “To the
religious sentiment god is a real Father [...] to it he is a real, living, personal
being, and therefore his attributes are also living and personal.”!%

Human self-alienation and self-reification from own anthropomorphic
projections comes about because of the repression of identity between ideal
human nature and the attributes of God. God is asserted as the absolute other
over and against the humans, who in creating their god empty themselves for
their best qualities, uploading them instead onto god. “Such as are a man’s
thought and dispositions, such is his God; so much worth as a man has, so
much and no more has his God. Consciousness of God is self-consciousness;
knowledge of God is self-knowledge. By his God thou knowest the man, and
by the man his God; the two are identical.”!”’

In this process God becomes the exclusive repository for ideal human
qualities to the same extent as humans deprive themselves of them. If every-
thing about God is seen in the positive, everything about the human is now
seen in the negative: “to enrich God, man must become poor, that God may
be all, man must be nothing.”!%

At the end of this process, the human has become an object of an object.

Man—this is the mystery of religion—projects his being into objectivity, and
then again makes himself an object; this projected image of himself he must
convert into a subject; he thinks of himself as an object to himself, but as the
object of an object, of another being than himself. Thus here, man is an object
to God.'?”

The human has first objectified its in-itself unknown nature by projecting
it into the god-metaphor, then subjected itself as object to the will of God-
himself as absolute subject. The religious man no longer needs his own sub-
jectivity, because, although he has emptied himself of qualities, he has found
himself in God in a much more perfect manner, and, as Feuerbach notices,
“where is the necessity of positing the same thing twice, of having it twice?
What man withdraws from himself, what he renounces in himself, he only
enjoys in an incomparably higher and fuller measure in God.”!!

In a schematic table, we may summarize the steps of the dialectical process
as follows. First, we have a human unaware of its own nature, as it cannot see
and discover itself in itself. Second, we have a human becoming indirectly
aware of own ‘nature’ or ‘qualities’ qua projecting itself into the extraneous
god-image. Third, we have a human alienated from itself because of the suc-
cessful projection at the second stage, i.e., a human robbed from its ‘nature,’
which can now only be perceived in God.
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Table 1 The replacement of ‘human nature’ with God as ‘dead metaphor’

Self-unconscious Human projecting Human “making himself

human ideal qualities into God poor” by seeing only ideal
qualities in God

Human . Human God  Human God

Ideal Human Nature  Ideal Human Nature =~ tdeat-HumanNattre

We notice that self-projection immediately is followed by self-alienation.
The cost of winning a God is the loss of self. When we read Feuerbach, we
notice his ambivalence about the value of this cost-benefit calculation, which
we do not find in Nietzsche. In Feuerbach, the religious human wins itself
in the perfect image of God, which makes up for the loss of incomprehen-
sible human nature.'!! In Nietzsche, this ‘win’ rather appears like a double if
not a triple lie, first the lie of the existence of a ‘human nature’ in the first
place, second, the lie in projecting it into an abstract extraneous image of an
absolute subject, thereupon enslaving oneself to that absolute subjectivity.
In Nietzsche, self-projection followed by self-alienation is rather a lose-lose
situation, i.e., a double self-deception where the human first falsely is sup-
posed to inhabit ‘ideal nature’ and thereupon, equally falsely, is supposed to
recover this ‘false nature’ in the god-image.

7. The Rationalizing Concept
1. Reason as Constructive Human Intelligence

The first part of Nietzsche’s TL is composed of a total of ten paragraphs, the
seventh being the brief and often-quoted truths are ‘metaphors’/‘illusions’
passage as discussed, foreshadowing the subsequent eighth, ninth, and tenth
paragraphs where Nietzsche elaborates on the nature of ‘truth’ as metaphor
and illusion. It is here characteristic that we keep coming back to concepts,
this last and final stage in our production of knowledge, but in a presentation
where Nietzsche seemingly cannot make up his mind as whether to see con-
cepts as perversions of human knowledge or springing from human genius.
Concepts provide us with cold logical constructions build on a foundation of
nothing, while pretending to assert truth; they are simultaneously admired for
the logical consistency they bring to the world of knowledge and dismissed
because of their deceptiveness.

According to Nietzsche’s genealogical understanding of knowledge,
concept-formation is the last stage in the human development toward ratio-
nal thinking, both in the structural-cognitive sense as apparent in the model,
nerve-stimulus — image — sound/word — concept, and in a historical-
genealogical sense as they arrive into human existence at the latest stage.
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Nietzsche introduced us to this genealogy already in the beginning of the
essay in his account of human socialization. Now he reemphasizes that when
socialization is internalized and imprinted as conscience, humans no longer
accept ethical standpoints that may be “disrupted by sudden impressions.”
“[Man] now subjects his behavior as a “rational” being to the rule of abstrac-
tions; he no longer tolerates that his standpoints are disrupted by sudden
impressions; he generalizes all these impressions first into colorless and cool
concepts in order to then entrust them with the guidance of his life and ac-
tion.”"2 In this passage, ‘concepts’ have the function to elevate humans above
animals by giving them the ability to organize the world into schemata.

Everything that raises man above the animal depends upon this ability to
transfer visual metaphors into a schema, that is, to transform an image into a
concept. Because in the realm of these schemata something is possible, which
never could have been accomplished in the visual first impressions, namely the
construction of a pyramidal order of classes and gradations, the creation of a
new world of laws, privileges, subordinations, boundaries, which now stands
over and against the other visual world of first impressions as something more
solid and universal, more familiar and human, and with this also more regulative
and authoritative.'!?

Nietzsche takes the observation further in another of his early works, namely
the second Unzeitgemdfle Betrachtungen (UBII), where he describes the
“happiness” of the “forgetful cattle,” “fettered to the pale of the moment.”'!*
Animals remain bound to the narrow horizon of the present, as new impres-
sions immediately cancel out the past impressions. They cannot hold on to
the past and cannot remember “neither life nor death,” while humans have
lost this thoughtlessness thanks to their ability to form words (or concepts).
They have learnt to master language, to communicate, remember, and think,
and in this removed themselves from a life lived in the self-presence of the
moment.!'"> Before Nietzsche, Schopenhauer made a similar observation.

[Animals] live in the present alone; [man] lives at the same time in the future
and the past. They satisfy the need of the moment; he provides by the most inge-
nious preparations for his future. [...] They are given up entirely to the impres-
sion of the moment, to the effect of the motive of perception; he is determined
by abstract concepts independent of the present moment. [...] The animal feels
and perceives; man, in addition, thinks and knows; both will. [...] The animal
learns to know death only when he dies, but man consciously draws every hour
nearer his death.''

Whether we designate the linguistic form word or concept, its formation is
a particular human capacity not shared by animals. Animals live exclusively
in the moment, as every of their experienced instances is being perpetually
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replaced by new and ever-new instances, while the past glides back into in-
distinct darkness.

Notwithstanding the tenuous distinction between word and concept, it is
clear that Nietzsche sees the evolution of our cognitive-linguistic abilities
as a rationalization-process enabling us (for better or for worse) to replace
‘images’ with words and thereupon construct abstract edifices out of concepts.

His construction must be like a spider’s web, delicate enough to be carried
along by the ripples of the waves, strong enough not to be blown apart by the
wind. [...] Great conceptual construction shows the rigid regularity of a Roman
columbarium, breathing the logical strictness and coolness that characterizes
mathematics. [...] Just as the Romans and Etruscans divided heaven in rigid
mathematical lines, and then exiled God to such a space segmented like a
template, so every people has above themselves such a mathematically divided
concept-heaven. [...] One is certainly allowed to admire the human being as a
formidable genius of construction, succeeding in rising the tower of an endlessly
complicated dome of concepts on a moving foundation, as if on running water.
[...] As a genius of construction, the human raises itself far above the bees: they
built from wax, which they gather in nature, but humans build from the far more
delicate material of concepts, which they must first fabricate out of themselves.
In this, they are very admirable—but not due to their drives for truth or for a
pure knowledge of things.!’

The human being accomplishing these abstract constructions is “admirable”
is its rational capacity. By erecting its epistemic constructions out of con-
cepts, its elementary but delicate building blocks, it becomes a “formidable
genius of construction.” In a number of comparisons between man and other
of nature’s builders, man surpasses them all. The spider and the bee build
their constructions out of the delicate materials of silk and wax, but man is
incomparable more delicate when building his constructions out of concepts,
spun out of pure imagination.!'® This is “very admirable,” but what they spin
out of themselves is obviously less admirable. Man’s constructions have the
“rigid regularity of a Roman columbarium,” they “breathe logical strictness
and coolness,” they “divide heaven in rigid mathematical lines,” they create
a “mathematically divided concept-heaven.” However, even if man is “admi-
rable” for these cool and rigid concept constructions, he is less admirable for
the “drive for truth” expressed in this activity.!!

2. Unreason as Imaginary Divine Intelligence

However impressive concept-constructions are, however ingenious man
is as a rational builder, he always fails to discover and deliver ‘truth’
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(= ‘thing-in-itself” = the ‘enigmatic x’). As concept-builders out of concepts,
our reason and rationality is not in question in Nietzsche—this is rather the
part of human concept-construction that he admires. Still, we are seen as
playing a game of dice with our reason and concepts, a game which is in
itself random: “In this conceptual game of dice, truth means to use every
dice according to its markings, to accurately count its spots, to form correct
categories, and never violate the order of classes and the sequence of rank-
ings.”!?® However ingenious we have become, we are subjected to the chance
cast of the dice, which we thereupon rationalize by “counting, classifying,
ranking,” etc. That is, human reason touches nothing deeper than its ability
of organize the number of dots on the dice; i.e., it has no supernatural sense
of order, no innate capacity to discover a rational order of things. Still, we
have abilities to perceive ‘dots,” to count them, and to classify and organize
them according to certain rules.

Paradoxically, when humans as ‘constructive geniuses’ become ‘irrational,’
it is when they ignore, forget, or fail to realize that they are merely playing a
game of dice. Unreason comes about thanks to this particular self-deception
regarding transcendental reason, i.e., when humans become so engrossed in
their own wondrous constructions that they see them as infused by a ‘truth’
of transcendental-objective origin. At that point, we are back to human pre-
tension, vanity, and pride; we are back to the human being seduced into its
delusional belief in truth as a discovery of a divinely inscribed order of things.

In this discussion of man’s reason and unreason, Nietzsche’s often changes
his mood, his voice, his judgments or evaluations, during his explanations.
He is wavering between respect/admiration and mockery/dismissal of this
enterprising ‘constructive genius.” He falls in and out of respect for man ac-
cording to his adopted polemic perspective and context. This indecision as to
whether describe man as a ‘constructive’ or ‘pretentious’ genius seems never
to be resolved in his essay, and may not be resolvable exactly because the
‘master-concept,” Truth, has lost its authority. We may suggest that if there
is no longer any ground and foundation on which to validate states of affairs,
man is the final (non-)‘origin’ of truth-claims. We consequently encounter
the following problem, man as ‘foundation’ of ‘truth’ is tantamount to the
admitted ‘non-foundation’ of ‘truth,” because man seen as foundation of
‘man-made truth’ necessarily degrades Truth and is not Truth (= ‘thing-in-
itself” = the ‘enigmatic x’). Nietzsche is caught in a tension where, on the one
hand, man-made truth is false (according to classical theological-rationalist
thinking), but on the other hand, truth-in-itself is false too (according to the
thinking of the emerging biological and cognitive sciences). Man-made truth
cannot qualify as ‘truth’ semantically, but truth-in-itself cannot qualify as
‘truth’ scientifically. If now man as constructive genius claims to produce
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truth, he is pretentious, but if he believes in objective truth, he is naive. We
notice that Nietzsche is not here asking us to adopt a position either true or
false; he is entangled in a dichotomy, which he throughout his thinking at-
tempts to resolve.

The final step in Nietzsche’s thinking now follows in good logical order.
When man creates ‘truth’ out of concepts, he merely re-creates himself. His
concept-formations are, instead of objectively True (i.e., corresponding to
things-in-themselves), anthropomorphic.'

Let us for illustration return to the concept of the ‘mammal,” which is
explained to be “anthropomorphic through and through,” and which contains
nothing that is “really and universally true in itself apart from man.”

If I create the definition of the mammal and then, after observing a camel,
declare: “look, a mammal,” then a truth is brought to light, but it is of limited
value. I mean, it is anthropomorphic through and through and does not contain
a single speck that apart from man would be really and universally “true in
itself.”12

Nietzsche is not here making the indefensible and nonsensical claim that the
‘camel’ is human or human-like, he is claiming that the linguistic concept or-
ganizing the individual camel into the family of ‘mammals’ is human. Thus,
the concept is human. This stipulation makes his claim far safer to the point
of making it self-evident. Human language is necessarily a human invention
and our ways of classifying and organizing the world around us is therefore
necessarily “anthropomorphic through and through.” This characterization
applies to all knowledge. The hardest of the hard sciences, too, must produce
their rigorous conceptual languages from linguistic “metaphors” that are
uniquely human.

However, as Nietzsche sees it, the researcher has a propensity to commit
the error discussed above. The scientists are instinctively committed to ob-
jectivity and represses simultaneously the cognitive-linguistic form-giving
power of their scientific languages. It is not when they apply human meta-
phors in their science they error, but when they fail to understand that this is
what they do. On Nietzsche’s bird’s-eye view on knowledge, the researcher’s
primordial point of departure is man as the “measure of all things” (since
s/he is a human equipped with human perception and language), even while
spontaneously repressing own involvement in the creation of the scientific
object. The scientists defend the belief that these created objects are “pure
objects”; they forget or repress both the metaphoricity of perceptive images
and of language, and take the end-product, the linguistically mediated percep-
tions, to be things-in-themselves.
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The researcher regards the entire world as tied up with the human being, as an
infinitely broken reverberation of an arché-sound, the human, as a manifold rep-
lica of an arché-image, the human. His method is to hold man to be the measure
of all things. In this assumption, however, he proceeds from the error to believe
that he has these things immediately as pure objects in front of him. He forgets
therefore the original pictorial metaphors as metaphors and takes them to be
things in themselves.'?

Nietzsche presents us to two different ‘errors’ emerging on two different
stages of knowledge-formation. The first ‘error’ is the metaphorical repre-
sentation of the world, and the second is to forget/repress this metaphoricity
of our representations. The first error falsifies the world as thing-in-itself, but
the second, more seriously, represses the representational character of our
knowledge. Committing the second error, it becomes impossible to take back
the ‘objective’ world as ours.

Still, as Nietzsche submits without self-contradiction, we commit the
second error out of pragmatic necessity; i.e., because we cannot suspend
our strong belief in reality as a ‘thing-in-itself,” for example that a table is
a table. Doubt about our real perceived world cannot be upheld in our lived
actuality even if we according to abstract analysis indeed are “artistic-creative
subjects” in our perceptions and verbalizations.

Only by forgetting this primitive metaphor-world, only by making hard and
rigid the mass of images that originally streamed like a stormy flood through
the primary constitution of human imagination, only thanks to the unshakable
belief that this sun, this window, this table possess truth in itself, in short, only
because the human beings forgot themselves as subjects, and indeed as artistic-
creative subjects, do they live somewhat tranquilly, securely, and consistently.'>*

We need to believe in the self-evidence of our common-sense perceptions,
even if the advanced sciences of biology and psychology reveal to us a fluid
world of relativity and perspectivism. Nietzsche and several of his peers do
not see a self-contradiction in defending this view.

8. Biological Perspectivism
1. The World according to Homo Sapiens

We notice that the theoretical paradigm that informs Nietzsche and peers
promotes a version of ‘perspectivism,” which I will here label ‘biological
perspectivism.’

It refers to the obvious fact that different species sense the world with
differently evolved perceptive apparatuses. Accordingly, it takes for granted
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that different species cannot experience the externality that we call ‘world’
in the same manner, and they cannot have identical perceptions of one self-
identical world. They have different experiences of for example space, time,
movement, dimension, and color, as well as different internal experiences of
sensations such as pain, fear, or pleasure (if or when such sensations reach
consciousness in various species). This biological view comes about thanks
to the progress in the understanding of perception and mind, and it has the
consequence that human perception of world no longer is regarded as privi-
leged but must be seen as only one possible interpretation of the external and
internal worlds as they impress themselves on the senses. As such, the human
species sees the world according to its own biological perspective.

It is this biological perspectivism Nietzsche refers to in the following pas-
sage when he criticizes the notion of a “correct perception” as anthropocen-
trism reducing all externality to human perception.

It is already difficult for man to acknowledge that the insect and the bird per-
ceive an entirely different world than humans, and that the question which of
the two world-perceptions is the correct one is quite meaningless, as it hereby
already assumes the correct perception as measuring rod, that is, assumes a non-
existing standard. In any case, it seems to me that “the correct perception”—
i.e., the adequate expression of an object in the subject—is a self-contradictory
absurdity.'”

We read explicitly that the notion of a “correct perception” is nothing less
than a “self-contradictory absurdity.” It is anthropocentricism tacitly imply-
ing the correspondence theory of truth, since it postulates the “adequate
expression of an object in the subject” (ibid.). In Nietzsche’s biological
perspectivism there is no privileged animal perception; the perceptions of in-
sects, birds, or humans produce different possible worlds, none of which are
more correct, accurate, and truthful than any other. We are thus back to the
neo-Kantian idea of a ‘world-in-itself” that remains inaccessible for-us thanks
to our species-specific sense-apparatus and at best is a limitative concept as-
serted as hypothesis.'?® In the language of TL, we are caught up in our own
“perceptive metaphors,” as such, in our biological make-up falsifying the
stubborn idea of The World.

In biological perspectivism, the thesis of The World is discredited, but not
the thesis of a world, as Nietzsche realizes in a subsequent passage. In the
broad biological context, animals produce different “world-perceptions,” but
every species remain per biological necessity faithful to its own perspective.
The case in point is of course the human species that produce a perception
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of world that (mutatis mutandis) remains stable for the entire species. Our
perception of world is therefore not thrown into absolute relativistic disar-
ray, as Nietzsche emphasizes in the passage below, where he also dismisses
‘subjectivism.’

Against this, we must first of all say that if each of us had different sense-
perceptions, if we could perceive now as a bird, now as a worm, now as a plant,
or if one of us saw the same stimulus as red, another as blue, and a third ever
heard it as a tone, then nobody would talk about such a lawfulness of nature, but
instead comprehend it as an extremely subjective construction.'?’

On a superficial reading of the passages above, one may be tempted to see
yet another example of a Nietzschean ‘inconsistency’ or ‘incoherence.” In
one passage, perspectivism is forcefully defended in pointing out how world-
perceptions are species-specific; in the other passage, the notion is amended to
the extent that Nietzsche defends our construction of natural laws against sub-
jectivism. Is Nietzsche unable to make up his mind whether he wants to be a
‘relativist’ or an ‘absolutist’>—Rather, Nietzsche is adhering to the biological
paradigm to which he has committed himself. His fundamental claim stands;
we see everything from our human perspective and are in this no different
from other species (cf. above, if the mosquito, the worm, or the plant could
think themselves as species, they would be as centric as humans are anthropo-
centric; cf. Part I, A.2: “Feuerbach and Nietzsche on Anthropocentrism”). Still,
we produce world-perceptions as species, not as individuals. As species, we
perceive colors visually, not acoustically; as species, we do not and cannot
adopt the bird’s perception of world; as species we form perceptive images
that are uniform and able to be communicated between ourselves; cf. Notebook
19: “The formidable consensus of men about things proves the total unifor-
mity of their perceptive apparatus.”'?® [...] “To the plant the world is such and
such—to us such and such. If we compare the two capacities of perception, we
regard our conception of the world as more correct.”'?

If we according to Fr. Jameson’s famous phrase were regarded as locked
up in a ‘prison house of language’ in the late twentieth century’s dominant
postmodern paradigm,'®® under the inspiration of Nietzsche we are much
more profoundly locked up in a ‘prison house of perception.’ Still, our physi-
ology evolved to fit the entire human species in our perception of nature;
therefore, conditionally upon our physiological limitations, we produce ‘laws
of nature’ that are neither individual constructions nor transcendental objec-
tivities. As species, we have evolved a cognitive apparatus able to “mirror”
nature, and it is in this mirror we see nature, and as such, become the glue
between nature and law.
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These stipulations point toward a Nietzschean ‘Naturalist Deconstruction’
of objective truth, since Nietzsche and peers no longer believe in True
perception of The World. Given biological perspectivism and relativism, it
no longer makes sense to talk about correspondences between perception and
objectivity.

Let us notice here that Nietzsche, about fifteen years later, in Der Frohli-
chen Wissenschaft V (1889; The Gay Science [GS]), returns to the discussion
of biological perspectivism when he claims that, “The human intellect cannot
avoid seeing itself under its perspectival forms, and only in them. We cannot
see around our own corner”'*! (cf. discussion of passage below).!*? It is nearly
impossible to detect any essential conceptual difference between the early
and this later view of biological perspectivism. If in TL, it is “human vanity”
and “quite meaningless” to try to determine the correct world-perception, we
are in GS declared to be beyond the ridiculous immodesty of allowing per-
spectives only from our point of view, our “corner.” The later statement from
GS is hardly more that an addendum to his earlier reflections.'

9. Nietzsche’s Empiricist Neo-Kantianism
1. The Reversal of Thing and Predicate

Already Kant contended that substances remain unknown and that we can
never reach deeper into nature than our predicates allow. Reason may compel
us to seek the absolute nature of things, but due to the limitations of concep-
tual thinking, we can at best only reproduce predicates, however deeply we
desire to peek into absolute essences. This is stated in for example Kant’s
Prolegomena.

Pure reason requires us to seek for every predicate of a thing its own subject, and
for this subject, which is itself necessarily nothing but a predicate, its subject,
and so on indefinitely (or as far as we can reach). But hence it follows that we
must not hold anything at which we arrive to a be an ultimate subject, and that
substance itself never can be thought by our understanding, however deep we
may penetrate, even if all nature were unveiled to us. For the specific nature of
our understanding consists in thinking everything discursively, i.e., by concepts,
and so by mere predicates, to which, therefore, the absolute subject must always
be wanting.!3*

In this conception, Kant announces the finitude of human knowledge and the
limitation of human understanding. We are always coming up against a wall
of concepts. An ‘unveiled nature’ would be the thing-in-itself, and this will
always escape us.
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The idea is reiterated in Schopenhauer, who, elaborating on Kant’s idea,
concludes that we cannot hope finding a resting place for human reason in re-
sorting to ultimate essences in the form of causes or substances (cf. Die Welt
als Wille und Vorstellung, 1). This discussion is continued in Nietzsche as
well, as he understands Kant’s contention having the consequence that how-
ever many ‘properties’ we add to ‘things,” we will never arrive to the thing,
but only to the relationships between the properties. So-called ‘substances’
are not self-identical singularities, but determined only qua the relationships
of their predicates.

We see this view elaborated already in Notebook 19, where Nietzsche is
reflecting on the consequences of Kant’s concept of the synthetic judgment.
In one passage, he concludes that, “all laws of nature are only relations from x
to y and z. We define laws of nature as the relations between xyz, from where
again they are known to us only as relations to other xyz”;'** and in a longer
passage, he follows up and explains.

On the essence of definition: the pencil is an elongated, etc., body. A is B. That
which is elongated is at the same time colored. Properties [Eigenschaften] only
contain relation. A certain body is exactly made up of so and so many rela-
tionships. Relations can never be identical to essence [Wesen], they are only
consequences of essences. The synthetic judgment describes a thing according
to its effects [Folgen], that is, essence and effect become identical. [...] That is,
synthetic inferences are illogical [Synthetischen Schliisse sind unlogisch]. When
we apply them, we presuppose the popular metaphysics, that is, one that sees ef-
fects as causes. [...] The concept, “pencil,” is confused with the “thing” pencil.
The “is” [Das “ist”] in the synthetic judgment is false, it contains a transfer-
ence, where two different spheres are posited next to each other, between them
equalization never happens.'

According to this passage, the fundamental form for the synthetic judgment,
A is B, is false insofar as we assume identity between A as a body (or a sub-
ject) and B as a property (or a predicate). What we actually do in synthetic
judgments of the type A is B, is simply to add properties associated with A;
or more precisely expressed, we add up properties as if A; we produce the
idea of a ‘thing,” A, by means of the sequence, B, B, . . B_. In our accumu-
lation of an indefinite sequence of properties or predicates, Bl, B2, .. Bn, we
define A as substance or subject without ever ‘reaching’ it, or ‘exhaustively
defining’ it. Instead, the relationships between the distinct elements in the
sequence, B, B, . . B_are our best representative for the supposed substan-
tial body.'?’

Therefore, it is to Nietzsche an error to confuse this sequence of elements
as a ‘body,’ since it gives us the idea of body in the first place. The sequence
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of elements is our first encounter, and they form a relationship which we ab-
breviate into the self-identical body, A, which in the synthetic judgment, A is
B, is reversed and falsely appears to be deriving its properties.

An important implication of the thinking is that the subject in the synthetic
judgment is visible only in and through its predicates.'*® Our synthetic judg-
ments are judgments on or about visible surfaces, and touch never anything
deeper. This again implies that our judgments are tautological, because judg-
ments are reiterating the already visible; their conclusions are self-evident,
because they describe rather than explain. Knowledge therefore is empty,
says Nietzsche (again Notebook 19): “Knowledge [Das Erkennen] has, in the
strongest sense, only the form of a tautology, and is empty.”'* It is this tau-
tological structure of knowledge, Nietzsche is describing in the well-known
example from TL: “When somebody hides something behind a bush and then
looks for it again at the same place and finds it there, there is in such seek-
ing and finding not much to applaud. Yet, this is how we seek and find of
‘truth” within our realm of reason [Vernunft-Bezirkes].”'** Knowledge at best
only adds a concept to the already perceived; it never discovers something
uniquely new.

We now understand that the term ‘A’ in the synthetic judgment is equiva-
lent to Nietzsche’s ‘metaphor’ in TL since in the synthetic judgment it is
creatively asserted as the derivation-point of the sum total of the sequence of
‘B’s. Now, as self-identical ‘thing,” ‘A’ has become “hard and rigid,” but as
Nietzsche warns, “a metaphor’s becoming hard and rigid does not reveal the
necessity and the decisive verification of this metaphor.”!*!

Nietzsche starts §10 of TL by testing his thesis by summarizing the stron-
gest counter-argument that traditionally meets it.

Every person, familiar with such considerations, must certainly have felt a
deep mistrust against any such idealism whenever he clearly had convinced
himself of the eternal consistency, omnipresence, and infallibility of the laws of
nature. He has concluded that however far we penetrate into the heights of the
telescopic and into the depths of the microscopic world, everything is certain,
well-constructed, infinite, lawful, and complete; that science will successfully
be excavating these chambers forever, to discover that everything is consistent
and non-contradictory. How far this is from resembling a phantasm creation;
because if this were what it was, it would have to suppose illusion and unreality
to be anywhere.'*?

That was the classical view of the task of the sciences in the nineteenth

century (as it largely still is). The sciences are penetrating into the “depth
of things” and revealing a world that is “certain, well-constructed, infinite,
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lawful, and complete”; they ‘“‘successfully excavate” a world existing in
its eternal truth. The position is brought forward by Nietzsche as the most
obvious counter-argument to his own position and must as such not be
confused with Nietzsche’s position (if or when it is, Nietzsche becomes
completely incomprehensible and it appears as if he suddenly provides us
with arguments against his consistent truth-criticism; as if he after all defends
a theory of Truth in the classical and commonsensical sense).

It is this view of Nietzsche’s antipode that is “far from resembling [his
own] phantasm creation” that seems to “suppose illusion and unreality to be
anywhere.” Playing the devil’s advocate, he is paraphrasing his opponents’
strongest objection in order to refute it with his own supposedly stronger
counter-argument entertained in the following passage.

Against this [i.e., this view of his antipode], we must first of all say that if each
of us had different sense perceptions, if we could perceive now as a bird, now
as a worm [...] then nobody would talk about such a lawfulness of nature, but
instead comprehend it as an extremely subjective construction.'*?

Thereupon Nietzsche draws his, at this point in our exposition, well-known
conclusion that we do not know the in-itself, i.e., the laws and essences of
nature, as he adds to this insight the relativistic view that we know only re-
lationships (in this, he is anticipating Mach’s relativism, as we shall discuss
below; cf. Part II, B.3: “A Nietzsche-Machean Theory of Knowledge”!'*).

So, what at all is the law of nature for us? It is not known by us in-itself, but
only in its effects, that is, in its relations to other laws of nature, which again are
known to us only as the sum-total of relations. In other words, all these relations
refer always only to each other and are completely incomprehensible to us in
their essence.'?

From reading these passages in the context of the voices Nietzsche adopts,
now imitating his opponent now defending his own position, we can conclude
that Nietzsche remains consistent to his fundamental position, his post-Truth
and post-Metaphysical Naturalism.

2. The Proto-Forms of Knowledge: Time and Space

In the last part of §10, we see that Nietzsche in introducing a relativistic
view of the apparent world continues to defend the existence of some of the
Kantian categories, although he in the spirit of Schopenhauer and other neo-
Kantians reduces the Kantian scheme of twelve categories to two, namely
time and space.
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His conclusive view must be that we in our encounter with the apparent
world only encounter relations, never essences, substances, causes, or laws;
still, we bring to this indefinite manifold of relationships our two fundamental
categories, space and time, in order to organize them in comprehensible se-
quences and numbers. Space makes it possible to perceive coexistence; time
makes it possible to perceive succession; consequently, thanks to space, we
perceive elements situated in relationships to one and other; thanks to time,
we perceive these elements in sequences of movement or permanence. This
arché-foundation of knowledge in the form of space and time accounts for
the thing-representation: elements are identified as things in their relation
to other elements (co-existence) and in the relation to change and becoming
in a world that moves in time (succession); in time, they can have a past, a
present, and a future. So-called ‘things’ comes into being as self-identical
element-clusters thanks to our subjective categories in the form of space and
time.

Only that what we bring to the relations—time and space, that is, successive
sequences and numbers—is really known to us in them. However, all the mar-
velous that we correctly admire about the laws of nature, that which requires
our explanation and may seduce us into mistrusting idealism, is strictly and
exclusively contained only within the mathematical rigor and indestructibility
of our representations of time and space. These, however, we produce in and
from ourselves with the same necessity with which the spider spins. If we are
forced to comprehend all things only under these forms, then it is no longer
astonishing that we essentially only comprehend all things according to these
forms. [...] All lawfulness, which so impresses us in the movements of the stars
and in the chemical processes, is fundamentally identical to the properties that
we ourselves bring to things; so, we are in this impressed about ourselves. From
this, it must of course follow that every artistic metaphorical construction, with
which every sensation in us begins, already presupposes those forms and thus is
executed according to them. Only thanks to the unmovable persistence of these
arché-forms can we explain how it is possible build an edifice of concepts out
of metaphors. It is namely an imitation of time-, space-, and number-relations
on the foundation of metaphors.'#

Nietzsche uses the spider-metaphor twice in TL (KSA 1, 882, and 886), and
brings it back in Morgenrite (1881; Daybreak). In the passage above, we
produce our representations “in and from ourselves with the same necessity
with which the spider spins” (ibid.). In Daybreak, we are in our production
of knowledge compared to “spiders in our webs™:

The habits of our senses have wrapped us in a tissue of lies and deceptions
of sensations; these, in their turn, are the basis of all our judgments and our
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‘knowledge’—there is no means of escape, no crooked path or exit into the real
world! We are like spiders in our webs [...] whatever we may catch in them will
be something that our webs are able to catch!'’

‘Our webs’ are Nietzsche’s poetic-metaphorical expression of our “arché-
forms” (ibid.), i.e., his reduced scheme of categories, space and time, able
to catch ‘sensations’ in their structure. In this activity our ‘webs’ are already
forming sensations, partly because they have developed to catch only par-
ticular sensations, in this sense being selective and discriminate, and partly
because they represent us with limited fragments of the world, not the entire
universe of possible sensations.

Nietzsche’s ‘webs’ provide us with the rules of transcendental subjectivity
on which our worlds of knowledge are being produced, i.e., the subjective
forms of time and space, giving us the ability to think sequence and number.
This is Nietzsche’s foundation on which perceptual and conceptual construc-
tions are being built. Despite the reduced scheme of categories, where ‘cau-
sality’ is a later construction added to the primary experience of ‘sequence’
in the spirit of Hume, the thinking is Kantian as it repeats Kant’s arguments
for a ‘transcendental idealism’ as presented in the first edition of Critique of
Pure Reason. It is on this ground we form natural laws, whose objectivity ac-
cording to the new paradigm is seen as nested in transcendental subjectivity
and not in the objective world of things. The objectivity of the internal has
replaced the objectivity of the external. It is on this ground our ‘metaphori-
cal’ constructions are being erected, partly as perceptive, partly as linguistic
‘metaphors.’ Let us again draw attention to Nietzsche’s idiosyncratic use of
the word ‘metaphor.” As noted above (cf. Part I, A.6), we see that although
Nietzsche talks about so-called ‘artistic metaphorical constructions,” he is
in the context referring to psychology and cognition, rather than to the dis-
ciplines of Rhetoric and Poetry. It is sensations that start as metaphors, cf.,
“every artistic metaphorical construction, with which every sensation in us
begins, already presupposes those forms” (ibid.).

Nietzsche has learnt from Schopenhauer that we are not perceiving and ap-
prehending an objective world, but a world pre-formed by our subjective
categories, or as Schopenhauer has it, by our ‘brain’: “The objective world
as we know it does not belong to the true being of things-in-themselves, but
is its mere phenomenon, conditioned by those very forms that lie a priori in
the human intellect (i.e., the brain); hence the world cannot contain anything
but phenomena.” !

Nietzsche has also learnt from Schopenhauer that an impression is not
identical to a representation (or a phenomenon). The sense-impression is

printed on 2/12/2023 9:07 AMvia . All use subject to https://ww.ebsco.coniterns-of-use



EBSCOhost -

54 e Partl, A: Part | of Truth and Lies

not already given to us as phenomenon, but undergoes a transformation
after which is becomes a phenomenon (cf. Nietzsche’s distinction between
‘nerve-stimulus’ and ‘image’). An ‘impression’ is doing nothing but simply
im-pressing itself on a sense organ; it is nothing but a “sensation in a sense-
organ,” as Schopenhauer puts it below.

[An impression] is nothing more than a mere sensation in the sense-organ, and
only by the application of the understanding (i.e., of the law of causality), and of
the forms of perception, of space and time, does our intellect convert this mere
sensation into a representation. This representation now exists as object in space
and time, and cannot be distinguished from the latter (the object).'*

First we receive impressions/sensations (Nietzsche’s ‘nerve-stimuli’), there-
upon sensations are formatted within our so-called ‘nets,” granted our
fundamental spatial-temporal perception of world, and become first now
representations or phenomena (Nietzsche’s ‘images’); in my vocabulary,
‘thing-representations’ (in contrast to ‘word-representations’).

3. Active versus Passive Receptivity in the Neo-Kantian Tradition

The premise that the spatio-temporal organization of world is given as subjec-
tive condition, is granted by virtually all the neo-Kantian participants in this
paradigm.

Otto Liebmann offers the following discussion:

The manifold of elements of experience (the matter of representation) given
in space and time, can first become experience (or enter consciousness as a
coherent world of apparent objects) when they are associated through certain
syntheses (categories) of our intellect. As Hume correctly has noticed, we can-
not create these syntheses from experience, since they are given to us merely
as a multiplicity of successive and coexistent impressions of (inner or outer)
sensations, but never supply us with their necessary connections. Therefore,
the categories, such as space and time, are functions of the knowing subject,
i.e., they are a priori necessary representations. [Diese Synthesen konnen wir,
wie Hume richtig bemerkt hat, nicht aus der Erfahrung geschopft haben, da
sie uns eben nur eine Vielheit von nach und nebeneinander gegebenen Ein-
driicken des (inneren und dufieren) Sinnes, niemals aber den noth wendigen
Zusammenhang derselben liefert. Also sind die Kategorien, ebenso wie Raum
und Zeit, Functionen des erkennenden Subjectes, d.h. nothwendige Vorstel-
lungen a priori]. Insofar as they can be thought only within space and time,
they relate only to spatial and temporal objects, that is, they have validity only
within our intellect. [...] 1) Our intellect can only know the in space and time
given elements, associated by the categories, as object. 2) Everything given
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in space and time, i.e., everything, onto which we can apply the categories,
has only validity in relation to our intellect, and is independently from this,
nothing.'°

Writers of the neo-Kantian tradition all agree on criticizing the notion of a
passively existing ‘thing-in-itself,” with its strong connotations to the meta-
physical concept of Truth in the form of a putatively self-present objectivity.

They ‘deconstruct’ this notion in agreement with Kant, seen as the precur-
sor of the criticism and they applaud how this deconstruction is consistently
presented in the first edition of Critique of Pure Reason. However, in almost
equal measure, they regret Kant’s amended version of this criticism in the sec-
ond edition of the Critique and regard it as a major blunder. Several of Kant’s
commentators complain over the changes Kant introduces between his first
and second edition of the Critique, first among them Schopenhauer in his ap-
pendix to WWV 1, “Critique of the Kantian Philosophy.”"! Later writers like
Liebmann,'? K. Fischer in Kritik der kantischen Philosophie,'>* and Fr. Lange
in his Geschichte der Materialismus, bd. 3,'** express the same regret of this
change of mind, which they believe they detect in Kant. As pointed out above,
they are all writers that Nietzsche studied in the 1860s and 1870s, and they
must have inspired him into committing himself to defending a phenomenal
world while simultaneously rejecting the possibility of a self-present ‘thing.’

To the new Kantians, Kant seems in the late edition to involve himself in
a self-contradiction regarding the notion of the ‘thing-in-itself.” They praise
Kant of having done away with the dogmatic philosophy of Rationalism in
his first edition, but are disparaged when Kant in the second re-introduces
dogmatic philosophy’s adherence to the ‘thing-itself’ as a necessary (sub-
stantial and causal) background for the formation of knowledge. They are
impressed with Kant’s transcendental idealism, seeing him here turning the
epistemological center of gravity around from the objective to the subjective
conditions for the production of knowledge, but are unimpressed with Kant’s
later restoration of that objectivity he seemed so persuasively to have aban-
doned in the first edition. They emphatically regard themselves as ‘Kantians,’
but as they often emphasize, according to the first edition of the Critigue.

We find strong statements of the problem already in Schopenhauer’s “Cri-
tique of the Kantian Philosophy” (cf. WWV1, appendix), where he spells out
the inconsistency.

[Whenever Kant makes use of the thing-in-itself], he at once brings it in through
the conclusion that the phenomenon, and hence the visible world, must have a
ground or reason, an intelligible cause, which is not phenomenon, and which
therefore does not belong to any possible experience. [But] this he does after
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having incessantly urged that the categories, and thus also the category of
causality [...] were mere forms of the understanding serving to spell out the
phenomena of the world of sense, beyond which, on the other hand, they had
no significance at all, and so on. He therefore most strictly forbids their ap-
plication to things beyond experience, and rightly explains, and at the same
time overthrows, all previous dogmatism as resulting from a violation of this
law. The incredible inconsistency Kant here committed was soon noticed, and
used by his first opponents for attacks to which his philosophy could not offer
any resistance. [...] The truth is that on the path of the representation we can
never get beyond the representation. [...] If a thing-in-itself is to be assumed,
it cannot be an object at all, which, however, he always assumes it to be; but
such a thing-in-itself would have to lie in a sphere foto genere different from the
representation (from knowing and being known).'>

So Schopenhauer, Kant first tells us that causality is one of the categories,
belonging as such to transcendental subjectivity constituting the empirical
perception of thing-hood, but thereupon he sees the ‘thing’ as cause to the
phenomenon. If the categories are restricted as forms of understanding, they
can only be organizing a world of sense-impressions into a world for-us.
Therefore, when Kant insists on the category of cause existing before this
world of representations, he is guilty of an “incredible inconsistency.”

In Kuno Fischer’s Critique of Kant,'>® we find the following clear-minded
and precise summary of the problem.

Kant teaches in the first edition of the Critique that external objects (bodies)
only have existence in virtue of our ideas, but apart from them they are nothing;
in the second edition, on the other hand, that the perception of matter is only
possible through a thing external to me, and not through the mere idea of such
a thing. There he teaches that things external to us are mere ideas; here, on the
other hand, that they are not mere ideas. There he teaches that things external
to us have existence merely in virtue of our ideas, but that they are nothing in-
dependent of the latter; here, that they have existence, by no means in virtue of
our ideas, but independently of them.'’

Liebmann complains in Kant und die Epigonen that Kant is being inconsis-
tent already in his choice of vocabulary.

First, he labels the in time and space given manifold of data of inner and outer
experiences, appearances [Erscheinungen].—How does he come about that?
What justifies him in doing so? [...] In the label ‘appearance’ lies the idea that
we need to presuppose something that appears, namely an empirical world.'s®

To Liebmann, Kant starts a downward slide into that dogmatism he attempts to
deconstruct already in his choice of words; the concept of ‘appearance’ already
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postulates a thing-itself on Liebmann’s account. As we will see, Nietzsche
will reiterate this problem posed by the distinction between ‘appearance’ and
‘thing’ in his later work (cf. Part I, A.3: “A Surface without Abyss”).

Fischer attempts to resolve the apparent inconsistency between Kant’s first
and second edition. Without giving up the essential transcendental idealism
of Kant, Fischer explains the necessity of the concept of the thing itself:

There must be something which causes the impressions we receive, something
which underlies our sensibility, and there with the whole constitution of our
knowing reason, something therefore which also underlies all phenomena and
the entire sense-world. But precisely on this account it cannot itself be anything
sensible, cannot be a phenomenon, cannot be an object of knowledge. This
‘supersensible substratum’ Kant calls Thing-in-itself, designating thereby that
transcendental X which the Critique of Pure Reason introduces, and which it
sees itself, on the grounds pointed out, obliged to introduce into its calculation.
It is called thing-in-itself in distinction from all phenomena. If our reason were
not sensuous, but divine, not receptive, but creative, then its ideas would be
things themselves, then there would be no difference between phenomena and
things-in-themselves. Since, however, it is sensuous, space and time are the
fundamental forms of its perception, its objects of knowledge are phenomena,
and these merely ideas, hence not things-in-themselves. Consequently, in the
Critical investigation of reason, we must distinguish between phenomena and
things-in-themselves with the utmost precision, regarding every attempt to unite
the two as the cause of irremediable confusion.'®

On Fischer’s analysis, we must as such accept the existence of a thing-itself.
Our reason demands that there must be something that precedes the impres-
sions we receive as sensuous matter; that is, we must demand a world of
matter underlying sensuous matter. Still, Fischer maintains that this world
of matter cannot itself be phenomenon, it cannot itself be perceived, and it
is this unperceivable and thus incomprehensible world that is identical to the
thing-in-itself, i.e., identical to Kant’s transcendental X, and to Nietzsche’s
‘inaccessible and enigmatic X.” In this, it must be radically different from all
phenomena, because if it was not, we would perceive thing-in-themselves,
implying (besides being contrary to all Kantian teaching) that there is ulti-
mately no difference between phenomena and things-in-themselves. In that
case, our reason would no longer be receptive and we would be equipped
with divine reason giving us direct insight into ‘things.” It is Kant’s realiza-
tion of the rupture, the original difference, between the thing-in-itself and
the thing-representation that Fischer regards as his great revolution of epis-
temological thinking. The enigmatic X as self-present there-being is asserted
while simultaneously any access to the enigmatic X is denied. The dogmatic
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correspondence theory of truth is therefore rejected, since we cannot form
knowledge of that which we cannot possibly know.

As we will see below (cf. Part II, A.2: “Nietzsche’s Critiques of the
In-Itself in his Middle Period”), several of Nietzsche’s most virulent ‘anti-
Kantian’ aphorisms in later work are addressing Kant of the second edition of
the Critique; apparently, as it seems to undersigned, without Nietzsche’s full
recognition of the differences between Kant of the first and Kant of the sec-
ond edition of Critique. It seems as if Nietzsche’s ‘anti-Kant’ applies to Kant
as commonly criticized for the revised second edition of the Critique, but not
to the essential Kantian project as introduced in the first edition. I therefore
tend to agree with Hans Vaihinger, that Nietzsche is far more profoundly
inspired by Kant than he likes to admit.

B: PART Il OF TRUTH AND LIES

1. Regressions to Romantic Arts-Metaphysics
1. The Distinction between Authentic and Inauthentic Conceptualizations

Nietzsche divides his essay into fourteen paragraphs, organized in two parts
of unequal length in approximately the ratio of three to one—the first ten
paragraphs constituting Part I and the last four constituting Part II. Nietzsche
does not explain the reason for the division and it is not obvious that his
second part is initiating a new phase in his investigations. This division may
possibly be an outcome of a random selection of two different sets of notes
being organized into a first and a second part.

In Part II, starting with §11, we seem to be harking back to unresolved
issues regarding the discussion of concept. We notice that Nietzsche is sud-
denly more insistent on describing the concept as an inauthentic ‘metaphor’
in distinction to artistic uses of language as providing us with words as au-
thentic ‘metaphors.” The vague and unresolved difference between ‘word’
and ‘concept’ from the first part of the essay (cf. Part I, A.5: “Word and/
or/versus Concept?”’) seems here to be clarified as a distinction between an
authentic and inauthentic conceptualization of the world. In Part II, Nietzsche
will argue that originally, spoken language rendered concepts as word-forms
(word-representations), as spoken language were referring directly to a world
of thing-representations. This original language-use made up some kind of
lebendige sprache that was reflecting immediate and spontaneously given
sense-impressions. With time, so Nietzsche’s new narrative, this authentic
concept-formation was taken over by the scientists, and originally positive
concept-metaphors formed in spoken language turned into negative forms
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when applied in the sciences. Nietzsche will suggest a master-distinction be-
tween an authentic linguistic concept formation and an inauthentic scientific
concept formation.'*

This master-distinction was already introduced in the discussions above on
Schopenhauer’s influence. We recall that Schopenhauer defined the ‘word’
as a “representation of a representation” (one step removed from the ‘ap-
parent world’) while a ‘concept’ was a “representation of representation of
a representation” (two steps removed from the ‘apparent world’). Concepts
were consequently less authentic than words, given their additional distance
to image-representations, i.e., appearances.

Nietzsche is never more eloquent than in this last part of his essay. His dis-
approval of scientific concepts rests on uncertain logical foundation, but this
weakness is compensated by his rheforical insistence on a looming problem.

As we have seen, it is originally language that works on the construction of
concepts, in later ages the work is taken over by the sciences. Just as the bees
simultaneously build the cells and fill them with honey, so the sciences work
constantly on this great columbarium of concepts, this graveyard for sense-
impressions, when it continues to build still new and higher stories and rein-
forcements, cleaning and renovating the old cells, as it attempts to fill out this
enormous towering framework and arrange within it the entire empirical world,
i.e., the anthropomorphic world. If the man of action binds his life to reason
and its concepts in order not to be carried away and lose himself, the researcher
builds his hut close to the tower of science so it can assist him and give him
protection beneath its already existing bulwark. And support he needs, because
there are terrible powers that constantly imposes themselves upon him and con-
front scientific “Truth’ with quite different kinds of ‘truths’ displaying the most
varied inscriptions on their shields.!®!

The concept-formation of scientists and researchers is explicitly described
as negative, as they create a “great columbarium of concepts,” a “graveyard
for sense-impressions.” A columbarium is a structure of underground vaults
lined with recesses for urns preserving the ashes of the cremated corpse. Con-
cepts are therefore likened to such urns containing only the ashes of some-
thing that was once alive, which in the metaphor is the ‘sense-impression,’
and researchers are consequently creating a ‘wrong’ kind of metaphor, which
is even, by implication, a dangerous and deadly kind of metaphor, since it is
exterminating the sense-impressions.

Earlier in the essay, Nietzsche had a reference to the columbarium as an
image of conceptual constructions already in §8. There, he talked about the
“Roman columbarium” as “breathing the logical strictness and coolness
that characterizes mathematics” into the world. There, we were allowed to
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“admire the human being as a formidable genius of construction, succeeding
in rising the tower of an endlessly complicated dome of concepts on a moving
foundation, as if on running water.”'*> Now, this admiration has faded away.
The description of concept-formation as a columbarium or a graveyard for
dead ‘sense-impressions’ emphasizes the menace of conceptual and scientific
languages. Now, the scientific concept is explicitly a dead metaphor, and it
is as such it “arranges the entire empirical world” (i.e., the world of sense-
impressions) into a rigid framework that is as artificial and unnatural as it is
ponderous and inept.

Moreover, continuing the discussion of the ‘false’ concept in the passage,
Nietzsche feels that he needs a distinction between two types of ‘men of rea-
son.’ His first (true) man of reason is the “man of action” who “binds his life
to reason and its concepts in order not to be carried away”’; his second (false)
man of reason is the “researcher” who builds his hut close “to the tower of
science so it can assist him and give him protection.” Both of the two types
are apparently ‘men of reason’ and both do they use concepts in their respec-
tive projects, and we may therefore ask, what is the supposed difference be-
tween them? —The distinction comes across as tenuous; arbitrarily asserted
without much justification, since both the ‘true’ and ‘false’ man of reason
strive to be under some degree of protection by reason. If the researcher is
dismissed, it is only because he needs protection fo a higher degree than the
‘man of action.’

In Part I, Nietzsche admires researchers for their capacity to conceptualize,
i.e., to create conceptual metaphors; but in the Part II, he denounces them
because they, engaging this capacity, erroneously confuse conceptual con-
struction with transcendental existence. Between Part I and Part II, Nietzsche
has changed his mind regarding the usefulness of the conceptual language
of science and research. The researcher, from being the progressive natural-
ist in the first part, changes into a regressive dogmatist in the second. From
creating conceptual ‘metaphors’ in the first part, the researcher creates ‘dead
metaphors’ (‘coins having lost their stamp,” etc.) in the second, establish-
ing as such a society’s dogmatic belief-system. Scientists using conceptual
language may of course adopt any of these two suggested positions since in
any case they erect their constructions, which thereupon they may or may
not believe are discovered Truths in the transcendental, metaphysical, and
dogmatic sense.

When in the subsequent sentence we are told that the researcher’s scientific
‘Truths’ always are threatened by “quite different kinds of ‘truths’ display-
ing the most varied inscriptions on their shields,” we again need to ponder
what different kinds of truths Nietzsche may be alluding to in this context.
Here the researcher is contrasted to a more intuitive human type, producing
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“different kinds of truths” of a quite different order, as Nietzsche here is al-
luding to new truth-requirements we have not encountered elsewhere in the
essay since they are identical neither to the scientific nor to the pragmatic
notion of truth mentioned early in the essay (cf. Part I, A.3: “Genealogy
of the Pragmatic Notion of Truth”). By contrast, these “different kinds of
truth” require insight, intuition, and inspiration in the creative agent in order
to be received and communicated. It will become still clearer that they are
inherited from the Romantic paradigm, most likely under the influence of
Schopenhauer and Wagner, but introduced earlier in the century by a number
of romantic writers, notably by Friedrich Schiller and the brothers Schlegel.'s?

The ‘different kinds of truth’ to which Nietzsche is appealing are posed in
order to oppose the absolutistic truths of the sciences. In his last paragraphs,
this becomes evident. The researchers and scientists build their constructions,
their columbaria, their rigid fortresses in order to delimit the colorful world
of the senses, whether this world is presented in perception, in dreams, or
in that delightful mixture occupying the realms of myth, art, and poetry. If
in Part I conceptual constructions were ‘metaphors’ like any other human
construction, in Part I, they are in addition seen as standardizing, dogmatic,
restrictive, delimiting, controlling, and autocratic constructions in an evalua-
tion that is biased against them.!'**

2. Mobilizing the Metaphor-Drive of Intuitive Man against Intellectual Man

As Nietzsche continues the next paragraph, he promises that the scientists
will not and cannot succeed in asserting their rigid metaphorical construc-
tions, because the human being has an inexhaustible ‘drive to form meta-
phors’ and as such resists absolutistic formalizations.

That drive to form metaphors, that fundamental human drive, which one
cannot ignore for even an instant because one would then discard the human
being itself, is in fact neither defeated nor tamed when it, from its transient
creations, the concepts, builds a regular and rigid new world as its fortress. It
seeks a new realm for its activity, a new riverbed, and finds it in mythology,
and generally in art. This drive is constantly confusing the classifications and
cubicles of the concept by which new transferences, metaphors, and metony-
mies are suggested; it constantly manifests the desire to refashion the present
world of the waking human being, which is so colorful, irregular, causally
incoherent, alluring, and forever new, as if it were a dream-world. In and for
themselves the waking human beings are only sure that they are awake thanks
to of the rigid and regular net of concepts, and are therefore sometimes im-
pelled to believe that they dream, if once this net of concepts happens to be
torn apart by art.'s
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This metaphor-drive is intrinsic in the human being and is curtailed only if
we do away with the human being itself.'® The researchers may build their
regular and rigid fortresses, but thanks to myth, art, and poetry, the world is
metaphorized in far more intuitive languages.

Scientific and artistic languages are opposed approximately along the
line of waking and dreaming life, i.e., between processing perceptive im-
ages from waken life and hallucinatory images from dream and fantasy life.
The sciences ensure our experiences of reality by placing us within the rigid
schemata of concepts, but art occasionally tears apart this net and introduces
us to a world of dream, fantasy, and myth. In art and myth there is no rigid
distinction between reality and dream, Nietzsche suggests, referring to a Pas-
cal example: “‘If a worker could be sure that he for a full twelve hours every
night was dreaming that he was a King, then I believe,” says Pascal, ‘that he
would be as happy as a King who for twelve hours every night dreamt that
he was a worker.””!¢” The consistent dream would be as real as reality itself,
the worker would turn king and the king would turn worker if they consis-
tently dreamt themselves into these respective roles. The example argues
that the line between reality and dream is blurred, and Nietzsche reiterates
the Romantic creed that in embracing the power of myth, fantasy, and dream
we might transpose ourselves to a world of greater spontaneity, immediacy,
and illumination. Nietzsche suggests that the ancient Greeks had the ability
to blur the division between dream and reality when he appreciatively refers
back to the “honest Athenian” still able to see the “goddess Athena riding her
beautiful chariot [...] through the market places of Athens.”!6

Nietzsche subsequent §13 emphasizes again that metaphorical construction in
myth and poetry is a delight. As in the previous discussions (cf. Part I, A.3),
he reiterates that deception without doing harm is acceptable to society; a
fortiori, the mind’s drive to lying is stronger than its drive to truth. The plea-
sure of pretense is one of the characteristics of Nietzsche’s poetic human.

Humans have an indestructible penchant for letting themselves be deceived and
are like spellbound by happiness when the rhapsodist tells them epic fairy tales
as if they were true, or when the actor on the stage plays the king more royally
than he actually is. The intellect, this master of pretense, is free and relieved
from its other slave-duties as long as it can deceive without harming, and cel-
ebrates then its Saturnalia. Never is it more sensual, more opulent, more proud,
more adroit and bold.!*

Adopting this poetic modus vivendi, humans liberate themselves from “the

boundary stones of abstraction”; reason’s metaphors are smashed into a
“chaotic mess”; the emancipated intellect shuns the “ghostly schemata of
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abstractions,” and begins speaking in “forbidden metaphors and unheard-of
conceptual combinations” in order to “match creatively the impression of the
powerful present intuition.”

With creative pleasure, it throws metaphors into chaos and displaces the
boundary stones of abstraction. [...] Every enormous timber and woodwork
of the concept, onto which the needy human clings throughout life, is for the
emancipated intellect merely a platform and plaything for its audacious magic
tricks. And when it smashes it, throws it into a chaotic mess, ironically to put it
together again, pairing the most foreign and dividing the most familiar things,
then it reveals that it does not need this deficient substitute, and that it will not
be guided by concepts, but by intuitions. No straight pathway leads from these
intuitions to the land of the ghostly schemata, the abstractions; no word is cre-
ated for them; man falls silent when he sees them. Or else, man speaks purely
in forbidden metaphors and unheard-of conceptual combinations, for at least,
in the shattering and mockery of the old conceptual boundaries, to match cre-
atively the impression of the powerful present intuition.!”

It is no wonder that Nietzsche’s essay became exemplary inspiration for
deconstructive or rhetorically inclined readers, such as S. Kofman and
P. de Man.'”! Nietzsche’s poetically emancipated humans are explicitly de-
constructionists of reason, and his appeal to speak in “forbidden metaphors
and unheard-of conceptual combinations,” may well be seen as inspiration
of the deconstructive style applied to theoretical discussion a century later.!”

The victory of poetry over science is further established in the final paragraph
(§14), where we are reintroduced to the two types of humans, now as an op-
position between one human who ‘fears intuition” and another who ‘disdains
abstraction,” where one is ‘inartistic’ and the other is ‘irrational.” The two
types may exist side by side competing in asserting the ‘rule of life,” but in
rare, favorable circumstances, the intuitive humans being assert their rule,
and society becomes like transfigured into poetry itself. Man transforms into
an “over-joyful hero” and the world is transfigured into art, as if the social
community is able to dispense with utilitarian needs and transform simple
utensils into art.'” In this transfiguration of the social universe, the jug of
clay has neither use-value nor exchange-value, but assumes a particular po-
etic ‘art-value,” insofar as it reflects the “sublime happiness,” the “cloudless
Olympian sky” of the naive Greeks, as if they were mocking the seriousness
of necessity and need.

There are ages, in which the rational and the intuitive human being exist side
by side, one in fear of intuition, the other with disdain for abstraction—the lat-
ter being just as irrational as the former is being inartistic. Both have a desire
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to rule over life; one, because he through precaution, wisdom, and regularity
knows how to meet basic needs; the other, because he as an ‘over joyful hero’
ignores these needs and only counts as real the life represented as appearance
and beauty. Where once upon a time the intuitive human being, like for example
in ancient Greece, wields his weapons more powerfully and victoriously than
his opponent, a culture may in favorable circumstances emerge establishing the
rule of art over life: i.e., the pretense, the denial of necessity, the brilliance of
the metaphorical perspective, and generally, the immediacy of the illusions that
accompanies all expressions of this life. Neither the house, nor the gait, nor the
garment, nor the clay jug, reveals that they were created out of need. It seems as
if they all want to express a sublime happiness and a cloudless Olympian sky,
as if they play with seriousness.!™

Nietzsche ends his essay with a confirmation of the distinction between ‘in-
tuitive man’ and ‘intellectual man’ by adding a new facet to the distinction,
the ability to express or not express ‘feeling.” The ‘intuitive man’ is emotional
and suffers both more frequently and intensely than ‘intellectual man.’

Whereas the human guided by concepts and abstractions only prevents mis-
fortune, without being able to squeeze happiness out of the abstractions while
striving toward the highest possible freedom from pain, the intuitive human is
rewarded with illumination, cheerfulness, and redemption continuously stream-
ing toward him. Obviously, he suffers more intensely when he suffers; yes, he
suffers far more frequently, since he does not know how to learn from experi-
ence and always stumbles into the same hole twice. In his suffering, he is as ir-
rational as in his happiness; he cries out loudly and is beyond consolation. How
different it is with the stoic man, who, when effected by the same misfortunes,
learns from experience how to control himself thanks to concepts. He, who
otherwise seeks sincerity, truth, freedom from illusions, and protection from en-
chanting intrusions, executes now in his misfortune a masterful deception, just
as the other type of man did in his happiness. His human face is not elastic and
flexible, but is rather like a mask of dignified monotonous features. He never
shouts and does not even change his tone of voice when a real thundercloud
pours down on him; he only wraps himself up in his overcoat and walks with
measured steps into the rain.'”

Intuitive man cannot suppress and hide emotions, while intellectual man be-
comes a master of self-control and dissimulation; his entire existence relies
on concealment, deception, and control. At the end of the paragraph, his face
is described as a mask of inflexible and monotonous features. Again, the
connotations to death are obvious in this image where a face that is alive,
expressive, and cheerful in the “over-joyful hero” has congealed into a death-
mask of dignity in intellectual man. Nietzsche conjures up a final image of

printed on 2/12/2023 9:07 AMvia . All use subject to https://ww.ebsco.coniterns-of-use



EBSCOhost -

Nietzsche’s Early Theory of Truth and Knowledge ® 65

this ‘man of reason’ in the ominous dark figure wrapped up in his overcoat
as he walks out in the rain in pursuit of his sinister business. As if taken out
of a Victorian novel, this unmovable shady figure patrols a dark world of
rain-soaked streets, virtually the opposite of the ‘cloudless Olympian sky’ of
the Hellenic world.

This final image of the intellectual type may be seen as repeating the po-
sition of Socrates in Die geburt der Tragddie (1871; The Birth of Tragedy)
and/or anticipating Nietzsche’s Priest as developed in for example the third
part of Genealogie der Moral.'® The image offers a profoundly negative
image of intellectuality. It seems that Nietzsche in this image has started
profiling the social character-type responsible for producing resentment,
revengefulness, and envy. The later ‘priest’ is also wrapped up in his own
inscrutability, exercising self-control dangerously turned into control of the
populaces he dupes into embracing his destructive ideological-religious
agendas.'”’

3. Nietzsche and ‘The Romantic School”’

In distinctions such as intuitive and intellectual man, we are back to the
Romantic Schools arguing for a return to the immediacy of the ‘naive’ or
‘objective’ world of the ancient Greeks, against the alienating ‘sentimental’
or ‘mannered’ European culture. The distinction between the ‘naive’ and the
‘sentimental’” was originally suggested by Frederick Schiller, later elaborated
into the ‘objective’ vs. ‘mannered’ opposition by Frederick and William
Schlegel, and finally into the better-known ‘classic’ vs. ‘romantic’ opposi-
tion seemingly suggested by Schiller and Goethe in unison.'” They saw
the naiveté of the Greeks as superior to the sentimental decline of poetry in
Western Europe.

The idea that Ancient Greece established “the rule of art over life,” we find
elaborated in the Romantic School by key writers such as Fr. Schiller and Fr.
Schlegel. The ‘naive’ Greeks provide the Ideal that we as contemporary hu-
mans ought to recover; cf., Schiller’s memorable phrase, “They are what we
were; they are what we shall once again become [Sie sind, was wir waren; sie
sind, was wir wieder werden sollen].”'”

We were nature just as they, and our culture, by means of reason and freedom,
should lead us back to nature. [Wir waren Natur wie sie, und unsere Kultur soll
uns, auf dem Wege der Vernunft und der Freiheit, zur Natur zuriickfiihren).
They are, therefore, not only the representation of our lost childhood, which
eternally remains most dear to us, so that they fill us with a certain melancholy.
But they are also representations of our highest fulfillment in the ideal.!3
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Our alienated and modern present has become ‘un-natural,” and is in need of
a poetic transfiguration taking us back to the ‘natural.” We are promised that
we are only temporarily alienated from our predetermined destiny as humans,
as a poeticized culture will eventually return us to nature. What we once were
is what we presently seek in form of a ‘naiveté’ that is already exemplified in
children and in nature surrounding us. The naive artists have now the respon-
sibility to recover this lost accord, and in order to succeed, they must them-
selves personify nature. The naive artist is, while the sentimental artist only
strives for, nature: “Poets will either be nature, or they will seek lost nature
[Der Dichter . . . ist entweder Natur, oder er wird sie suchen]. The former is
the naive, the latter the sentimental poet.”!8!

True genius is ‘naive,” conceiving art not by employing accepted rules and
principles of composition, but by ‘flashes of insight and feeling’ [Einfdillen
und Gefiihlen].

Only its naiveté makes for its genius. [...] Unacquainted with the rules, those
crutches for weakness and taskmasters of awkwardness, led only by nature or
by instinct, its guardian angel, it goes calmly and surely through all the snares
of false taste in which, if it is not shrewd enough to avoid them from afar, the
non-genius must inevitably be entrapped. [...] The genius must solve the most
complex tasks with unpretentious simplicity and facility. [...] And only thus
does genius identify itself as such, by triumphing over the complications of art
by simplicity. [Genius] proceeds not by the accepted principles, but by flashes
of insight and feeling; but its insights are the inspirations of a god, its feelings
are laws for all ages and for all races of men. [Es verfihrt nicht nach erkannten
Prinzipien, sondern nach Einfillen und Gefiihlen; aber seine Einfille sind
Eingebungen eines Gottes (alles, was die gesunde Natur tut, ist gottlich), seine
Gefiihle sind Gesetze fiir alle Zeiten und fiir alle Geschlechter der Menschen].'®

In this new conception, creativity is never work. Genius is conceived as spon-
taneous, simple, innocent, un-reflective, and unaware about its own activity.
Ingenious artists ‘see’ into the depth of the world, where suddenly its laws
stand illuminated. The work is conceived, or more accurately, conceives
itself in such brief and intense moments of insight; not from painstakingly
employed rules and principles and not from the knowledge of the dogmas of
taste.

However, as Schiller contends, poets of the former ‘naive’ kind are becom-
ing extinct in present times, ‘“Poets of this naive category are no longer at
home in an artificial age, they are indeed scarcely even possible,”!®® therefore,
this persistent yearning for repairing an original loss in Romantic thinking.
The ‘natural’ is absent, and the feeling for nature is only present as the desire
for health in the sick, “like the feeling of an invalid for health.”!8¢
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The basic distinctions between realistic/idealistic or naive/sentimental
also finds expression in Fr. Schlegel’s early work: Uber das Studium der
Griechischen Poesie,'® eventually morphing into a distinction between ob-
jective/interested or beautiful/mannered poetry. Objective poetry is “truly
beautiful” [wahrhaft schone], while mannered poetry is “merely interesting”
[blof interessanten].

In Fr. Schlegel, too, the ‘truly beautiful’ is only realized in Greek art and
poetry as organic unity of the work, insofar as the “beautiful construction is
not disturbed by the slightest deficiency or by the least excess.”!® In contrast
to the perfect classical Greek art, contemporary ‘romantic’ poetry, originating
in the medieval age and developing up to Schlegel’s time, is a futile attempt
to attain completeness. Modern poetry is deficient and can only strive to at-
tain what it does not have: “It catches the eye that modern poetry strives to-
wards a goal that it has either not yet attained, or that its strive is completely
without definite aim, its education without clear direction, the totality of its
history without law-governed coherence, the totality without unity.”'s” What
characterizes modern poetry is the “the restless insatiate striving toward the
new, the piquant, and the striking, in which the longing remains ungrati-
fied.”! and what confirms the artificiality of the modern aesthetics is the
“dominance of the individual, the characteristic and the philosophical in the
totality of modern poetry.”!® “The objective poetry has no interest in and
makes no demands on reality. It only strives towards a play that is as worthy
as the most sacred sincerity, towards an appearance that is as universal and
legislative as the most unconditional truth.”'® Schlegel’s Schonen Kunst, the
genuine and authentic work of art, is determined as play without a definite
purpose. “The specific characteristics of beautiful art is the free play without
definite purpose [Der spezifische Character der schonen Kunst ist freies
Spiel ohne bestimmten Zweck], that of representative art is the ideal of the
representation.”’!

‘Interested,” ‘representative’ art of the contemporaries is the opposite of
Kant’s ‘disinterested’ art, but only ancient Greek art fulfills the prescription
of art to provide ‘disinterested pleasure.” The modern ‘interested’ art only
pursues inauthentic forms of liking. This is art with a purpose and without
universality. Only art that is ‘purposive without purpose,” ‘universal,” ‘disin-
terested,” and ‘necessary’ qualifies as objective and universal art.

Only the universal, the permanent, and the necessary—the objective can fill out
this big gap; only the beautiful can alleviate this burning yearn. The beautiful
[...] is the universal object of a disinterested pleasure, which is independent of
the pressure of demands and rules, it is free and therefore necessary, completely
without purpose and therefore unconditional purposeful [Das Schone [...] ist
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der allgemeingiiltige Gegenstand eines uninteressierten Wohlgefallens, welches
von dem Zwange des Bediirfnisses und des Gesetzes gleich unabhdingig, frei und
dennoch notwendig, ganz zwecklos und dennoch unbedingt zweckmdifig ist].'**

In another of his essays, the programmatic Gesprdch iiber die Poesie, Fr.
Schlegel talks about creating a new foundation for poetry and the poet, some-
thing poets can share as a basis for their poetic work: “Our poetry, I maintain,
lacks a focal point, such as mythology was for the ancients; and one could
summarize all the essentials in which modern poetry is inferior to the ancient
in these words: We have no mythology.”'*® An aesthetic society needs a new
mythology able to reflect nature in its essence. A poetry able to reflect nature
gives the work of art organic unity. The poet need not pursue laws or rules
in order to achieve organic unity, but would indeed abandon the laws “of
rationally thinking reason” and instead permit “the beautiful confusion of
imagination, the original chaos of human nature.” The poet would submit him
or herself to an instinctive representation of unity and let unity grow organi-
cally out of the chaos as initially conceived. Provided that artists surrender
themselves to the new ideals and to their own enthusiasm, nature will pervade
poetry and make it powerful and homogeneous.

In Schlegel’s romantic criticism, the ultimate ideal of art is seen as un-
achievable and poetry is interpreted as an unending process of becoming.
The ideal of the perfect work of art may have been realized in the past, in
the golden ages of the Greeks, but this ideal is lost in modern times. There-
fore, after the Greeks, art remains infinitely perfectible, but therefore also
infinitely imperfect, infinitely fragmentary. It can never attain its maximum.
It perpetually strives towards the fulfillment of the lost ideal, but it strives
in vain: “Art is infinitely perfectible, and to attain an absolute maximum
is not possible in its continuous development; one can only attain a con-
ditional relative maximum, an insurmountable fix proximal.”!'** Romantic
poetry is a poetry infinitely striving, always becoming, but never achieving
its ideals, !

4. The Young Nietzsche’s Romantic-Aesthetic Program

The notes Nietzsche wrote in preparation for and often worked into TL, we
find mostly in his notebooks from 1872 and 1873.% They are remarkable in
several ways.

For one thing, they show us a Nietzsche early in his career conflicted
about his newly published The Birth of Tragedy and preparing himself to
take his thinking in an entirely different direction. He oscillates between sup-
porting a ‘romantic-aesthetic’ paradigm and a ‘scientific-naturalist,” as he
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over a relatively brief span of years is progressing from the romantic to the
naturalist paradigm that eventually becomes his final stance. It is not a shift
that has a precise breaking-point, but is manifested rather as a process where
Nietzsche gradually becomes more and more uncomfortable with his iden-
tification with the Schopenhauer-Wagnerian aesthetics he supported in BT.

As suggested above, although TL1 introduces the new progressive Natural-
ist paradigm into Nietzsche’s discourse, TL2 refers to the Romantic aesthetic
theory introduced by Schiller and the Schlegel brothers, and continued in the
arts-metaphysics of Schopenhauer and Wagner. Life is depicted as tragic and
only in transfigurations through art, qua the work of the intuitive genius, is it
worthwhile. We encounter identical views expressed in Nietzsche’s The Birth
of Tragedy, in some of the notebooks from the early 1870s (besides in TL2).
Life is tragic, but the Ancient Greeks show us the way toward redemption;
instead of surrendering to pessimism, they transform human life through the
medium of art and affirm the world as an aesthetic phenomenon. The Greeks
provide the model-example of a society having established “the rule of art
over life,” and Nietzsche reiterates the appeal to the revival of a culture that
aspires to assert aesthetics over and above necessity, i.e., privileging beauty
over pragmatics and utility.

In his now adopted and defended Romanticism, the young Nietzsche is
not shying away from defending quasi-religious truth-requirements, for
example qua his conviction that genuine art is created by true genius and
stemming from an overflow of intuition, insight, and illumination. On that
background, it follows automatically that ‘intellectual man’ is downgraded,
and spontaneous, intuitive, emotional, and feeling man is upgraded. Now (in
TL?2) Nietzsche thinks it is positive that artistic man, “suffers more intensely
[...] suffers far more frequently [...] and cries out loudly [...] beyond con-
solation (ibid.).” The naive, spontaneous, and childlike man relies on myth,
dreams, and intuitions and his ‘words’ are springing from these realms, to
which they (somehow) correspond. In the young Nietzsche from BT, the
early notebooks, and TL2, we are back to the celebration of the Greeks, to
the aesthetical-political project of building a world where beauty rules soci-
ety and life, where the child is the model for aesthetic genius: “The playful
construction and destruction of the individual world [der Individualwelt] is
flowing from a primal pleasure [Urlust] [...], in a way similar to how the
world-creating child moves stones from here to there and built sand heaps
only to destroy them again.”'”” This appeal to the innocence of the child as
model for artistic creation, is typical in much Romanticism and it may seem
pleasant and harmless (albeit fanciful and naive), but in the young Nietzsche
innocence is belied by the draconian social-political measures he seems ready
to implement in order to create an ‘aesthetic society.’—In early notes, he goes
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as far as suggesting the creation of a totalitarian slave-society in which the
labor of the working masses releases the artistic elite to create masterful art.'*

Moreover, we notice that young Nietzsche involuntarily proposes a de
facto ‘correspondence theory of truth’ in the sense that words are sup-
posed to express intuitions and feelings. In TL, we find a never-addressed
contradiction between this proposal of a romantic correspondence theory
of truth, where words correspond to feelings in TL2, and a naturalist anti-
correspondence theory of truth in TL1, where ‘words’ do not correspond to
their supposed references, but belong in an autonomous linguistic domain as
a result of vague transferences. The ambivalent evaluation of the learned or
scientific man is an upshot of this self-contradiction. In TL1, he positively
‘built’ a world out of arbitrary concepts and their schematic relationships, in
TL2, he is devalued because of his dependence on alienating concepts.

Famously in BT, Nietzsche suggests two ways of overcoming lamentable
existence and transforming it into art, respectively according to the figures
of the Dionysian and the Apollonian, the former symbolizing a life in chaos
and becoming, the breakdown of individuation, while the latter symbolizes
measure and restraint, representing the principle of individuation. If Dionysus
triumphantly affirms and embraces existence in all its darkness and horror,
Apollo draws an aesthetic veil over reality, creating an ideal world of form
and beauty. As such, art transforms tragic existence into an aesthetic phenom-
enon, not by denying its existence, but by exhibiting existence as aesthetic
form, in order to affirm it. True culture is seen as a unity of the forces of life,
the Dionysian element, and the implementation of form and beauty, the Apol-
lonian element. In The Birth of Tragedy, we furthermore encounter the enemy
of this supreme achievement of Greek culture, this happy unification of the
chaotic and formative principle, this fusion of Dionysian and Apollonian ele-
ments, namely in the principle of ‘Socrates’ as the principle of rationalism
and intellectualism.

In TL2, Nietzsche rehearses these themes from his recently published The
Birth of Tragedy. Although TL1 seems to dismiss romanticism and the im-
possible project of integrating romantic aesthetics in naturalist epistemology,
Nietzsche regresses in TL2 to BT in what seems to be an attempt to integrate
the positions of Dionysus, Apollo, and Socrates into the Naturalist thinking
according to the following contrived analogies: (1) The ‘Dionysian’ world
of becoming that is chaotic becomes equivalent to the life-giving sensuous
impressions; (2) the ‘Apollonian’ addition of form to the chaotic life-forces,
becomes equivalent to the form-giving word as the first ‘authentic’ conceptu-
alization of world; and finally (3) the ‘Socratic’ intellectuality and rationality
becomes equivalent to the ‘unauthentic’ scientific concept as devalued and
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rejected in the final passages of TL2. In this artificial parallelism, it is as if we
encounter a young Nietzsche engaged in the ill-conceived project of reconcil-
ing, as it were, Richard Wagner and Friedrich Lange.

5. Nietzsche’s Later Self-Criticisms

It is a consolation that Nietzsche does not continue to pursue this romantic-
aesthetic project for long. The theories from BT, seeping into TL2, Nietzsche
will be criticizing in his later thinking, and criticizing himself for having
followed so readily and uncritically. This self-criticism starts surprisingly
early. A. Nehamas points out that Nietzsche represses critical notes on Scho-
penhauer’s aesthetics already while working on BT, and suggests that Ni-
etzsche writes BT largely under the influence of Wagner and as an attempt to
accommodate Wagner and protect their shared admiration of Schopenhauer.
Nietzsche therefore chooses in BT to stay faithful to Wagner and his circle
despite his beginning doubts about central issues of the aesthetic paradigm,
prominently the status of Schopenhauer’s so-called ‘Will” (which Nietzsche
in the early notes sees as another representation):

It is impossible not to wonder why Nietzsche avoids all criticism of Schopen-
hauer on this issue [of the Will] and why the work [BT] seems almost designed
to give the overwhelming impression that it follows faithfully in his footsteps.
We might, in fact, begin to suspect that Nietzsche may have made a strategic
decision to proceed in a way that would not alienate the work’s first and ideal
reader—Wagner, to whom the work is dedicated and whose friendship with
Nietzsche was cemented on their mutual admiration for the philosopher of
metaphysical pessimism.'®®

The self-criticism becomes explicit in the notebooks from the early to the
mid-1870s, during the preparations for Human, All Too Human, as Nietzsche
here describes HH “as an atonement” for BT, and criticizes BT for the view,
cf. Nehamas:

that the world has an ‘author’ (30 [51]) or an ‘artist-creator’ (30 [68]) who pro-
vides it with an aesthetic justification, and he even expresses considerable skep-
ticism regarding his understanding of Greek philosophy. [...] His self-criticism
is relentless and sweeping, clearing the ground for the immense project he is
beginning to set for himself and which he will pursue until the end of his life:
how to find a way to live and thrive in a world that provides no absolute founda-
tion for value, imposes no requirements and offers no pre-established paths for
anyone to follow.?*
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The self-criticism is explicit also in a foreword he writes about fifteen years
later to his second edition to BT (1886). In this “Attempt at a Self-criticism,”
he objects to himself that BT, under the pretense of promoting the Hellenic
mentality, was itself hopelessly interwoven with romantic thinking, interro-
gating himself as author of BT:

But what, my good man, is romanticism if it is not your book [BT]? Can the
profound hatred of the ‘contemporary age,” ‘reality,” and ‘modern ideas’ be
taken further than it is in your artist’s metaphysics, which would rather believe
in nothing, in the devil, than in the now? [...] Is your pessimistic book not itself
a piece of anti-Hellenism and romanticism; is it not itself something as intoxi-
cating as it is befogging, a narcotic at any rate?>!

And in one of his later notebooks from 1885, Nietzsche has the following
commentary on his youthful misstep: “In my youth I was unlucky: a very
ambiguous man crossed my path. When I recognized him for what he is,
namely a great actor who has no authentic relationship to anything (not even
to music), I was so sickened and disgusted that I believed all famous people
had been actors.”*"

C: HUMAN KNOWLEDGE FROM
TRUTH AND LIES TO HUMAN, ALL TOO HUMAN

1. ‘Vanity’ as the Specifically Human ‘Thing-in-Itself’

Already the title of Nietzsche’s work, Human, all too Human [HH],** indi-
cates that Nietzsche is discussing a human quality, which we supposedly pos-
sess in excess and would be better off without. As we read the work, we learn
that ‘vanity’ is the quality he dismisses as ‘all too human.’” In an aphorism
with the label, “The Human Thing-in-Itself,” Nietzsche explicitly declares
that “the most vulnerable and yet most unconquerable of things is hAuman
vanity: nay, through being wounded its strength increases and can grow to
giant proportions.”?* It is one of the few times, Nietzsche refers to a ‘thing-
in-itself’ in the work, which he addressed several times in TL and he returns
to examine in later work like The Gay Science and Beyond Good and Evil.
In these works, he discusses the Kantian ‘thing’ in line with the critical epis-
temological examinations we find among his peers (Fr. Lange, K. Fischer,
0. Liebmann, A. Spir, E. Mach, and others). However, none of these writers
have, to my knowledge, a notion of a ‘human thing-in-itself” as ‘vanity.’

To address the ‘human thing-in-itself” as vanity may be rhetorical hyper-
bole; nonetheless, it underscores the importance of the relation Nietzsche
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sees between epistemology and human psychology. Already in TL, our self-
evaluations were regarded as ‘all too human,” and our so-called ‘truth’ was
merely that which we in our vanity hold to be true with ourselves as the only
measurers.?> We notice that Nietzsche in HH is repeating and rephrasing dis-
cussions he had in the first passages of TL, where human beings were blasted
for this stubborn narcissistic sense of self-importance, as inane and erroneous
as the self-importance of a “mosquito” conceiving itself as “the flying center
of the world,” if it could think.

In HH, we return to the passage introducing TL about the insignificance
of the human seen in the context of infinite space. This passage is apparently
rephrased and reused:

Our uniqueness in the world! Oh, what an improbable thing it is! Astronomers,
who occasionally acquire a horizon outside our world, give us to understand that
the drop of life on the earth is without significance for the total character of the
mighty ocean of birth and decay; that countless stars present conditions for the
generation of life similar to those of the earth. [...] Possibly the ant in the forest
is quite as firmly convinced that it is the aim and purpose of the existence of the
forest, as we are convinced in our imaginations (almost unconsciously) that the
destruction of mankind involves the destruction of the world.?%

In HH, Nietzsche’s anthropocentrism is called vanity. These are only two dif-
ferent labels for that inevitable personalization of the world we perform when
we try to know it. As in Feuerbach (and later in Lange, Du Bois Reymond,
Mach, and Vaihinger), it is to Nietzsche not possible to see the world apart
from the perspective of one’s personalization of it (cf. Part I, A.6: “Feuerbach
and Nietzsche on Anthropocentrism”). We cannot go outside ourselves, go
outside of our own perceptions; cannot see around our own ‘corner’; cannot
see an object ‘impersonally’: “Nothing is harder for a man than to conceive
of an object impersonally, I mean to see in it an object and not a person. One
may even ask whether it is possible for him to dispense for a single moment
with the machinery of his instinct to create and construct a personality.”*"’

‘Vanity’ is to Nietzsche a human characteristic bringing about this ‘per-
sonalization’ of a world that is in-itself indifferent to human investments of
meaning and value. In particular, it is paradoxical that ‘vanity’ bolster the
inclination in humans to forget and repress ‘personalization,” in order to
thereupon assert ‘personalized’ knowledge as objective reality as such—as if
we describe objective reality while we, in fact, only encounter an objectivity
we ourselves form in the first place.

Nietzsche’s ‘vanity’ is epistemological vanity. It is to Nietzsche in equal
measure appalling and laughable, and he does his best to give us the most
pregnant expressions of his disapproval. In an aphorism with the label, “Man
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as the Comical Actor of the World,” we are told that if God created the world,
man was at best created only as God’s monkey, an entertainment and boon
God needed in order to endure the boredom of his “rather tedious eternities.”

Man as the Comical Actor of the World. [...] If a God created the world, he cre-
ated man to be his ape, as a perpetual source of amusement in the midst of his
rather tedious eternities. [...] God in his boredom uses pain for the tickling of
his favorite animal, in order to enjoy his proudly tragic gestures and expressions
of suffering, and, in general, the intellectual inventiveness of the vainest of his
creatures—as inventor of this inventor.?®

2. Will to Truth as Will to Immortality

When Nietzsche in HH turns to the question of ‘truth,” we find as in TL that
truth is first understood as socially and pragmatically useful. We encounter
the same genealogy. It is clear that Nietzsche is reusing the discussions of the
origin of truth introduced in TL (cf. our discussion in Part I, A.3: “Genealogy
of the Pragmatic Notion of Truth”).

‘Truth’ is appearing first as ‘honesty’ being practiced in social contexts be-
cause it is more reputable to tell the truth than telling the untrue. Man is first
practicing honesty “in intercourse with real persons.” But this real interaction,
this practical value of truth, is eventually abstracted into interaction between
different “thought-personalities” competing between themselves to tell the
truth. “Thought-personalities™ are necessarily situated in the mind of a single
ego, so they are no longer ‘real persons,” but abstract entities (or perhaps
rather internal ‘voices’) advocating their disparate interests within the single
ego. “Thought-personalities” are as such competing against each other; they
are within the mind carrying on a ‘will to power’ game for the purpose of
survival of the fittest. As we read Nietzsche’s passage, we are able to infer
what it is to be fit as ‘thought-personality’:

[Man] practices honesty in intercourse with real persons: now from habit, hered-
ity, and training, originally because the true, like the fair and the just, is more
expedient and more reputable than the untrue. For in the realm of thought it is
difficult to assume a power and glory that are built on error or on falsehood. The
feeling that such an edifice might at some time collapse is humiliating to the
self-esteem of the architect—he is ashamed of the fragility of the material, and,
as he considers himself more important than the rest of the world, he would fain
construct nothing that is less durable than the rest of the world. In his longing
for truth he embraces the belief in a personal immortality, the most arrogant
and defiant idea that exists. [...] His work has become his “ego,” he transforms
himself into the Imperishable with its universal challenge. It is his immeasurable
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pride that will only employ the best and hardest stones for the work—truths, or
what he holds for such.?”

We see that Nietzsche accepts without further ado that truth is pursued be-
tween humans out of social necessity. Thereupon, he contends that it is in-
ternalized by ‘thought-personalities’ as a requirement when they voice their
opinions within the single ego. At this point, he sees the truth-requirement
becoming more dubious. Now ensues, within the single ego, a power-struggle
between opinions (voices or thought-personalities), because some opinions
are fleeting and flimsy, while the ego attempts to erect an ‘edifice’ of truths
that is as solid as possible. The telos of the power struggle between ‘thought
personalities’ is therefore defined as the erection of the most durable ‘edi-
fice.” The will to power among thought-personalities is to will the most solid,
sturdy, resilient, stable, durable, permanent, universal edifice; or, to capture it
all in a single phrase, it is o will immortality (cf. “in his longing for truth he
embraces the belief in a personal immortality, the most arrogant and defiant
idea that exists”).

At this point, Nietzsche’s self-evident pragmatically necessary truth-
requirements have turned into a perverted image of themselves. The most
“fit’ thought-personality is the one best equipped to establish a universal and
immortal truth-ideal, which is again the vainest and most arrogant of ideals.
Will to power as truth is essentially will to power as immortality. It is these
false edifices, these concept-constructions, Nietzsche criticized in the second
part of his TL, and now continues to criticize in HH, if or when they are not
complemented with an enlightened consciousness comprehending that they
are merely human personalizations.
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Part Il
Nietzsche’s Positivist-Pragmatic Paradigm

A: NIETZSCHE'S LATER THEORIES OF TRUTH AND KNOWLEDGE

1. Nietzsche’s Critiques of the In-Itself as Cause in the Middle Work
1. Associations to Hume

In his work from the mid-1880s,' Nietzsche is reiterating his criticism of
knowledge as supposed objectivity, as he sees it as merely simplifying and
humanizing an in-itself indifferent world; he reiterates how the subjective
element in the construction of knowledge has been ignored.? As we notice, it
is not humanization but repressed humanization that bothers Nietzsche. His
criticism is targeting the lack of acceptance of us having a hand in the creation
of knowledge and our inclination to comprehend ourselves as discoverers of
purely objective knowledge. From being active epistemological agents we
become passive epistemological patients. He is as such criticizing today’s ‘cor-
respondence theory of knowledge,” knowledge as supposedly corresponding to
and reflecting the externally real as a ‘thing-in-itself,” which Nietzsche and his
peers hold to be beyond human perception and cognition; he seems to be de-
fending a position that approximates today’s epistemological constructivism.?

Nietzsche’s criticism of the notion of cause as objectively given serves as
his best example of how our personifications of the world are repressed and
thereupon re-asserted as discovery of objectivity. In his discussions of cau-
sality, Nietzsche acknowledges the analyses carried out by Hume: “Hume is
fundamentally right, habit [...] makes us expect that a certain often perceived
succession follows from another: nothing else.”* Hume’s criticism is repeated
in passages like the following:

From [observing] a necessary sequence of events, it does not follow there is a
causal relationship between them (that is that they have a capacity to effect in
leaps from 1 to 2, to 3, to 4, to 5) there is neither causes nor effect.’

The predictability of an event does not come about because a rule has been fol-

lowed or a necessity has been obeyed or that we have projected a law of causal-
ity into every event; it comes about thanks to the recurrence of identical cases.®

77
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Cause and effect—a dangerous concept as long as one thinks of something that
causes, and of something that is affected.’

Two successive states, the one cause, the other effect: this is false. The first state
has nothing to effect, the second has not been effected.®

Hume’s analysis becomes a steppingstone for his own psychologically and
linguistically expanded analysis. Initially, he accepts Hume’s premise that
the cause-effect relation comes about from experiencing the repetition of
sequences of the form AB. After we have been accustomed to experience the
succession AB, whenever we see A, we expect B, and vice versa. We start to
interpret the succession AB as a cause-effect relationship, separated in the ac-
tive agent A and the passive patient B, with a universal and objective (a priori)
nexus binding the two terms together.

To Hume, as to Nietzsche, this combination of cause and effect is contin-
gent and associative, implying that we cannot logically derive one concept
from the other. When nonetheless the two concepts are combined, the bind-
ing comes about because of empirical association or experience. So Hume:
“What is the foundation of all our reasonings and conclusions concerning
that relation [of cause and effect]? It may be replied in one word. Experi-
ence.” In the repeated experience of a sequence, A and B, we form the
idea that there exist a necessary connection between the entities and that A
possesses a power or force by which it occasions a change in B. As such,
succession is re-constructed and interpreted as objective, while it is actually
only empirical. In Hume’s vocabulary, the causality-relation is established
a posteriori and not a priori. Causation, said Hume, is “in the mind, not in
the object.”!® Experience could only be experience of an appearance, and
an appearance was therefore never a proof of anything other than its own
existence.

When Nietzsche criticizes the cause-effect duality in The Gay Science
(GS), it is his point that the isolation of an A and a B in a super-abundant
continuum of events is an extreme simplification that does not correspond to
anything in his ‘world of becoming’:

Cause and effect: such a duality probably never exists; in truth we are con-
fronted by a continuum out of which we isolate a couple of pieces, just as we
perceive motion only as isolated points and then infer it without ever actually
seeing it.!!

Changes in so-called ‘reality’ happen too rapidly and frequently to be regis-
tered by our inadequate cognitive apparatus.
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2. Causes Interpreted as Deeds

Despite Nietzsche’s fundamental agreement with Hume, he radicalizes
his critique by adding three distinct explanations to Hume’s explana-
tion of cause. (1) He adds to Hume’s analysis a fundamental biological-
psychological motive according to which we as species always interpret
appearances as if following from a will or an intention. (2) He adds to this
biological-psychological explanation a linguistic explanation of causality, in-
sofar as the causality-relation is subconsciously constructed upon the matrix
of our grammar. Finally, (3) he adds a ‘fear-factor’ as motivation for inven-
tion of causes, insofar as ‘causes’ introduce simple explanations of complex,
incomprehensible, and unfamiliar phenomena—an introduction of simplic-
ity that to Nietzsche (here inheriting R. Avenarius'?) ‘calms us down.” So,
“Hume is right,” as Nietzsche readily admits, thereupon taking his analysis
two or three steps further.

To Nietzsche, we want to see will in things, and the cause becomes there-
fore the representative for a deep-rooted desire to impose wills, intentions,
and thus meaning on a world that is essentially meaningless. Inventing the
cause, we animate a world in-itself inanimate:

Man believes himself to be a cause, a doer. —Everything that happens relates
as predicate to a subject. Every judgment presupposes the whole deep belief
in subject and predicate or in cause and effect; and the latter belief (that is, the
claim that every effect is an activity, and that to an activity one must presup-
pose an actor) is even only a special case of the former. So the fundamental
belief remains: there exist subjects. I observe something, and look for a reason
for it: this means originally, I am looking for an intention; first and foremost
for someone with an intention, i.e., for a subject, for an actor. [...] This is our
oldest habit."?

To seek intentions in activities “is our oldest habit,” and Nietzsche’s hu-
mans are thus under the spell of a habit older than Hume’s: “What gives us
extraordinary belief in causality is not just the habit of seeing a repetition of
events, but our inability to interpret an event as anything but an event from
intentions.”'* We scan the world and search for someone who has intentions
and does something intentionally. Frequently occurring sequences are rein-
terpreted as intentional activity projected into nature, i.e., as ‘causal activity’
subconsciously interpreted as having a design: “Briefly: The psychologi-
cal need for a belief in causality derives from the inability to imagine that
something can happen without intentions.”'> We are thus engaged in a false
reinterpretation of nature, because the cause supposedly instantiates rules
and necessities that in a fluctuating process-world have no existence as such.
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Like ‘action’ implies a split between an actor and an act, a doer and a
deed, the causality-relation implies a split between a cause and an effect.
When causes are added to appearances, nature is being humanized. The tacit
assumption is that like human beings act in culture, causes act in nature. By
adding this human will to see itself in an in-itself indifferent nature, Nietzsche
has added an ‘older habit’ to Hume’s ‘habit,” implying that humans are no
longer seen as mere passive recipients of impressions, but are active in con-
structing causal sequences.

We notice that Nietzsche—like several of his predecessors such as Kant,
Schopenhauer, and Drossbach—suggests a ‘cause’ for the (Humean) cause,
but that Nietzsche’s ‘cause’ rules out Kant’s transcendental categories as
well as Schopenhauer and Drossbach’s objective ‘forces.” He instead ponders
what psychological human characteristics makes it compelling to think the
concept of a ‘cause.’ In this, he rejects Kant’s transcendental principle and
thinks the ‘cause’ in biological, psychological, and linguistic terms. If our
causality-judgment has a ‘cause,” or better, has a condition of its possibil-
ity, it is rooted in our deep history, i.e., in our biological, psychological, and
linguistic genealogies.

On “Causality.” [...] Actually, the notion of cause and effect derives, examined
psychologically, only from a way of thinking, which always and everywhere
believes in will.'

“There is no change without cause [Grund]’—this [view] always presupposes a
something, which remains stable and steady behind the changes. “Cause” and
“effect,” examined psychologically, [...] implies that an event is divided into
agent and patient. The belief is that the doer remains in place; as if when all
doing was subtracted from the doer, he would himself be left."

Nietzsche’s theory of knowledge is therefore anti-transcendental, anti-repre-
sentational, anti-theological, and anti-foundational (what I translate into his
positive association with ‘Pragmatism,” ‘Phenomenalism,” and ‘Positivism”).
He aspires to explain how we deal with the chaotic and random as our condi-
tion, i.e., how and by what means and motivations we have attempted to bring
this chaos under control. In Nietzsche’s anti-foundational naturalism, we do
not ‘know,” we only ‘schematize’: “Not ‘to know’ but to schematize—to im-
pose upon chaos as much regularity and form as our practical needs require.”!8

3. The Cause-Effect Relation as Imitation of Subject-Predicate Logic

Psychologically, we want to see a will in nature and we consequently im-
pose upon appearances a will as if it is a cause. Hence, Nietzsche takes for

printed on 2/12/2023 9:07 AMvia . All use subject to https://ww.ebsco.coniterns-of-use



EBSCOhost -

Nietzsche's Positivist-Pragmatic Paradigm ® 81

granted that we have epistemological desires, although they are biological-
psychological (notice, they are species-specific, not individual; narcissistic,
not sexual). However, in order to establish a relation between doer and deed,
actor and action, cause and effect, we use according to Nietzsche another
resource, namely language. It is language with its subject-predicate logic that
prompts us to split an apparent world into a twofold; i.e., cause and effect. As
structure and binary, the falsely invented cause-effect duality is motivated by
the grammatical subject-predicate form, which we find in most languages and
in all Indo-European languages. In this sense, language gives voice to nature.

This thinking is repeatedly addressed in notes and work from Nietzsche’s
middle period.

That we have a right to distinguish between subject and predicate, between
cause and effect— that is our strongest belief; in fact, at bottom even the belief
in cause and effect itself, in conditio and conditionatum, is merely an individual
case of the first and general belief, our primeval belief in subject and predicate."

It is grammar which misleads us into thinking that, apart from the (changing)
qualities, effects, or ‘powers’ of a ‘thing,” there is some permanent, unchanging
and unknown, seat or bearer of these properties in which an object’s qualities
inhere and from which its powers emanate. [...] Only under the seduction of lan-
guage, [...] which understands and misunderstands all effecting as conditioned
by something that effects, by a ‘subject,” can it appear otherwise.?

One of Nietzsche’s best and best-known examples on this splitting of the ap-
parent world in cause and effect comes from The Genealogy of Morals (GM),
where he illustrates the idea by means of an example to which he refers also
in BGE and the Nachlaf3 material: ‘lightning flashes’ [der Blitz leuchtet].”!

In GM, Nietzsche is engaged in a discussion of how the strong cannot and
should not be separated from his strength. Evidently, he believes that the
schematic example der Blitz leuchtet serves as an adequate illustration of his
assertion.

Exactly like the people separate the lightning from its flash, and makes the latter
a deed, an effect of a subject they call lightning, so people-morality also sepa-
rates strength from the expressions of strength, as if behind the strong there were
some indifferent substratum, which had the freedom to express itself as strength
or not. But there exists no such substratum; there is no ‘Being’ behind the deed,
the effect, the becoming. “The doer’ is simply creatively added [hinzugedichtet]
to the deed—the deed is everything. People essentially double the deed when
they make the lightning flash (der Blitz leuchtet); it is a deed-deed; it posits the
same occurrence first as cause and then again as its effect. The scientists are no
better, when they say ‘the force moves, the force causes,” etc.?
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Several commentators of Nietzsche’s GM, I, 13 address this example focus-
ing on its ethical implications, but rarer on its epistemological. One seems to
agree that Nietzsche must mean that the ‘strong’ in expressing his strength is
not guilty of being ‘evil,” i.e., that the ‘strong’ does not have the ‘freedom’ to
choose or not to choose to express his strength—Ilike the predator is not ‘evil’
because it kills its prey. This raises the classical discussion of ‘free will” and
‘agency,” which is not my concern in the present work.? I will rather discuss
the linguistic aspect of the example, i.e., how our beliefs in ‘double-deeds’
(i.e., cause-effect relations of the form AB) are caused by the ‘seduction of
language,” and how apparently innocuous statements like ‘lightning flashes,’
‘I think,” or ‘forces move’ are grammatically motivated ‘double-deeds’ giv-
ing rise to erroneous cause-effect relations (even to metaphysics itself).

I will start suggesting that Nietzsche’s example is extremely simple and
that we only need to see the sentence-fragment itself in order to see a dou-
bling. When Nietzsche is talking about lightning and flashing, he is arguing
that this is one thing, which constructed as a sentence seduces us into believ-
ing that the same thing is two different things, lightning (and) flashing. Our
grammar construct sentences as noun-verb relationships; it cannot express an
event as event, but only as separated into two events as reported in language.
According to this ‘seduction,” one event seems to be acting and another re-
sponding to the action. On Nietzsche’s argument, when ‘lightning flashes’ in
a world of appearances, it ‘does’ a single thing as it produces the character-
istic flash on the dark sky. This means that we de facto experience only one
‘event,’” the flash, as this is what shows itself in our apparent world. However,
our language does not report this single event as one. We do not point to the
sky and say ‘flash,” but rather ‘lighting flashes,” and add as such a ‘depth’ to
a world where there is only the ‘flash.” As such, our language seduces our
minds into believing that there is lightning before there is flashing, and it is
as such our language with its subject-predicate logic that motivates the emer-
gence of a cause-effect relation from our otherwise metaphysically flat world.
Language introduces the same thing first as subject and then as predicate, and
it introduces as such into the flicker an actor-action or a doer-deed relation-
ship. In Nietzsche’s words, the flash is transformed into a “double-deed” or
a “deed-deed.” Tacitly, language introduces an actor for the flash. First after
language, are we able to ask, ‘what is doing the flashing,” and then adequately
answer, ‘lightning is.’

With an eye to Kant, we may illustrate Nietzsche’s point by an example even
more simple than his own: ‘the sun shines.” This is also a ‘doer-deed’ construc-
tion, in which the sentence itself adds a ‘doer’ to a ‘deed.” Imbedded in our
Indo-European languages, we are ‘seduced’ into believing that the sun is doing
shining as deed. Employing this example, it is not my absurd argument that the
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sun does not shine, or even worse, that the ‘sun’ is not there to shine. We make
no extravagant claims regarding the existence of the sun; no claims about the
sun being an ‘idea’ or a figment of our mind. In this reading of Nietzsche, we
only claim that the sun is ‘not there’ as doer, i.e., as constructed upon the ma-
trix of the grammatical subject. In a metaphysically flat world ‘sun’ and ‘shin-
ing’ is the same undifferentiated appearance; nothing is before and nothing
after. For example, we must assume that animals live in a metaphysically flat
world experiencing no distinction between the sun and its shining, and we must
assume that if we travel far enough back to our prehistoric ancestors, they too
were unconscious of such a distinction. We may therefore legitimately ask our-
selves, ‘what happened’? And the simple answer is that language happened.*

Let us recall that Kant in his example on sunshine needed two clauses to
establish a causal relationship, namely ‘the sun shines’ and ‘the stone grows
warm.” In Nietzsche, the first clause is sufficient to get an elementary sense
of causality. Analogously, Descartes needed two clauses in order to establish
a causal relationship between his ‘I think’ and ‘therefore I am’; Nietzsche
sees the application of false causality already in the ‘I think.” Language en-
ables us to make a primordial differentiation between actor and action, doer
and deed, cause and effect, before and after, qua its grammatical structure.
This differentiation is thereupon projected into nature. Nietzsche’s simple but
profound argument is that linguistic convention has an unconscious (indeed
a metaphysical) effect upon humans, since the sun is now construed as an
actor that does something, namely shining. In our pre-consciously language-
constructed metaphysics, it is as if the sun has intention, and in this simple
but profound manner, our world is ‘humanized.’

I mentioned earlier that Nietzsche already in his notebooks from the early
1870s anticipated epistemological positions he would elaborate in much later
thinking. The linguistically formed cause-effect relation is an example of an
idea he already proposes in Notebook 19. Here he says in a note:

First the word for the action comes into being, and from there the word for the
property. This relationship, transferred to all things, is causality. First ‘seeing,’
then ‘sight.” That which ‘sees’ is regarded as the cause of ‘seeing.’ [...] A
primal phenomenon is relating a stimulus perceived by the eye to the eye, i.e.,
relating an excitation of a sense to the sense itself.>

This early note from 1872 is at least as profound and dense as the aphorisms
that Nietzsche writes at a much later stage. In this note, Nietzsche is question-
ing the ‘doer-deed’ relationship applied the simple act of seeing, where the
eye becomes the actor for the action as that which sees preceding the ‘sight’
as the being seen.
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Let us briefly notice that in the context of the nineteenth century’s science
discussions, Nietzsche’s proposal is far from esoteric. The idea of a world
being ‘humanized’ by means of language (in this ‘simplified,” ‘falsified,’
and ‘interpreted’) is in its contemporary intellectual context often rehearsed.
As we shall see below, physiologist Du Bois-Reymond, expresses the idea
of ‘humanization of nature,” when he says that we have an “irresistible ten-
dency to personification of that which is impressed upon us.”?® Lange agrees,
when in Geschichte des Materialismus,” he argues that scientists always deal
with something, which essentially has no representation in-and-of-itself, and
which necessarily must be personalized or pictured in concepts in order to be
represented in thought; the concept personalizes this in-itself. Significantly,
when Lange proceeds to explain the mechanism behind this personification-
process, he resorts precisely to subject-predicate logic: “Our ‘tendency to
personification,” or, if we use Kant’s phrase, what comes to the same thing,
the category of substance, compels us always to conceive one of these ideas
as subject, the other as predicate.””® We find references to subject-predicate
logic in Eduard von Hartmann’s Philosophie des Unbewufsten as well in ob-
servations like the following: “The notion of the judgment is unquestionably
abstracted from the grammatical sentence by the omission of the verbal form.
The categories of substance and accident are derived in the same way from
subject and predicate; the discovery of a corresponding natural antitheses of
substantive and verb is still an unsolved, perhaps a very fruitful philosophi-
cal problem.”” Finally, E. Mach® takes the thinking in the same direction
as Nietzsche when he suggests that the conception of cause has been created
thanks to analogical thinking, and that the analogy is the human will. Move-
ments in nature are projected back to movements in humans and are explained
as analogical to purposeful action. As such, the cause-effect relation is an
‘anthropomorphism’ (in Mach and Nietzsche’s identical vocabulary). Mach
explains: “As soon as [the savage] perceives unexpected but striking move-
ments in nature, he instinctively interprets these movements on the analogy of
his own. [...] Gradually, the similarities and differences between physical and
biological processes stand out alternately with even greater clearness against
the background of the fundamental scheme of volitional action.”!
Nineteenth-century scientists and philosophers of science, like Helmholtz,
Bois-Reymond, Lange, Avenarius, and Mach, are still steeped in, but increas-
ingly transgressing, Kantian thinking. The world itself is an inconceivable con-
tinuum that can only be represented symbolically in ‘pictures,” ‘symbols,” or
‘signs’ of our own making. Only given this ‘personification’ of the world, are
we able to talk about a ‘thing.” However, what lays hidden behind our simple
and simplifying schematizations remains a mystery, which gradually, as the
paradigm evolves, is not even worthwhile addressing. Nietzsche is expressing
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that idea in his late notes, when he says: “The presuppositions of Mechanism,
the stuff, the atom, pressure, impact, and weight are not ‘facts as such’ [That-
sachen an sich], but rather interpretations helped by psychological fictions.”*

4. The ‘Fear-Factor’: How Knowledge Is Created Out of Fear of the New

Let us assume that if Nietzsche’s homo sapiens in principle desires to see
itself imbedded in the world as its origin and fundamental principle, the nega-
tion of this desire must fill it with fear.

Desires and fears are commonly interlocked as a single motivation for
seeking pleasure in the nineteenth-century paradigm. This is the traditional
way of thinking pain and pleasure in several of Nietzsche’s contemporaries
with interest in human psychology. In his definition of the ‘greatest happiness
principle,” J. Stuart Mill takes for granted that “actions are right in proportion
as they tend to promote happiness, wrong as they tend to produce the reverse
happiness. By happiness is intended pleasure, and the absence of pain; by
unhappiness, pain, and the privation of pleasure.”

However, to take this thinking into the field of theory of knowledge
seems to be novel, as it implies that knowledge is producing pleasure and
non-knowledge pain. Nietzsche is most obviously inspired by R. Avenarius
in such propositions (cf. discussion Part II, B.4: “The Biological Theory of
Knowledge in Vaihinger, Avenarius, and Nietzsche”). To Nietzsche, our ‘de-
sires’ to invent causes are emerging out of fear for the new and strange. When
we search for and eventually ‘find’ causes, we merely replace and suspend
the new and strange with the old and familiar. We invent or rather re-invent a
familiarity in the new and strange that is “soothing,” “calming,” “gratifying,”
and moreover gives us “a feeling of power.”

29 ¢

To trace something unknown back to something known is alleviating, soothing,
gratifying and gives moreover a feeling of power. Danger, disquiet, anxiety at-
tend the unknown—the first instinct is to eliminate these distressing states. First
principle: any explanation is better than none.**

The same idea is expressed in the later notebooks:

What is “knowledge” [“erkennen”]? To lead something strange back to some-
thing well-known and familiar. First principle: that which we have gotten used
to, counts no longer as enigma, as problem. [...] Therefore, the first instinct in
the knowing subject is fo seek a rule: while obviously, with the ascertainment
of the rule, nothing has been “known”—hence the superstition of the physicists:
that which they have halted, that is, where the regularity of the phenomena al-
lows the application of an abbreviating/reductive [abkiirzenden] formula, that
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they believe is known [Erkennt]. They feel ‘secure’; but behind this intellectual
security stands the appeasement of their fear: they want the rule, because it
disrobes the world of fearfulness.*

The invention of causes has this deep-rooted psychological motivation, when
they reduce a world of surfaces and chaos to something simple and familiar.

There is no causality-sense, as Kant believed. [...] As soon as something new
is referred back to something old, we are calmed down. The so-called causality-
instinct is only the fear of the strange and an attempt to uncover therein some-
thing familiar. A search not for causes but rather for the familiar.*

To see necessity in successive events is not the work of a higher intellectual
faculty like Kant and Schopenhauer believed, but on the contrary an animal
instinct. Out of fear of the unknown, we seek as species the known and famil-
iar as we reduce complexities to the fewest possible principles: one cause is
better than many, and a known cause is better than an unknown.

5. The Naturalist Deconstruction of ‘Causality” and the ‘Synthetic A Priori’

In a note from 1885, called Anti-Kant, Nietzsche outlines his criticism of the
Kantian faculties: “Anti-Kant. [...] Hume explained the causality-sense by habit.
Kant, with great composure, said instead, ‘it is a faculty [Vermdgen].” The entire
world was happy, especially because it also exposed a moral faculty.”*” (The
note might also have been labeled ‘Anti-Schopenhauer,” since Schopenhauer’s
‘causality’ as a ‘form of the understanding’ is no less a faculty than is Kant’s.)

In a well-known aphorism from Beyond Good and Evil (BGE), Nietzsche
accuses Kant for providing a redundant answer to his guiding question, “how
are synthetic a priori judgments possible,” insofar as Kant refers us to his
table of categories seen as faculties able to turn synthetic judgments into a
priori judgments. Kant intends to revise Hume, who maintained that syn-
thetic judgments were a posteriori, by positing his ‘categories’ supposed to
give them a priori truth-value. This Kantian invention of a synthetic a priori,
Nietzsche sees as question-begging: If Kant asks by what means, abilities,
capacities, or faculties [Vermdgen] synthetic judgments are possible, and es-
sentially answers, by means of certain means, abilities, capabilities, or facul-
ties, his answer has only repeated the question. Nietzsche’s mockery of the
answer is immortalized in the following paraphrase of Kant:

How are synthetic judgments a priori possible? Kant asked himself,—and what,
really, did he answer? By means of a faculty [Vermdge eines Vermdgens]: but
unfortunately not in a few words, but so circumspectly, venerably, and with
such an expenditure of German profundity and flourishes that one overlooked
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the comical niaiserie allemande involved is such an answer. [...] By means of a
faculty [Vermoge eines Vermogens]—he had said, at least meant. But is that—
an answer? An explanation? Or is it not rather a repetition of the question.*®

Kant explains nothing when he gives ‘our faculties’ as a reason for our sense
of causality. The answer becomes particularly trivial if we translate vermdgen
with ‘ability’ (the German vermogen, as transitive verb, is normally translated
as capability or ability, while Vermdgen, as substantive neutrum, is translated
as property or faculty); if we have a sense of causality, then obviously, we
have an ability to have such a sense. Nietzsche’s mock-paraphrase of Kant’s,
Vermaoge eines Vermdgens, underscores the repetitions and circular pattern in
Kant’s argument. To render Nietzsche’s mock-paraphrase on short form: “By
means of what ability/faculty do we know synthetic a priori judgments?—By
means of the abilities following from that faculty!”

To drive home his point and make the travesty apparent to everybody (and
to great amusement for Nietzsche’s readers ever after), Nietzsche compares
Kant’s complex argument for the categories to the following scene from
Moliere’s Le Malade imaginaire:* an examiner asks a medical student why
opium makes people sleepy; the student thinks long and hard on the ques-
tion before he answers ponderously: quia est in eo virtus dormitiva, cujus est
natura sensus assoupire. Opium makes people sleepy ‘because it contains a
certain dormant faculty that has the property of making the senses sleepy’
(therefore, ‘by the ability of a faculty’)—and the examiner passes the stu-
dent in admiration of this display of profundity. Similarly, in his solution to
his problem (why a vermogen, because of a Vermdgen), Kant has seduced
himself and his audiences into believing that he has uncovered something
profound, while his notion of an ability/faculty is “not even superficial”; it
is already represented as surface manifestation of the phenomenon he inves-
tigates. By analogy to the humorous example, Kant’s answer has the same
structure and belongs as such ‘to comedy,” as Nietzsche puts it. The synthetic
a priori becomes Kant’s sleeping pill. In its appeal to a faculty, it contains a
virtus dormitiva that dulls the senses.

We may recall that Kant famously talked about the ‘synthetic a priori’ as
a “condition of the possibility for experience” [Bedingung der Moglichkeit
von Erfahrung], meaning that our always possible experiences have condi-
tions that are necessary. This ‘condition of the possibility’ referred to a priori
conditions of possible experience, thus necessary conditions for experience.
They possessed rigorous necessity [strenge nodvendigkeit] and would no
longer be a priori without this strenge nodvendigkeit. As Kant tells us, “ex-
perience [i.e., ‘synthetic judgments’] teaches us that something is so and so,
but not that it could not be any different.”** To achieve certainty, we need to
add the formal a priori conditions for experience in the form of the categories
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(e.g., space, time, and causality). As such, categories are not meant to consti-
tute norms or ideals for perception. ‘Space’ is not a convention, a norm, or
an ideal we look to be fulfilled in our perceptions, but a necessary condition
insofar as we have spatial perception; ditto ‘time’ and ‘cause.’ If the category
‘space’ in Kant is an explanation of spatial perception, Nietzsche is conse-
quently objecting to this as ‘explanation,” because he thinks it is empty and
vacuous. The category ‘space’ does not add more information to the fact that
we have ‘spatial perception.” However, since this is one of our conditions of
knowledge, we add nothing to this constitutional given by adding a ‘space-
category.” In this sense, synthetic a priori judgments of space-, time-, and
especially cause-categories become sleeping-pills we add to our thinking at
the point where we like to put our thinking to rest.

6. Nietzsche’s Irony: The Analysis of Kant’s “Vermégen” as a ‘Paralogism’

It is a high point of irony that Nietzsche in his critical discussion reveals a pa-
ralogism perpetrated by Kant, the ingenious examiner of the paralogism. Kant’s
vermdgen, as an ability to sense causality, becomes a Vermdgen understood as
category, principle, and faculty; vermdgen with a lowercase ‘v’ slides tacitly into
Vermdgen with a uppercase ‘V.” Kant is thus committing a categorical mistake
similar to Descartes’s category-mistake regarding the cogito, introduced by Kant
in the chapter, ‘Paralogisms of Pure Reason’ from Critique of Pure Reason.*!
In Kant’s acute exposition of that ‘paralogism,’ it had two important aspects:
(1) it employed an ambiguous middle term in the first and second premises of
a syllogism, and (2) it confused the empirical and the transcendental.*? His own
vermogen/Vermdgen (so Nietzsche) has the same double-aspect.

If in the syllogism, the first and second premise share a Middle term (M),
the paralogism pretends to but does not share that Middle term (M), as it
displaces (M) in the first premise with (M’) in the second; hence, no con-
clusion can follow. In the paralogism, M’ in the second premise indicates
a term, which on appearances is identical to M in the first, but disguises a
fundamental difference. The paralogism disguises itself as a syllogism, as a
proper argument, but the middle term M discussed in the first and the second
premise are two different things.

Table 2 Syllogism versus Paralogism

Syllogism versus Paralogism

SisM SisM
M is P M’ is P
SisP SisP
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In Kant’s fundamental argument, the ambiguous middle term is ability/
faculty, vermogen. In the first premise, it is an empirical-pragmatic abil-
ity, but in the second, it is a transcendental and generalized faculty. In the
first premise, we have abilities plain and simple, in the second, we have a
transcendental-logically explanation of that ability. We can consequently
construct Kant’s (and Schopenhauer’s) paralogism in summary form of a
table:

Table 3 Kant’s Paralogism of Vermégen According to Nietzsche

Kant’s paralogism of Vermdgen

S is M: Our experience of causality is a vermogen (i.e., ability)
M’ is P: Vermégen (as faculty) is a transcendental principle

S is P: We owe our experience of causality to a transcendental
faculty (Vermogen).

Drawing attention to this redundancy in Kant’s explanation, Nietzsche
can now re-phrase Kant’s famous question, “How are synthetic a priori
judgments possible,” into the psychological, even psychoanalytical, ques-
tion probing what theoretical desires motivate a search for a priori judg-
ments in the first place, “Why are synthetic a priori judgments necessary?”
(ibid.).

2. ‘Chronological Reversal’ of Cause and Effect
1. Chronological Reversal as Humanization of Nature

Nietzsche has added to Hume’s skepticism regarding the objectivity of the
cause-effect relation a psychological-linguistic explanation of why this type
of explanation is psychologically attractive. We familiarize the world around
us by projecting human action and human grammar into nature. Subcon-
sciously we infer that if we can act, nature can act too; if we can will an
action, nature can will an action too; if we can have intentions, nature can
have intentions too; if we have a language expressing subjects and predicates,
nature can have such a language too;—as stated in TI:

Man projected his three ‘inner facts,” that in which he believed more firmly
than in anything else, will, spirit, ego, outside himself—he derived the concept
‘being’ only from the concept ‘ego,” he posited ‘things’ as possessing being ac-
cording to his own image, according to his concept of the ego as cause. What
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surprise that he later only rediscovered in things what he had put into them. The
thing itself, to say it again, the concept ‘thing’ is merely a reflection of the belief
in the ego as cause.*

Notice here the similarity between this late assessment from 1888 and Ni-
etzsche’s much earlier passage from On Truth and Lies in 1872 where Nietzsche
anticipated this ‘hermeneutical circle.” Here he described the irony of looking
for and finding something one had oneself been hiding: “When somebody hides
something behind a bush and then looks for it again at the same place and finds it
there, there is in such seeking and finding not much to applaud. Yet, this is how
we seek and find of ‘truth’ within our realm of reason [Vernunft-Bezirkes].”*

Whether early or late in his writings, we humanize nature. We use that
which is nearest to us as explanatory matrix, namely our ‘wills’ and the
subject-predicate logic of language, becoming a toolbox by which we form
and manipulate nature into our image. From gazing into a world of meaning-
less appearances, we produce a meaningful world of causes and intentions.
We must here warn against a misinterpretation, because it is in Nietzsche not
the implication that nature is language (not the implication that the world is a
text, writing, etc.); nor does he imply that we cannot perceive a language-in-
dependent world, which for any naturalist would be a nonsensical claim mak-
ing it utterly inexplicable how our relatives in the animal kingdom can sense,
live in, and survive in their language-independent natural environments. It is
only the claim that we in our explanations turn nature into language.

In his more detailed discussion of how we achieve this particular effect,
Nietzsche often refers to a process he labels ‘chronological reversal’ or
‘time-reversal,” applied to both the case of sensation and the case of causa-
tion. In the first case, he notices a ‘time-reversal’ between the moment of an
impression (the reception of a sense-data) and its conscious materialization
as perception (that which we see with awareness). We are back to Schopen-
hauer’s distinction between ‘raw sensations’ and conscious perceptions, a
basic distinction that was shared by numerous neo-Kantian philosophers
and physiologists of the nineteenth century.* In the first case, Nietzsche’s
‘time-reversal’ concerns the following observation: perception is always by
the subject felt as spontaneous and immediate presence; however, properly
speaking, the perception is the result of a work, namely the mind’s processing
of sense-data. The experience of a self-present world emerges therefore only
after-the-fact of the generation of a perceptive image, i.e., after the conclu-
sion of processes that the sense-impression must undergo before it material-
izes as perception. At the exact moment for inscription of the sense-data,
there is no awareness, because the impression, as Nietzsche puts it, “needs
time before it is finished”:
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The reversal of time: we believe in the outer-world as causing an effect on us,
but we have already initially changed the actual and unconsciously progressing
effect into outer-world. That, which stands opposed to us, is already our work,
which now effects us retrogressively [zuriickwirkt]. It needs time, before it is
finished: but this time is so small [diese Zeit is so klein].*

The time may be “small”; still the brain needs time for processing sense-
impressions. After the sense-impression is processed, it ‘returns’ as perception,
as the subject in this moment starts consciously to see the outer world. The
impression has taken a round-trip (so to speak) from the eye to the brain back to
the eye. Because of the necessity of this detour, the ‘outer world’ is “our work.”

We notice with Nietzsche that already in perception, we humanize an
‘outer world.” The humanization is necessarily species-specific insofar as it
is as biological species we see a world. Hence, we do not see the world as
(i) a ‘neutral,” ‘objective’ divinely privileged species, neither as (ii) some
other species, and neither as (iii) separate individuals in which case we would
live in different worlds preventing us from sharing observations. When we
produce knowledge of this our-world, we do so as a biological species with
our particular evolved abilities to see and understand; i.e., from our species-
specific perspective.’’ Nietzsche thus takes for granted that we see the world
only from our evolved vantage point as species, not from outside of our biol-
ogy, nor with a neutral gaze at the world from nowhere. On this biological-
pragmatic argument, which was rehearsed already in TL, we have no access
to the world ‘in-itself.” We do not see an extra-perspectival ‘objective,” ‘real,’
or ‘true’ world residing ‘as it is’ before-the-fact of the perspective perceptive
interpretations we give it.*8

Likewise, in his second case, our knowledge of the world is ‘our work,’
an after-the-fact addition of causes to an appearing world in order to give
it a measure of order and simplicity. It is as if Nietzsche in this distinction
between a ‘perceptive’ and a ‘cognitive’ time-reversal has inherited the dis-
tinction between ‘forms of sensibility’ and ‘forms of understanding’ already
essential in Kant and Schopenhauer, but giving these ‘forms’ new definitions
that (importantly) move them from the domain of the transcendental to the
domain of the biological.

In any case, also causes are an after-the-fact interpretation thanks to
time-reversal:

The error of imaginary causes.—To start with dreams: we have a certain sen-
sation, for example after a distant cannon shot, for which we retrospectively
supply a cause [nachtrdiglich ein Ursache untergeschoben] [...] The sensation
remains in the meantime in a kind of resonance: it is as if it waits until our
causality-drive [Ursachentrieb] allows it to come into the foreground,—from
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now on no longer as accidental, but rather as “meaning” [Sinn]. The cannon shot
presents itself in a causal manner, in what appears as a reversal of time [Um-
kehrung der Zeit]. What comes later, the motivation is experienced first [...],
the shot follows. What has happened? The ideas that were created by a certain
physical condition were mistaken for the cause of that condition. —In fact, we
do the same thing when we are awake. Most of our general feelings [...] excite
our causality-drive: we want there to be a reason why we feel this or that, —
why we are feeling good or bad. It is never enough just to establish the fact that
we are in a particular state [...], we only become conscious of it, when we have
assigned it a kind of motivation. The memory that unconsciously is activated in
such cases leads back to earlier states of the same type and the associated causal
interpretation,—not their causality.*

Like in dreams we at the outset seek the cause for a canon shot and first sub-
sequently hear the shot (therefore a reversal of time [Zeit-Umkehrung] has oc-
curred: this time-reversal [Zeitumkehrung| always occurs, also in waken life.
The ‘cause’ is imagined after the ‘deed’; what I mean is that our means and
purposes are consequences of a process?)™

Generalizing Nietzsche’s example, we seek a cause for an event, and first
then do we find it; we first see the ‘deed,” and then do we imagine the ‘doer’
or the cause.’ The process he is attempting to describe must have four steps.
We first perceive an event, then we seek a cause, then we imagine a cause,
then we find a cause and construe the event as ‘deed.” The ‘anthropic circle’
or the ‘humanization of nature’ is naming this inversion where a simplifying
cause is added to an appearance as one of its possibilities.*

Attempting to capture the thinking in a model, the circular movement is
evident:3

Table 4 Time-Reversal as Humanization of Nature

Stage 1: Appearances as instances: We gaze into a superficial a posteriori world of
disorganized appearances and events.

A Stage 2: Appearances need ‘motive’. We doubt the gaze, the superficiality and
nothingness of the world. We need, we look and ask for ‘wills’ in nature; i.e.,
we ask for our familiar selves mirrored in nature.

Stage 3: Appearances need ‘structure’. We divine that for actions and
movements to exist, actors and movers must exist. We apply subject-predicate
logic as our best precedent matrix for the thinking. The world is logicized and
linguisticized.

Stage 4: Appearances are (pseudo-) understood. The psychological-linguistic subject-
will construction is as cause understood as preceding the a posteriori world of
appearances from stage 1. In this last step, nature is humanized: subject, intention, will,
meaning, truth, and finally ‘God’ are restored as (pseudo-) explanations of the world.
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The figure illustrates a ‘time reversal’ of positions, where the first is turned
into the last, and the last turned into the first. The figure thus means to express
that in our logical reconstructions of appearances, we conceive the explana-
tory concept to be chronologically first, and the observation it explains, last,
as if its product. However, in Nietzsche’s anthropic circle, the process goes
the other way around: the observation is always first, and it prompts an ex-
planation that is last as a delayed effect of the observation. Nietzsche’s circle
of interpretation indicates that the proposed explanation can never explain
more than what is already apparent. In the last analysis, human explanation/
interpretation is confined to appearances.

2. De Man’s Reading of Nietzsche’s Chronological Reversal as Rhetoric

Nietzsche’s ‘Chronological Reversal’ was introduced into deconstructive
commentary thanks to Paul de Man’s exposition of a pertinent passage from
The Will to Power (WP) on the issue.> Under the label, The phenomenalism
of the ‘inner world,’ Nietzsche states:

The phenomenalism of the ‘inner world.” [...] The chronological inversion
[die Chronologische Umdrehung], so that the cause enters consciousness later
than the effect. // we have learned that pain is projected to a part of the body
without being situated there // we have learned that sense impressions naively
supposed to be conditioned by the outer world [Auf3enwelt] are, on the contrary,
conditioned by the inner world [/nnenwelt]; that we are always unconscious
of the real activity of the outer world [...] The fragment of the outer world of
which we are conscious is born after an effect [nachgeboren nach der Wirkung]
from the outside has impressed [geiibt] itself upon us, and is subsequently
projected [Nachtrdglich Projiziert] as its ‘cause.’ [...] ‘Inner experience’ [ “in-
nere Erfahrung” ] enters our consciousness only after it has found a language
the individual understands . . . i.e., a translation of a condition into a condition
more familiar [bekanntere] to him—‘to understand’ means merely: to be able to
express something new in the language of something old and familiar.”

Nietzsche joins here the classical epistemological discussion of the subject-
object or mind-world problem, as he is challenging a simplified Empiricist
solution to this problem, namely the idea that our sensations travel in a
straight line from the outside to the inside where they settle as ‘ideas.” Ac-
cording to this, as it would seem, Lockean model (cf. Part I, A.4: “What is
a Word?’), one presupposes that (i) sense-material travels from outside to
inside along a linear trajectory; that (ii) senses are entrances for material that
eventually will fill up the psyche; that (iii) the linear trajectory firmly estab-
lishes a causal relationship between outside and inside, such that the outside
is ‘cause’ and the inside is ‘effect’; finally, (iv) that there is one-to-one rela-
tionships between inside images and outside objects.
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That Nietzsche is challenging this model cannot be a matter of contention,
since this is explicitly stated, “we have learned that sense-impressions naively
supposed to be conditioned by the outer world [Aufenwelt] are, on the con-
trary, conditioned by the inner world [Innenwelt]” (ibid.). This is seen by de
Man as well. However, he ignores that Nietzsche carries out his critique in
the context of the neo-Kantian and psycho-physiological paradigm. Nietzsche
reverses the traditional Empiricist position in distinction to Kant’s so-called
Copernican Revolution, claiming that perception and cognition are formed by
an ‘inner world’ thanks to the ‘categories,” and in distinction to the scientifi-
cally upgraded Copernican Revolution according to the psycho-physiologists
beginning to understand the secrets of human perception. When Nietzsche
reiterates that “we have learned,” he includes himself in that ‘we,” because
he is associated with the Kantian/neo-Kantian project. If we perceive things
thanks to the formative power of our ‘inner world,’ the apparent world is truly
dependent on a human component. Such references to biology, perception, or
cognition are as absent in de Man as in Derrida, and it is unsurprising that de
Man displaces Nietzsche’s discussion to another field, better situated within
the deconstructive comfort-zone, namely rhetoric.

De Man sees now Nietzsche applying the rhetorical figures of metalepsis
and antithesis in his reversal of the priority of cause and effect, outer and
inner. Cause and effect, outer and inner, consist of two positions organized
hierarchically, and Nietzsche’s application of metalepsis onto the antithesis
reverses the classical hierarchical order. This is in de Man’s analysis seen
as the first step in Nietzsche’s deconstruction of the cause-effect relation. If
this relation traditionally is organized as follows, cause — effect equivalent
to the distinction outer — inner, de Man understands Nietzsche as revers-
ing the relationship into its opposite, effect — cause equivalent to inner —
outer.

Nietzsche’s argument starts out from a binary polarity of classical banality in the
history of Metaphysics: the opposition of subject to object based on the spatial
model of an ‘inside’ to an ‘outside’ world. [...] But the working hypothesis of
the polarity becomes soon itself target of the analysis. This occurs first of all by
showing that the priority status of the two poles can be reversed. The outer, ob-
jective event in the world was supposed to determine the inner, conscious event
as cause determines effect. [...] The outer, objective event in the world was
supposed to determine the inner, conscious event as cause determines effect. It
turns out however that what was assumed to be the objective, external cause is
itself the result of an internal effect.”’

However, de Man must take his deconstructive analysis a step further,
because reversing a hierarchically organized binary into its opposite,
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leaves us with another no less hierarchical and no less dogmatic binary.
If Nietzsche reverses outer — inner into its opposite, inner — outer, he
is merely affirming dogmatic Idealism, which would emerge as the most
radical effect of deconstruction; certainly a non-starter for radical thinking
since the position has been around for millennia. As his more radical claim,
de Man instead suggests an infinite interchangeability of the two positions,
inner and outer.

The two sets of polarities, inside/outside and cause/effect, which seemed to
made up a closed and coherent system (outside causes producing inside effect)
has now been scrambled into an arbitrary, open system in which the attributes
of causality and of location can be deceptively exchanged, substituted for each
other at will. As a consequence, our confidence in the original, binary model
that was used as a starting point is bound to be shaken.®

In other words, it is the alleged oscillation forth and back of positions in
the opposition, which to de Man represents the true critical potential in
Nietzsche. This radicalization of the deconstructive reading of the binary
is meant to destabilize the traditional inventory of oppositions in Western
Thinking, as Nietzsche is credited for having realized this radical indetermi-
nation or indecidability of positions.

It is a dubious analysis, however, because if it was Nietzsche’s intention
to “exchange” or “substitute at will” the two positions ‘inner’ and ‘outer,’
in this making them “arbitrarily interchangeable,” he would to undersigned
defend a position even more indigestible than dogmatic Idealism, namely the
‘position’ of having no position at all. “Arbitrary interchangeability” of clas-
sical epistemological oppositions translates into deconstruction’s concept of
‘play,” but is Nietzsche playing philosophy in that simple sense?

If we, in an un-deconstructive manner, try to make sense of Nietzsche, we may
start by suggesting that Nietzsche’s ‘chronological reversal’ does not apply to
receptivity but only to the ‘inner world’ of interpretation; we may consequently
propose a distinction between a fime for receptivity and a time for interpretation.

Thus, the ‘chronological reversal’ applies to the time it takes for the mind
to make itself conscious of a fragment of the outer world it has received as
impression. We still have an intact chronological sequence of something
moving from outer to inner in the process of first being received and then
being perceived. However, the chronology of causality has broken down and
reversed thanks to the cognitive delay with which the mind understands im-
pressions to be ‘causes.” When Nietzsche emphasizes that perception of the
exterior is effected ‘from within,” it implies that we have evolved a mental
apparatus by which we select, process, and simplify information received
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from without. This processing takes time, but still, it does not contradict the
fact that we receive before we perceive.

In this, Nietzsche is not defending philosophy as a ‘play’ of arbitrarily
interchangeable positions; he cannot be questioning that we receive informa-
tion or data. In TL, as we recall, he even sequenced this process as proceeding
from stimuli to images to concepts (cf. Part I, A.4: “Nerve-Stimuli, Images,
and Sounds”). He takes for granted that we must receive a material before we
can interpret this material and project it back onto the empirical world as if a
cause. The latter part is an interpretation-process properly speaking, which
still rakes time, rather than reversing time. The outer as data must exist before
the inner as processed data, but the outer can never be inferpreted before the
inner. Hence, it must still be the case (also to Nietzsche) that time can only
move in one direction, namely from the past, through the present, toward the
future. Both receptivity and interpretation are subjected to this indispensable
arrow of time.

However, as Nietzsche acutely observes, in the interpretation-process, i.e.,
in our rationalizations of the external, the arrow of time seems to be bended
back upon itself because the mind posits the external as ‘cause’ as if this
‘cause’ is pure objectivity while it is our construction. This must be the mean-
ing of the sentence in the passage above: “The fragment of the outer world
of which we are conscious is born after an effect from outside has impressed
itself upon us, and is subsequently projected as its cause” (ibid.); i.e., at time
1, something impresses itself upon us; at time 2, it is processed in the brain;
at time 3, it is interpreted as an outside cause. Ergo, the becoming conscious
of an outside proceeds along a traditional linear time-line advancing from /
to21to3.

Our evolved physiology enables our reception of material and our psychol-
ogy enables us to perceive consciously this material according to a general
hermeneutics for which our mind is responsible. One process is as necessary
as the other, but the last process provides us with the notion of cause, imply-
ing that causes are interpreted perceptions of the ‘outside.’ It is as if raw
stimuli have been taken a round-trip from outer to inner and back, before they
are fully interpreted and consciously perceived. In formulaic language, some
unknown ‘s’ is transformed into some known ‘p’ (let ‘s’ designate ‘sense-
impression’ and ‘p’ perception). The unknown ‘s’ and the known ‘p’ is es-
sentially the same thing, just in different stages of processing, the anonymous
‘s’ representing an abundance of raw data, while the defined ‘p’ represents
the selection, simplification, and determination of this mass of data. This
process helps us to characterize a sensation that is at first uncharacterized. In
this sense, impressions are always ‘new,” while the ‘interpreting explanation’
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is always ‘old and familiar,” as Nietzsche acutely observes in the passage:
“‘to understand’ means merely: to be able to express something new in the
language of something old and familiar” (ibid.).

This reconstruction of the passage is essentially different from de Man’s
because it suspends any postulate about ‘arbitrary interchangeability’ be-
tween two binary terms that are purely formal.

3. A Surface without Abyss
1. Nietzsche’s Development of His Epistemological Positions

In Lange’s Naturalist interpretation, the thing-in-itself is conceived as a
Grenzbegriff,” indicating an unknown and indeterminable realm not acces-
sible to us given our species-specific perceptive-cognitive limitations. The
emergence of evolutionary biology and psycho-physiology is in Lange sup-
porting this ‘naturalized’ version of the ‘thing-in-itself.” Accordingly, we
may conceive the ‘thing” as that which is below Fechner’s “thresholds”;* that
which we are incapable of perceiving below our threshold (beyond a certain
limit) is conceived as the ‘thing.’

In Mach’s Positivist interpretation, the concept of the ‘thing’ is suspended
and replaced with a sensation-chaos of elements. Contemplating the ‘thing-
in-itself” is not worth our while, since we have access only to this assemble
of elements, relations, and perspectives. The ‘thing’ is at best an after-the-fact
objectification of a ‘“‘sensation-chaos,” the result of a spontaneous cogni-
tive processing, abstraction, and abbreviation of complexes of relations and
sense-data, which we necessarily receive before we start to perceive properly
speaking.®!

It is clear that in any of these two interpretations (whether ‘Naturalist’ or
‘Positivist’) the ‘thing itself” is a concept of an impossible something. 1t is
in any case that which in dogmatic philosophy is falsely regarded as ‘true’
contrary to that which is ‘apparent.” (We return to the intellectual context of
these positions in more detail below, cf. Part II, B: “Nietzsche and Critical
Positivism”).

In the argument here defended, Nietzsche adheres to both of these two in-
terpretations, the tendency being that the first interpretation is prevalent in the
early writings, and the second in the later writings. If or when we perceive a
change in Nietzsche’s understanding of the ‘thing-in-itself’ from early to late
writings, the change consists merely in the replacement of the neo-Kantian
Naturalist view with an increasingly Positivist view of the in-itself. In the
context of the discussion of the supposed difference between Nietzsche’s
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early and late theories of truth, he seems to be progressing from ‘epistemo-
logical agnosticism’ in the early essay to ‘epistemological positivism’ in the
later work.

M. Clark has performed what is supposed to be a rescuing reading of Ni-
etzsche’s theory of truth according to which Nietzsche had a ‘“falsification-the-
sis’ in the early work, which he supposedly abandons in his ‘mature’ writings,
ending up re-confirming the correspondence theory of truth and the ‘thing
itself.” In his mature writings, Clark notices that Nietzsche gives up the idea
of a thing-itself, and she concludes, “Given the rejection of the thing-in-itself,
Nietzsche should now give up the [falsification] thesis since if there are only
representations, to what could they fail to correspond? What is left to be falsi-
fied?” (Clark, 1990, ibid., p. 120). The answer to the rhetorical question is, as
far as I am concerned, ‘nothing,” what I see as being Nietzsche’s point: If the
thing-in-itself is a thing-of-nothing, what is left to be falsified? In good, logical
consequence, nothing! However, my conclusion is not Clark’s conclusion. Her
answer is approximately that if ‘nothing’ is being falsified, there is no falsifi-
cation, and everything is restored as ‘transparent’! She concludes that with his
rejection of the falsification-thesis, Nietzsche is finally arriving to a confirma-
tion of a world existing independently of our sensations of them, a world of
distinct pre-given objects. (cf., Clark, ibid., p. 123). If Nietzsche states that
‘senses do not lie’ (cf. discussion Part II, A.4.3: “Senses Do Not Falsify”), he
is apparently saying that ‘senses tell us the truth,” in this restoring the world
of objects and the truth as things-in-themselves (i.e., restoring classical truth-
metaphysics according to my equation, In-Itself = Truth). This suggestion has
again the implication that there has to be an extreme discontinuity between the
young and late Nietzsche, as often argued by Clark.

On my argument, Nietzsche does not have this radical development. He
may in TL defend the idea of a ‘thing-in-itself” being ‘falsified,” but already
as early as 1872/1873, he understands that this notion is inadequate, because
the ‘thing-itself” necessarily has to be rendered as unknown and inaccessible,
cf., the “enigmatic X.” So-called ‘illusions,” ‘lies,” ‘errors,’ or ‘falsifications’
come about only given the false but necessary provisional acceptance of a
background that is true, namely as the metaphysical hypothesis of a true
thing-world. He does not subscribe to this hypothesis, but is addressing it as
a conceptual comparison-background required in order to propose a counter-
argument. In any case, in later writings he ends up attempting to suspend all
talk about ‘things-in-themselves,” exactly because of this logical-semantic
problem. If in the early work, the ‘thing’ is addressed as an inaccessible and
enigmatic ‘x,” in the late work, the ‘thing-itself’ is dismissed as a fantasy of
an unconditioned, relation-less, context-less, and subject-less ‘in-itself.’
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Hence I see the following modified ‘development’ from early to late writ-
ings: If in early writings, Nietzsche may leave open the possibility of the
existence of the ‘enigmatic x,” in late writings this hypothetical possibility-
being of ‘x’ is rejected when he reiterates that there is no things-in-itself, i.e.,
no unique, unitary, and pre-given object. If we want to see this development
of his positions as a change, it is on my argument a change to a more radical
“Truth-denying” position. (More about these positions in Part II, B: “Ni-
etzsche and Critical Positivism.”)

That Nietzsche mature anti-objectivist position becomes a radical rejection
of the in-itself, we see in numerous passages from the later work:

The properties of a thing are effects of other things: if one thinks the other
‘things’ away, then a thing has no properties; that is, there is no thing with-
out other things [es giebt kein Ding ohne andere Dinge]; that is, there is no
‘thing-in-itself.”®?

A “thing-in-itself” is as wrong as a “sense [Sinn] in itself,” a “meaning [Bedeu-
tung] in itself.” There is no state of affairs [Thatbestand] in itself; a sense must
always first have been added [hineingelegt], before a state of affairs can come
into existence.®

One wants to know what things-in-themselves are made up off: but see, there
are no things-in-themselves! Let us suppose nonetheless, that there could be an
“in-itself,” an unconditioned; still, it could not be known [Erkannt]! Something
unconditioned cannot be known, otherwise it would not be unconditioned! To
know is always to ‘pose-something-into-a-relationship-to-something.”®*

That things have a constitution [Beschaffenheit] in-themselves, completely in-
dependent of interpretation and subjectivity, is a quite superfluous hypothesis: it
would presuppose, that interpretation and subject-being [Subjektiv-sein] would
be inessential, that a thing outside all relations would still be a thing.%

The “Thing-in-itself” is self-contradictory. If I think away all ‘properties,” all
‘activities’ of a thing, then there is no thing left.%

The concept of ‘truth’ is absurd [...] The whole realm of ‘true,” ‘false’ refers
only to relations between entities, not the ‘in-itself.” [...] Nonsense: There is no
‘entity-in-itself,” it is only relations that constitute entities, and neither can there
be a ‘knowledge-in-itself.’¢?

I my analysis, the rejection of the notion of the thing-in-itself is logically

linked to the emphasis on a perspectival-phenomenal world of relationships.
So, again in disagreement with Clark’s suggestion that Nietzsche reinvents
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objectivism and realism, 1 can only see that his epistemology unapologeti-
cally is developing into relativism and perspectivism.*®

2. Attempts to Un-Think the ‘True World” in Twilight of the Idols

Nietzsche criticizes the ‘thing-in-itself” and the ‘true-apparent distinction’
throughout his work, where the in-itself usually is synonymous with his
concept of Truth in the metaphysical sense. Hence, the In-Itself is equal to
Truth, and that equation is opposed to appearances, according to the follow-
ing formalization:

(In-itself = Truth) vs. appearances.

The pragmatic concept of truth (cf. Part I, A.3) is not an object for this
criticism precisely because it does not refer back to ‘things-in-themselves.’
Nietzsche is not questioning our capacity to perceive an apparent world
and to express state of affairs. His theory of truth never becomes whimsi-
cal or counter-intuitive. His legitimate concern is truth-in-itself equal to the
thing-in-itself as illusion and absurdity, as a metaphysical lie perpetrated by
Western-Christian thinking. In this context, Truth is a ‘lie,” an ‘illusion,” and
a ‘falsification.’” His seemingly paradoxical position concerning the question
of truth cannot produce a contradiction in terms, because he does not assert
that fruth in all its forms is false, but only that a specific concept of truth is
false.

If the ‘In-itself = Truth’ is an illusion or a falsification, Nietzsche’s ‘ap-
pearances’ are that which is left in the presentation of the world. However,
a one-sided emphasis on ‘appearances’ catches Nietzsche and peers in a
conundrum because the semantic content of the term ‘appearance’ connotes
a binary relation between representation and represented. The term itself se-
duces us into believing in a ‘thing’ or an ‘object’ as that which appears. We
saw that already Otto Liebmann was struggling with this problem in criticiz-
ing Kant’s terminology (cf. Part I, A.9: “Nietzsche’s Empiricist Neo-Kantian-
ism”), and Nietzsche too is discerning it already in 7L when he writes, “The
word ‘appearance’ contains many seductions, why I try to avoid it as much
as possible: because it is not true that the essence of things ‘appears’ in the
empirical world.”®

In TI, Nietzsche continues his endeavors to articulate and think a notion of
‘appearance’ detached from its logical opposite. His famous and often-cited
aphorism, “Wie die ‘wahre Welt’ endlich zur Fabel Wurde,” with the subtitle
“Geschichte eines Errtums,”’ serves as a summary of his still more radical
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attempts to detach appearances from the supposed ‘in-itself.” As the title of
the aphorism indicates, the ‘wahre Welt' is synonymous with the thing-in-
itself; i.e., the equation, In-itself = Truth, applies.

The well-known aphorism attempts in six sketches to give us a brief his-
tory of how this belief has become fable, mythology, and superstition in the
development of metaphysics.”” We ignore the two first pre-Kantian positions
introducing the aphorism and start with Nietzsche’s position ‘3’ correspond-
ing to Kant’s putative position: “3. The true world, unattainable, unprovable,
unutterable, but still thought of as a consolation, an obligation, an imperative
[Die wahre Welt, unerreichbar, unbeweisbar, unversprechbar, aber schon als
gedacht ein Trost, eine Verpflichtung, ein Imperativ]. (Basically the old sun
but through fog and skepticism; the idea become elusive, pale, Nordic, K&nigs-
bergian).””! Position ‘3’ re-asserts, in Nietzsche’s interpretation, the Kantian
thing-in-itself, while his three pursuant positions are attempts to articulate the
critical implications of something being “unreachable” and “unknowable.”

4. The true world—unattainable? At any rate, unattained. And as unattained
also unknown. Consequently, not consoling, redeeming, obligating: how
could something unknown be an obligation? [Die wahre Welt—unerreichbar?
Jedenfalls unerreicht. Und als unerreicht auch unbekannt. Folglich auch nicht
trostend, erlosend, verpflichtend: wozu konnte uns etwas Unbekanntes verpfli-
chten?]. (Grey morning. First yawn of reason. Cockcrow of positivism).

5. The ‘true world’—an idea that is of no further use, not even as an obligation,—
a useless, superfluous idea, consequently a refuted idea: let us get rid of it! [Die
“wahre Welt”—eine Idee, die zu Nichts mehr niitz ist, nicht einmal mehr verpfli-
chtend,—eine unniitz, eine iiberfliissig gewordene Idee, folglich eine widerlegte
Idee: schaffen wir sie ab!]. (Bright day; breakfast; return of good sense and
cheerfulness; Plato blushes in shame; pandemonium of all free spirits).

6. We have got rid of the true world: which world is left? Perhaps the appar-
ent one?—But no! With the true world, we got rid of the apparent world as
well! [Die wahre Welt haben wir abgeschafft: welche Welt blieb iibrig? die
scheinbare vielleicht? . . . Aber nein! mit der wahren Welt haben wir auch die
scheinbare abgeschafft!]. (Noon; moment of shortest shadow; end of longest
error; high point of humanity; INCIPIT ZARATHUSTRA).”

Positions ‘4’ and ‘5” may be seen as logically co-dependent,” and ‘6’ may
be seen as the most radical consequence of the two previous positions. From
‘4’ over ‘5’ to ‘6,” it seems as if the deconstruction of the Kantian ‘thing’ is
carried out in still more uncompromising language.” If position ‘4’ states
that the “true world” is unreachable and unknowable, the following position
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‘S’ articulates the pragmatic recognition that the ‘true’ world is useless bag-
gage we can discard. After this realization, Nietzsche suggests the seemingly
puzzling position ‘6’ suggesting that the apparent world is useless too. This
conclusion may immediately appear as counter-intuitive given that without
a ‘true’ world, we are inclined to believe that we are left with an ‘apparent’
as the only meaningful alternative—arguably be the most logical conclu-
sion if we imagine that we subtract ‘true’ from ‘true and apparent’ like in an
equation of the form: (true + apparent) — true = apparent. Accordingly, we
should be left with precisely the ‘apparent world.” Instead, Nietzsche insists
that we now “got rid of the apparent world as well,” as if he has abandoned
both transcendental and empirical world, as if we live in a fictional realm of
imagination, dream, or literature; as if he here suggests that particularly ex-
treme form for Idealism that by some of his detractors has been dismissively
described as ‘Nietzscheanism.’”

We are on surer ground if we interpret Nietzsche’s ‘we got rid of the appar-
ent world’ in structural terms. Then, the implication is that when we abandon
the concept of a ‘true’ world, we immediately annihilate the hierarchical
opposition between ‘true’ and ‘apparent’ according to which ‘true’ is appreci-
ated and ‘apparent’ depreciated. If there is no ‘true’ world, the background on
which appearances emerge as appearances disappears and the philosophical
dichotomy true versus apparent collapses. He anticipates as such the linguis-
tic point of view where the law of binary opposition dictates that nothing can
reside in one term. Nietzsche is as such trying to un-think binary logic, ac-
cording to which the opposition A versus B is translated into the opposition A
versus non-A, making A and non-A co-dependent in their complementariness,
linking the two positions. On this exposition, Nietzsche correctly concludes
that if we erase one of the positions, we erase the link as such. When we
retract one term in the opposition, both terms lose value, because they are
asserted only through their reciprocal difference; A is powerless to designate
anything without the help of non-A, and vice versa. This is the hard rule for
the binary opposition or what Nietzsche calls antithesis, and it is as ‘antith-
esis’ he understands the opposition ‘truth-appearance.’

That this structural reading applies is explicit in several passages from his
later notes, where Nietzsche addresses the ‘anti-thesis’ or the ‘distinction’:

Let’s abolish the ‘thing-in-itself’ and with it one of the least clear concepts, that
of ‘appearance’! This whole antithesis, like the older one of ‘matter and spirit,’
has been proven unusable.”

It matters little to me whether someone says today [...] ‘The essence of things
is unknown to me,” or whether another [...] says: ‘The essence of things is
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to a large extent unknown to me.” [...] As if the distinction they both assume
were justified: the distinction between an ‘essence of things’ and a world of
appearances.”’

The antithesis of ‘thing-in-itself’ and ‘appearance’ is untenable; with this, how-
ever, the concept ‘appearance’ collapses t0o.”

If in erasing the concept ‘truth’ we simultaneous erase the concept with
which it is linked, ‘appearance,’ it makes now as little sense to assert a ‘true
world’ as it does to assert an ‘apparent.” Without its opposite ‘truth,” ‘ap-
pearance’ is without value—therefore, Nietzsche’s correct conclusion, “the
concept ‘appearance’ collapses too.” Nietzsche’s question is cogent, “what
world is left? Perhaps the apparent one?” and his answer in the negative is
consistent, “But no!” since this ‘no’ has to follow with logical and structural
necessity.

We may put it differently. If appearances do not refer to anything, they
have lost their sign-function, they are no longer perceptive signs for a more
true double. His point is that appearances cannot be signs for an objective or-
der antedating them, i.e., they cannot be signs for a prearranged True world.”

3. Senses Do Not Falsify

From another perspective, Nietzsche’s ‘no’ to an apparent world changes
eventually into a ‘yes,” because without a ‘true’ world, the apparent or rather
super-apparent world becomes the ‘only world,” implying that it is not and
cannot be a ‘falsification.” If the ‘thing-in-itself’ is erased in Nietzsche’s
conceptual universe, there is nothing left for an ‘appearance’ to ‘falsify.” If
we encounter, perceive, or experience only one world, it makes no sense to
declare this one world a ‘falsification’ or a ‘lie’ (falsifying what, lying about
what? —remember we just erased the ‘what’).
Another famous passage from TI addresses precisely this issue.

When the rest of the philosophic folk rejected the testimony [Zeugniss] of the
senses because they showed multiplicity and change, [Heraclitus] rejected their
testimony because they showed things as if they had permanence and unity.
Heraclitus too did the senses an injustice. They lie neither in the way the Eleatics
believed nor as he believed—they do not lie at all [sie liigen iiberhaupt nicht].
What we make of their testimony, that alone introduces lies; for example, the
lie of unity, the lie of thinghood, of substance, of permanence. ‘Reason’ makes
us falsify the testimony of the senses [Was wir aus ihrem Zeugniss machen,
das legt erst die Liige hinein, zum Beispiel die Liige der Einheit, die Liige der
Dinglichkeit, der Substanz, Der Dauer [...] Die ‘Vernunft’ ist die Ursache,
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dass wir das Zeugniss der Sinne filschen]. The senses are not lying when they
show becoming, passing away, and change . . . Heraclitus will always be right
in thinking that being is an empty fiction. The ‘apparent’ world is the only one;
the ‘true world’ is only added as a lie. [Die ‘Scheinbare’ Welt ist die Einzige;
die ‘wahre Welt’ ist nur hinzugelogen].®

On a superficial reading, the passage seems ambiguous, perhaps even self-
contradictory, as Nietzsche seems to express opposing views on the same
subject-matter: Senses ‘do not lie’ in one sentence and then again they do in
another.

We first notice that Nietzsche is objecting to Heraclitus who criticizes
‘senses’ for showing us a unified, permanent world, where there is only a
flux. Nietzsche usually has high regards for Heraclitus, but now he protests,
“senses do not lie at all,” because they are the flux, the chaos that Heraclitus
otherwise defends. In other words, senses do not show us a permanent uni-
fied world, and are as such not responsible for ‘lying.” They are themselves
the chaos which no longer have a background (i.e., a ‘thing-in-itself” world)
against which they can be judged either ‘true’ or ‘false.’

Senses are here the same as sense-impressions or sense-data, with us in
the receiving end of these impressions. Since we do not and cannot receive
something differently from how we receive it, nor have any influence on what
and how we receive what we receive, we can no longer talk about receiving
data some of which do lie and some that do not—and that seems to be what
Nietzsche has in mind. Since, furthermore, impressions or data are our pri-
mary encounter with the world, we also cannot conclude that they are about
something that is not a lie, because that would falsely imply that we could en-
counter this other something. However, as Nietzsche says elsewhere, we have
no ‘organs’ for knowing such another something: “We simply have no organ
for knowing, for ‘truth’: we ‘know’ (or believe or imagine we do) exactly as
much as may be useful to the human herd, to the species.”!

Nietzsche’s ‘senses,’ i.e., sense-impressions/sense-data, are now redefined
as a ‘chaos.” Such a chaos is without reference to something-other since
chaos is chaos and cannot refer back to order. Logically speaking, if Ni-
etzsche is reducing everything to sense-appearances, he has abandoned the
logical possibility for falsifying a ground. If sense-appearances are our first
encounter with ‘the world,” there is no ground for that ground and we cannot
sneak a peek into something even more primordial; there is as such no first
ground that sense-appearances could be ‘falsifying.” In this sense, Clark’s
reading is correct, but her conclusion incorrect, as 1 see it: Nietzsche does
not here restore his everywhere reiterated criticism of the ‘thing-in-itself,” he
rather deals the in-itself its final death-blow.
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As we continue reading the passage, it is clear that Nietzsche is talking about
falsification happening on another level. Senses (i.e., sense-impressions/-
data) do not lie, but what we make of them do (was wir aus ihrem Zeugniss
machen, das legt erst die Liige hinein); we notice that Nietzsche emphasizes
‘machen.” So, sense-receptions may not lie, but our processing of them lie,
falsify, or interpret. We live as such a lie in which we have constructed a sim-
ple and self-given world ‘out there’ (a world of ‘objects’) from our original
sensational chaos, a lie created by our perceptive-cognitive apparatus, which
Nietzsche in the passage calls our ‘reason’ [Vernunft] (“Die ‘Vernunft’ ist die
Ursache, dass wir das Zeugniss der Sinne filschen).”%* This so-called ‘rea-
son’ (Vernunft), we may be inclined to think as of linguistic nature,® but in
the passage, Nietzsche talks about a perceptive reason that we must regard as
pre-linguistic, since it is (as the spontaneous abbreviation and simplification
of the chaotic sense-data world) accountable for a cognitive-perceptive order-
ing of the universe that is shared by all higher animals; specifically, we read
that this ordering achieves, “die Liige der Einheit, die Liige der Dinglichkeit,
der Substanz, Der Dauer.”%*

The outcome of this processing of data is obviously that in our percep-
tion of objects, they verily appear as whole, unified, and distinct. Still, this
perception of a world of objects is now, in Nietzsche’s language, our ‘lie’
and ‘falsification.” It is dramatic language, and possibly overly dramatic,
because it implies only that we, qua our cognitive and linguistic capabilities,
are introducing an order into our sense-data world that has no match in that
world itself. Nietzsche’s view is here identical to Mach and Vaihinger’s, of-
ten expressed in similar vocabulary, since Mach and Vaihinger talk about the
distinct, independent, and self-identical object as a fiction.%

When Nietzsche in notes from 1887 and 88 attempts to give a psycho-
logical explanation of ‘entities,” he sees them as deriving from our own false
sense of self-identity projected into the world as the identity of the ‘thing’
and/or of the ‘atom.” From this false sense of self emerge our false beliefs in
individuals and singularities as such:

It is only according to the model of the subject that we have invented the thing-
ness [Dinglichkeit] and projected it unto the medley of sensations. If we no
longer believe in the effective subject, then belief also disappears in effective
things, in interaction, cause and effect between those phenomena that we call
things. Equally disappears, of course, the world of effective atoms: the assump-
tion of which always depended on the supposition that there has to be subjects.%

We need unities, in order to calculate, but this does not imply that such unities
exist in themselves.
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We have borrowed the notion of unity from our “ego” concept [ “Ich”begriff],—
our oldest article of faith. If we had not regarded ourselves as unities, we would
also never have formed the concept of “thing.” Nowadays, rather lately, we have
been abundantly convinced that our conception of an ego-concept [Ich-Begriff]
does not confirm a real unity.*’

One assumes this important “fable,” “fiction,” or ““article of faith” of the unity
of ‘self” for the sake of self-preservation. In order to survive, humans neces-
sarily simplify a world too complex and chaotic in its immediate display, the
most rudimentary mechanism for simplification being the false notion of self
(cf.: “It is only according to the model of the subject that we have invented
thing-ness,” ibid.).

4. Nietzsche’s Struggle with Structural Linguistic Language-Constraints

A final comment on Nietzsche’s ‘position 6’ from GD. We are seeing how the
old opposition apparent-true is collapsing; however, this collapse or ‘decon-
struction’ does not come about easily for Nietzsche; he remains constrained
by binary thinking because he in several instances in the late notes will be
recycling the term ‘apparent’ in new oppositions, in new binaries, albeit al-
ways in order to make the point that it does not stand in opposition to ‘true.’
He continues to call the world we inhabit apparent—just not in opposition to
true; thus, we notice that he goes on constructing other and different opposi-
tions between for example, (1) ‘appearance’ and ‘nothing,” or (2) ‘appear-
ance’ and ‘appearance,’ or (3) ‘appearance’ and ‘incomprehensible.’

Add 1: “The antithesis of the apparent world and the true world is reduced
to the antithesis ‘world’ and ‘nothing’”*®® In Nietzsche’s new opposition, the
concept ‘apparent’ changes value since it stands no longer opposed to ‘true,’
but to nothing. Instead of an ‘apparent world’ in contrast to a ‘true world,” we
have asserted a kind of new super-apparent world without any conceivable op-
posite. A new ‘super-apparent’ world is a world with no double and nothing
hidden. Add 2: “The “true world,” as one has always conceived it so far—this
is always only the apparent world yet again [noch einmal].”® Nietzsche here
suggests a new opposition where the opposite to the apparent world is not the
thing-in-itself, but another apparent world, another but same surface-world,
i.e., a repetition of the same surface-world. In this new conceptual opposition,
apparent is opposed to apparent, i.e., to itself as the same; again, it designates
a world with no double and nothing hidden. Add 3: “The opposition to this
phenomena-world is not ‘the true world,” but rather the world as a formless-
inexpressible chaos of sensations [die formlos-unformulirbare Welt des Sen-
sationen Chaosl—consequently, another kind of phenomena-world, for us
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‘incomprehensible’ [‘unerkennbar’].”® Here, the other apparent world from
the preceding passage, is by Nietzsche qualified as chaotic, complex, and for us
incomprehensible. He is arguing for two phenomenal worlds, one is for us ap-
parent and the other is still apparent, but is for us ‘incomprehensible.” Here he
seems to slide back into position °5° from GD. There is the chaos of the incom-
prehensible, but we have no sign for and no representation of the incomprehen-
sible, in which case the incomprehensible would have been comprehensible.

In the three cases, Nietzsche’s overriding principle is that the world is a
single surface only (cf. GD, Die “scheinbare” Welt ist die einzige®'). When he
continues to refer to oppositional language, it is because he cannot find a way
to express himself without the binary,”” the binary opposition becomes his
paradoxical linguistic tool when talking about that one and only “scheinbare”
Welt. With an analogy (which is appropriately as impossible as is Nietzsche’s
linguistic dilemma) we might say that he envisions the world like the surface
of a piece of paper, but without a backside (as a coin without flipside, a recto
without verso). However, albeit we can express the idea, it is paradoxical and
impossible to defend in the classical logic in which we are imbedded.

In a flat metaphysical universe, all theoretical explanation must neces-
sarily refer back to this single surface-reality. We can no longer entertain
notions of a hypothetical extra-real or supernatural world, because the new
‘super-apparent’ world implies a world of impenetrable surfaces only. A
super-apparent world is so to speak rock-solid. It offers us no ‘openings’
through which we can escape or sneak a peek into some other extra-real or
super-natural world. Metaphysically speaking, we live in (or on) this two-
dimensional flatland blending seamlessly into this flatland ourselves (since
our selves are as metaphysically ‘flat’ as the world surrounding us).

This is the material and real world as the opposite of a fictive or narrative
world; it is a naked world to which we at best attach narratives, but it is not
itself a narrative. This ‘new’ phenomena-world is itself not fictional, it is
quite to the contrary the world as exposed in our sensations, and Nietzsche is
not on this account an ontological fictionalist, but is on the contrary fighting
the concept of a so-called “True’ world as ‘fictional.” H. Vaihinger drew the
same conclusions about the same time as Nietzsche, when he in the 1870s
started working on a treatise that would later be published as The Philosophy
‘As If’ (cf. Part 11, B.4: “The Fictional Concept in Vaihinger and Nietzsche”).
The metaphysical narrative of a ‘true’ world is supposed to give our flatland
a third dimension, which is not permitted in Nietzsche’s epistemologys; this is
the lie we add to our two-dimensional flatland (cf. GD, “das Sein [ist] eine
leere Fiktion [...] die “wahre Welt” ist nur hinzugelogen”*). The discussion
is strongly reminiscent of Mach and Vaihinger’s ‘critical positivism’ as a
monistic principle opposed to traditional dualism (cf. Part I, B).*
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4. Three Pillars of Nietzschean Positivism: Phenomenalism
Perspectivism Relativism

For the proponents of the correspondence theory of truth our ‘best sciences’
correspond to an objectivity that is ‘discovered.” Scientific laws are generally
applicable because they allegedly correspond to ‘truth,” implying the equa-
tion, Thing-In-Itself = Truth.

The Nietzschean proposal replaces the equation Thing-In-Itself = Truth
with a perceptive-cognitive apparatus interpreting the world first in per-
ception, thereupon in languages, and lastly in formal languages. When
the ‘thing-in-itself’ is removed, ‘correspondence’ is necessarily removed,
and scientific ‘discoveries’ are no longer discoveries in the sense that they
‘reveal’ or ‘match’ a ‘thing.” They now emerge as condensed economic
expressions for certain relationships in a universe of indefinitely many pos-
sible relationships.

The consequence of the theory is that we have asserted a “new infinite” as
Nietzsche says in an aphorism from GS:

Our new “Infinite.” How far the perspectival character of existence [Dasein]
extends, whether it has another character, or whether existence without interpre-
tation, without ‘meaning’ or even ‘non-meaning,” exists; in other words, if not
all being [Dasein] essentially is interpreting [Auslegendes] being, that cannot be
determined even by the most diligent and extremely-conscientious analysis [...].
We cannot look around our own corner. It is hopeless curiosity to want to know
what other kinds of intellect and perspectives there might be. [...] But I think
that today we are at least far removed from the ridiculous immodesty to decree
from our angle that one can only have perspectives from this angle. The world
has become ‘infinite’ again, insofar as we cannot reject the possibility that it in
itself includes infinite interpretations.”

In the passage, we are explicitly seen as situated in a natural-biological world,
in which we have evolved our specific perceptive-cognitive capabilities,
which therefore cannot be suspended at will. In the passage, it is explicitly
a “ridiculous immodesty [to decree] from our angle that perspectives are
permitted only from this angle.” Appearances are now constituting our ‘new
infinite,” because they are never seen as the same, and they can never be
finally explained by any artificially, i.e., metaphysically, invented anchor-
ing point like God, Truth, Thing, Object, Substance, or Cause. Our world is
envisioned as a surface continuing forever; in this sense, ‘eternally recurring
as the same.’

This surface-world is also a Relations-Welt on which elements are inter-
related and interconnected, but from “our angle.” In a passage below from the
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late notes (1888), Nietzsche attempts to express his Relations-Welt as a world
of functional relationships between “points.”

The world, apart from our condition of living in it, the world that we have not
reduced to our being, our logic, and psychological prejudices does not exist as a
world ‘in-itself” it is essentially a world of relationships [Relations-Welt]: it has,
under certain conditions, a different look [Gesicht] from each and every point
[Punkt]; its being [Sein] is essentially different in every point; it presses upon
every point, every point resists it. [...] Our particular case is interesting enough:
we have produced a conception in order to be able to live in a world, in order to
perceive just enough to endure it.%®

“Points” press upon and resist each other, and this play of pressures and resis-
tances must constitute the relations. Notice that Nietzsche here avoids talking
about cause-effect relationships; a ‘point’ is any position in a relationship-net
he calls ‘world’; a ‘point’ must be the abstract idea of a location from where
something has a relation to something else. There is thus no absolute loca-
tion, no absolute ‘eye’ seeing, and no absolute ‘cause’ effecting. As little as
Mach’s elements exist alone, Nietzsche’s ‘points’ do. If we imagine a point as
an intersection in the net, it has obviously no longer location, nor existence,
if we take away the ‘net.””’

This Nietzschean Relations-welt seems to be in itself relative; not merely
made relative by us, for example as in the familiar example where individuals
walk around looking at pre-given objects from different angles.”® It may be
rather the other way around, instead of a ‘world’ being an objective in-itself
with us relativizing this in-itself, the world is itself relative, while we objec-
tify this relative world out of biological necessity. We create unity out of the
given fragmentary element-world:

A calculable world of identical cases must first be created from appearances.
[...] ‘Appearance’ is an arranged and simplified world, at which our practical
instincts have been at work: it is perfectly true for us; namely insofar as we live,
are able to live in it.”

Given our species-specific ‘falsification’ of the world, there is no the world,
there is only our world; i.e., the world given to us from our biological per-
spective (cf., “we are adapted to a perspectival way of seeing [...] as creatures
of our species must in order to preserve their existence.”'”’) We have sug-
gested that this ‘biological species-specific perspective’ expresses the most
general sense of Nietzsche’s notion of ‘perspectivism’; as species, homo
sapiens, we have, in order to orient ourselves and act in the world, evolved
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a certain perspective from which (and how) to sense, which is uniquely ours
(cf. Part I, A.3: “Biological Perspectivism”).

In aphorism 354 from GS, Nietzsche addresses several issues such as
language, communication, consciousness, and thinking. In this aphorism,
he explicitly labels his epistemological position, “phenomenalism and
perspectivism”:

Of ‘the Genius of the Species.’ [...] All our actions are essentially incompa-
rably personal, unique, and boundlessly individual. Of that there is no doubt,
but as soon as we translate them into consciousness, they seem no longer to
be so. This is the true phenomenalism and perspectivism, as I understand it
[Dies ist der eigentliche Phdnomenalismus und Perspektivismus, wie ich ihn
verstehe]. The nature of animal consciousness entails that the world, that we
are able to become conscious about, is only a surface- and sign-world; a gen-
eralized and trivialized world. Everything that becomes conscious, becomes
with this flat, thin, relatively stupid, general, sign, herd-mark; all becoming
conscious implies an enormous and thorough degeneration, falsification,
superficialization, and generalization. [...] We simply have no organ for
knowledge, for ‘Truth.” We ‘know’ (or believe or imagine) exactly as much
as it is in the interest for the human herd [Menschen-Heerde], the species, to
create as useful.'”!

When in the passage ‘perspectivism’ and ‘phenomenalism’ are used syn-
onymously as concepts for the one and same position, it must be legitimate
to conclude that Perspectivism is Phenomenalism in Nietzsche’s theorizing.
They both entail Relativism, because the position implies that we as species
know only the world in its surface-manifestation, as ‘points’ in an infinitely
expanding net, and only insofar as we make this surface knowable in (per-
ceptive and linguistic) signs, i.e., to the extend we become perceptively and
conceptually conscious of this surface-world. This ‘becoming conscious’
designates simultaneously a generalization and a falsification of the world,
but not in the sense that we should expect a ‘true’ world lying hidden behind
the sign-world, i.e., a ‘true’ world the sign represents and refers to as an in-
itself saved from falsification.

If we see the outlines of a face in a cloud-formation, it is because of our
interpretation of this formation, not because the ‘face’ refers to a face hidden
in the clouds. The cloud-formation is in this example our chaos, forming,
reforming, and deforming itself as world of ‘infinite becoming’; our pattern-
recognition in this world of chaos is an activity attributable to human ingenu-
ity and need to see the familiar.

Nietzsche again debunks the epistemic desire for absolute knowledge; we
have ‘no organ’ for knowing in this metaphysical sense; we only ‘know’
(scare quotes again) according to our species-specific biological needs.
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5. ‘Long Live Science’ as the ‘Best Possible’ Falsification
1. Objective Relativism

The replacement of an objective world composed of independent objects with
a world of relationship, entails in Nietzsche as well as in Mach not the entire
disappearance of ‘constancy,” but rather the replacement of the constancy of
substances with the constancy of relationships. Compare to Mach:

Really unconditioned constancy does not exist. [...] We attain to the idea of
absolute constancy only as we overlook or underrate conditions, or as we regard
them as always given, or as we deliberately disregard them. There is only one
sort of constancy, which embraces all the cases that occur, namely, constancy
of connection or of relation. Substance or matter is not anything unconditionally
constant. What we call matter is a combination of the elements or sensations
according to certain laws. [...] [We] take as constant a fixed law of connexion
among elements, which in themselves seem extremely unstable.!??

In this ‘objective theory of relativity,” the world itself is not constant and
substances are not permanent. We may therefore suggest that Nietzsche and
Mach’s epistemology proposes a “Objective Relativism.” Constancy and per-
manency are in Mach as in Nietzsche human additions to a fluctuating world.
Thanks to simplification of multiplicity, detail, and nuance, we impose upon
the world constancy, regularity, and order.

In Mach, so-called ‘objects’ are constituted from ‘sensational elements’
forming patterns we pragmatically understand as ‘objects.’ It is a conceptual
abbreviation to talk about a world of objects, of things, of bodies, or of facts.
Therefore, in Mach (as in Nietzsche), the classical value-hierarchy between
‘things’ and ‘appearances’ is deconstructed and turned on its head. We no
longer assume that objects are original and appearances are copies of the
original. We do not assume that appearances are anchored in ‘objects’ or
‘facts’; they are presentations in a world of elements, relations, and perspec-
tives, not representations of a world of things. In this conceptual context, a
‘fact’ is an abstraction, the reduced/simplified result of something else and
more chaotic, such as a flicker of impressions or a multitude of data selected
according to certain interests. In the reproduction of facts in thought, we
never reproduce the facts in full, but only that side of them which is important
to us, moved to this directly or indirectly by a practical interest. Our repro-
ductions are invariably abstractions.

2. The Nobility of the Scientist

Nietzsche’s late thinking does not come across as a dismissal of the importance
of scientific inquiry. It appears rather as a psychological analysis of how the
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empirical sciences proceed when they research a topic. Scientists, insofar as
they are anti-dogmatic and anti-metaphysical, refuse to resort to a higher divine
intelligence for explanation. They start by observing a phenomenon (selected
from the chaotic abundance of possibilities because it is regarded as useful for
us to know), and they tend to expect the phenomenon to be an effect deriving
from possible causes. After a period of experimentation, hypothesizing, and
theoretical re-adjustments, they ‘situate’ a cause that they are compelled to
understand as preceding the phenomenon. As such interpreted, Nietzsche’s
‘anthropic circle’ describes the logos and ethos of proper empirical research.

Scientists must interpret and humanize the world in the sense discussed
above like anyone else, but we notice that the later Nietzsche significantly
describes the sciences as providing us with the most accurate, most faithful
humanization of the world. So, in GS:

It is sufficient to regard science as the best possible and most faithful [or ‘ac-
curate’: getreue] humanization [Anmenschlichnung] of the things. We always
learn to describe ourselves ever more accurately by describing things and their
successions.'®

Also in GS, he praises the scientists in unambiguous terms; again, the focus
is on the psychological attempt to understand the scientific mindset:

Now this ‘severity of science’ has something in common with the form and de-
corum of the very best society: it frightens the uninitiated. But someone accus-
tomed to it wants to live nowhere else than in this bright, transparent, strongly
electric air - in this masculine air. [...] In this severe and clear element he has
his full strength: here he can fly! Why descend into those murky waters where
one has to swim and wade and sully one’s wings?'%

Later in GS, Nietzsche explicitly declares, “Long live physics!”!%

Certainly, Nietzsche must for the sake of consistency believe that scientists
‘humanize’ nature in their scientific explanations. If he is right in his explana-
tion of ‘causes,” then even scientists must be guided by a fundamental psy-
chological drive to appease their fear of the unknown and made the strange
known. He must continue to insist on the so-called ‘fear-factor’ as one of the
driving motives in the production of knowledge.

The first instinct in the knowing subject is to seek a rule: while obviously, with
the ascertainment of the rule, nothing has been “known”—hence the supersti-
tion of the physicists: that which they have halted, that is, where the regularity
of the phenomena allows the application of an abbreviating [or reductive; ab-
kiirzenden] formula, that they believe is known [Erkennt]. They feel ‘secure’; but
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behind this intellectual security stand the appeasement of their fear: they want
the rule, because it disrobes the world of fearfulness. The fear of the unpredict-
able is the background-instinct of science.'%

Nietzsche cannot consistently jettison his fundamental belief that we ‘hu-
manize’ out of fear of the unknown, but he can applaud this humanization in
the sciences. With their scientific imagination and creativity, scientists find
metaphors for processes, which are thoroughly language-independent; the so-
called ‘background-instinct of science’ therefore does not imply a criticism
of the sciences and their task. It only indicates Nietzsche’s realization that
we as humans cannot suspend our profound self-involvement in our produc-
tion of knowledge. He must take for granted that we cannot communicate, or
even understand, the language-independent, but we can simplify and create
economic expressions for relations and sequences often perceived. Scien-
tific formulae are such economic expressions, mathematical metaphors, for
complex processes. They are approximations serving our practical need to
organize and control our environment.

Thus, his critical discussion of causality cannot be seen as a denunciation
of scientific thinking as such—as little as we would want to accuse Lange,
Avenarius, and Mach for denouncing scientific thinking. However, they do
all criticize traditional metaphysical conceptions of science, for example the
traditional understanding of truth, substance, and causality found in classical
and pre-modern theories of knowledge.

B: NIETZSCHE AND CRITICAL POSITIVISM

1. From Materialism to Agnosticism
1. Laplace’s ‘Universal Mind” vs Du Bois-Reymond'’s ‘Ignorabimus’

In the nineteenth century’s neo- and post-Kantian intellectual climate, we
find a long and sustained discussion of knowledge, trying to come to terms
with Kant’s notion of the “thing-in-itself.” Everybody agrees that the old
theological metaphysics is dead, i.e., that knowledge has no spiritual founda-
tion, but one still hopes to establish a foundational principle with the same
authority, namely a principle that can guarantee the objectivity of the sciences
and the scientific laws. In the emerging materialism of the late eighteenth
and early nineteenth centuries, the Kantian ‘thing-in-itself” still has a role to
play as the placeholder for matter, forces, substances, and causes.!”” In the
materialism defending these entities, often referred to as ‘mechanical mate-
rialism’ (in Lange, often dismissed as ‘naive materialism’), natures smallest

printed on 2/12/2023 9:07 AMvia . All use subject to https://ww.ebsco.coniterns-of-use



EBSCOhost -

114 e Partll, B: Nietzsche and Critical Positivism

constituents are ‘corpuscular atoms’ and their associated central forces. It is
in its days a radical explanation of the universe insofar as one has suspended
the reference to spiritual causes.

If we heuristically distinguish between ‘literal’ and ‘metaphorical’ in-
terpretations of the ‘thing-in-itself,” ‘mechanical materialism’ espouses a
‘literal’ interpretation of the ‘thing,” since corpuscular atoms are conceived
as unitary, substantial, and foundational entities supposedly existing indepen-
dently of the perceiving being. The ‘thing’ is as such a hidden some-thing; it
is as if a lump of matter actually existing albeit not accessible for-us. As both
in-itself and hidden, it is assumed to be present in its hiding, and is therefore
conceived as a material and substantial actual cause of appearances. In this
sense it represents ‘truth’ antedating appearances. A seen above (cf. Part I,
A.9: “Nietzsche’s Empiricist Neo-Kantianism”), this interpretation of the
‘thing-in-itself’ is later rejected by several contemporary neo-Kantians, be-
cause a thing-in-itself seen as cause and substance, cannot be allowed in the
Kantian philosopher insofar as both of these two determinations are described
as categories. If the thing is cause, it contradicts Kant who emphasized that
causality is a category applicable only in the apparent world; if the thing is
substance, it also contradicts Kant, who emphasized that substance is a cat-
egory applicable only in the apparent world.!®

Partly because of such logical inconsistencies, the construction and the
principles it harbors is throughout the century seen by leading theoreticians
to be mired in problems and paradoxes, as they start to question any material
concept of an ‘in-itself” (including the in-itself of atoms, energies, forces,
and causes). Figures such as A. Comte, E. du Bois-Reymond, H. von Helm-
holtz, and Fr. A. Lange see the shortcomings of mechanical materialism, and
suggest that profound questions about ultimate foundations do not have an
answer. Perhaps, they suggest, we should resign ourselves to the idea that we
can and shall never know the ultimate principles, i.e., that we are and shall
forever stay ignorant. They conclude to what I will call ‘epistemological ag-
nosticism’ (in distinction to but foreshadowing the subsequently developing
‘epistemological positivism’). They object to the idea of an ‘in-itself” because
it as construction promotes something which per definition and deduction is
inaccessible. Mobilizing different arguments, they see this as inconsistent,
paradoxical, if not outright absurd. The very distinction between world and
thinking, world and mind, world and subject seems problematic because the
dualism as such postulates an inaccessible ‘real’ world that remains unknown
as independent of our thinking.'®”

In their reformulation of the inaccessible ‘thing,” they tend to adopt a
‘metaphorical’ interpretation of the ‘thing,” which is as such seen as merely
an expression of the unknown as such. It is conceptualized as a limit-concept
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[Grenzbegriff], cf. Fr. Lange, i.e., the limit we cannot transgress given our
species-specific perceptive apparatus. On this interpretation, Kant’s sugges-
tion of an inaccessible ‘in-itself” is rehabilitated as foreshadowing scientific
advances and he is applauded because he has anticipated an insight consoli-
dated by psycho-physiology, namely that we have no direct access to ‘things.’
When he in the second edition of Critique of Pure Reason seems to reha-
bilitate the ‘in-itself,” he is in the same measure criticized by the same neo-
Kantians applauding his first edition (cf. discussion Part I, A.9: “Nietzsche’s
Empiricist Neo-Kantianism”).

We find this discussion present already in A. Comte in his A System
of Positive Philosophy (1842),''° and echoed by J. Stuart Mill in both his
Auguste Comte and Positivism (1865/1907)""" and his Examination of Sir
William Hamilton’s Philosophy (1865).!"> Comte argues that we can have
knowledge only of phenomena and that this knowledge is relative, not ab-
solute. We know nothing of essences, but know only “facts” and the “rela-
tions” of these facts to one another by means of succession and similitude
(Nietzsche will later dispute Comte’s notion of ‘facts,” albeit not his notion
of ‘relations’). Only in the relations between Comte’s ‘facts,” we see their
objectivity secured since relationships remain constant in the way they are
organized in sequences of what is antecedent and what is consequent. How-
ever, their essential nature, their substance or ultimate causes are unknown
to us. Comte suggests his positive philosophy in juxtaposition to two other
modes of thought that he sees preceding Positivism, the so-called Theological
and the so-called Metaphysical, in his famous sketch of the development of
knowledge into its final Positive state.

In the theological state, the human mind, seeking the essential nature of be-
ings, the first and final causes (the origin and purpose) of all effects, in short,
Absolute knowledge supposes all phenomena to be produced by the immediate
action of supernatural beings. In the metaphysical state, which is only a modi-
fication of the first, the mind supposes, instead of supernatural beings, abstract
forces, veritable entities (that is, personified abstractions) inherent in all beings,
and capable of producing all phenomena. What is called the explanation of
phenomena is, in this stage, a mere reference of each to its proper entity. In the
final, the positive state, the mind has given over the vain search after Absolute
notions, the origin and destination of the universe, and the causes of phenomena,
and applies itself to the study of their laws, that is, their invariable relations of
succession and resemblance. Seasoning and observation, duly combined, are
the means of this knowledge. What is now understood when we speak of an
explanation of facts is simply the establishment of a connection between single
phenomena and some general facts, the number of which continually diminishes
with the progress of science.'!®
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In the theological state, nature is seen as animated by the presence of the
divine, while in the metaphysical, one has abandoned the idea of a spiritual
animation of the world while still asserting the existence of certain powers
or forces as the true nature residing in things or objects. This ‘metaphysical’
position, as described by Comte, may describe also the ‘mechanical mate-
rialism’ outlined above. Here forces are impersonal but are still assumed to
be acting in nature in a manner that is analogous to the action of a divine
spirit. Finally, in Comte’s ‘positive’ phase, we have accepted the insight
that such forces are inscrutable and resigned ourselves to our fundamental
ignorance about the real nature of things (equivalent to the position termed
‘epistemological agnosticism’ above, and anticipating Du Bois-Reymond’s
position described below). Positive scientific knowledge is established by
observing relationships of phenomena, as Comte emphasizes adopting a
position that becomes immensely influential in the nineteenth century and
will be further discussed in Epistemological Positivism emerging at the turn
of the century.'*

Emil du Bois-Reymond continues the discussion in his two influential
essays, Uber die Grenzen des Naturerkennens (1872) and Die Sieben Wel-
tréithsel (1880).''° Du Bois-Reymond articulates here the problem in a way
that will continue to reverberate into the twentieth century. If the ‘thing-in-
itself” is an unknown, our knowledge of the ultimate nature of the world
will remain an enigma. This is in his later essay rendered as the so-called
‘world-riddle.’

Du Bois-Reymond reacts in his essays to a version of mechanical ma-
terialism outlined above where atoms are substantial particles endowed
with forces, as he is polemically referring to the prominent natural scientist
Pierre-Simon Laplace, who had suggested that we might explain all natural
processes, including our perception, experience, and consciousness, in terms
of movements of atoms and their central forces. Moreover, Laplace would
assume that all change happens according to the energy conservation law and
the sum-total of potential and kinetic energy therefore remained constant.
Granted that the number of atoms must be finite in a finite universe, Laplace
suggested that we hypothetically should be able to explain all processes in na-
ture if only we knew the first initial condition and if we had a universal mind
understanding the position of atoms at any single moment. In that case, we
would then be able to reconstruct all preceding moments and all subsequent
moments by derivation or deduction. In the words of Laplace,

A mind, which at a given instant should know all the forces acting in Nature

[...] providing its power were sufficiently vast to analyze all these data, could
embrace in one formula the movements of the largest bodies in the universe, and
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those of the smallest atom; nothing would be uncertain to such a mind, and the
future, like the past, would be present to its eyes. The human intellect offers,
in the perfection to which it has brought astronomy, a faint idea of what such a
mind would be.!'®

Du Bois summarizes the influential thesis in the following passage: “As the
changes of the physical world are reduced to a constant sum of potential
and kinetic energy, which is inseparable from a constant quantity of mat-
ter, there remains in these changes themselves nothing further that needs
explanation.”!"’

It is this ‘theory of everything’ that Du Bois-Reymond critically discusses.
Laplace is obviously making a hypothetical proposal and he does not believe
that we anytime soon have access to such a universal super-computer, as it
were. Still, the hypothesis expresses the optimistic scientific view that we
may in principle be able understand everything. It represents the dream of
a unified theory explaining everything by reducing it to a single differential
equation that can be applied to any case. Laplace’s universal mind would
theoretically not only know all acting forces in exterior nature, it would
include knowledge of the trajectories of sense-impressions moving from
the outside, to the retina, to the brain, and here causing conscious thought,
which would now be illuminated and “understood” by the mechanical view
as well.

German philosopher, Maximilian Drossbach, adopted the idea in two
works where he attempted to resolve the epistemological mind/world dualism
by means of this theory of moving atoms enforcing themselves upon the mind
with different degrees of ‘force,” therefore received differently, ultimately
giving rise to our experience of a richly differentiated world. According to
the model, forces with different degrees of strength are transporting the outer
world into the inner world of the mind along a linear trajectory, and secure as
such a causal correspondence between outer and inner.!!®

As a physiologist, Du Bois begs to disagree with this new materialism and
raises two critical objections. First, he sees a problem in the conceptual ef-
ficiency of Laplace’s explanation, and secondly, he objects that a theory of
atoms and their central forces cannot explain qualitative sense-impressions.

Add 1. Laplace assumes that the atom is indivisible and that it constitutes
the smallest possible substance. This is in the debate referred to as the ‘cor-
puscular atom’ (or as Nietzsche later mocks the idea, the “clump atom”!').
This substantial and indivisible atom is in itself unexplained and cannot be
explained any further within the theory, partly because it does not allow the
existence of any smaller mass, and partly because it merely transfers to the
infinitesimally small our most habitual experiences of an embodied world.

printed on 2/12/2023 9:07 AMvia . All use subject to https://ww.ebsco.coniterns-of-use



EBSCOhost -

118 @ Partll, B: Nietzsche and Critical Positivism

But we make no advance whatever toward an understanding of things, since we,
in fact, carry over into the region of the minute and the invisible the concepts
we obtain in the region of the gross and the visible. Thus it is that we acquire
the notion of the physical atom. If now we arbitrarily stop the process of divid-
ing at some point where we are supposed to have reached philosophical atom,
that are indivisible, perfectly hard, and furthermore per se inefficient, being
merely the carriers of the central forces, we are expecting that a matter which
we think of under the concept of matter as known to us should, without the aid
of a new principle of explication, develop new primordial properties, to explain
the nature of bodies.'?

Du Bois argues that our perceptive image of a body is translated to the infini-
tesimally small in the concept of a corpuscular atom. We transfer back to the
theory of atoms our experience of an embodied world and construct on this
basis the corpuscular and indivisible atom. If now we use the atom as an ex-
planation of physiological processes, we have achieved nothing, because we
are using our pre-formed knowledge of bodies transferred onto the infinitesi-
mally small as matrix for explanation. We have only randomly stopped the
division of matter at the indivisible and invisible atom, and thereby claimed
that our new extremely small substance explains everything. The explanatory
power of the atomic theory can give intellectual satisfaction only as long as
we are able to repress the fact that our corpuscular atom is drawn from our
most familiar and habitual appearances.

The conception of the world as consisting of minute parts that have always ex-
isted, and that are indestructible, and whose central forces produce all motion, is
only a sort of substitute for an explanation. As has been remarked, it reduces all
changes in the physical world to a constant sum of forces and a constant quan-
tity of matter, and thus leaves in the changes themselves nothing that requires
explanation. Given the existence of this constant, we can, in our joy for this new
insight, be content for a little while; but soon we long to penetrate deeper and to
comprehend it in its own substance.'*!

Add 2. Du Bois’s thereupon objects that qualitative sense-impressions can-
not be explained by a theory of atoms and their central forces. Even simple
mental facts that we share with animals, such as sense-perceptions and plea-
sure/pain sensations, cannot be explained by the matter and force of atoms
because they are concepts describing only inert mass and movement. The
inert mass itself is passive and can inspire nothing in the brain, leaving only
the central forces as an account of movement. However, our brains cannot
pick up these movements. Consequently, even if we were equipped with La-
place’s astronomical knowledge of all moving masses in the mind, it could
not help us understanding our most simple experiences. Du Bois-Reymond
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asks rhetorically, “What conceivable connection subsists between definite
movement of definite atoms in my brain, one the one hand, and on the other
hand such primordial, indefinable, undeniable facts as these: ‘I feel pain or
pleasure; I experience a sweet taste, or smell a rose, or hear an organ, or see
something red.””'?> The possible alternative explanation, rhetorically sug-
gested but immediately ruled out, had to be that the various atoms, like small
monads, had a consciousness of their own, and somehow could collaborate in
forming the mind’s consciousness.

It would be profoundly interesting if we, with the mind’s eye, [...] could say
what play of the carbon, hydrogen, nitrogen, oxygen, phosphorus, and other at-
oms, corresponds to the pleasure we experience on hearing musical sounds. [...]
Still. as regards mental operations themselves, it is clear that, even with astro-
nomical knowledge of the mind-organ, they would be as unintelligible as they are
now. Were we possessed of such knowledge, they would still remain perfectly
unintelligible. Astronomical knowledge of the brain [...] discloses to us nothing
but matter in motion. [...] Motion can only produce motion, or be converted back
into potential energy. Potential energy can only produce time, maintain static
equilibrium, or exert pressure or traction. The sum of energy, however, remains
the same. Beyond this law nothing can go in the physical world, nor can any-
thing fall short of it; the mechanical cause passes completely into the mechani-
cal effect. Hence the mental phenomena, [...] are so far as our understanding is
concerned, void of sufficient basis. [...] What conceivable connection subsists be-
tween definite movement of definite atoms in my brain, one the one hand, and on
the other hand such primordial, indefinable, undeniable facts as these: “I feel pain
or pleasure; I experience a sweet taste, or smell a rose, or hear an organ, or see
something red.” And the immediately-consequent certainty, “therefore I exist?”
It is absolutely and forever inconceivable that a number of carbon, hydrogen,
nitrogen, oxygen, etc., atoms should not be indifferent as to their own position
and motion past present or future. It is utterly inconceivable how consciousness
should result from their joint action. If their respective positions and their motion
were not indifferent to them, they would have to be regarded as each possessed of
a consciousness of its own, and as so many monads. But this would not explain
consciousness in general, nor would it in the least assist us in understanding the
unitary consciousness of the individual.'

Du Bois concludes on this discussion that not only do we not known the
nature of the two metaphysical entities, matter and force, in which we place
such confidence in eventually providing us with final answers to the ‘world-
riddle.” Not only are we ignorant (Ignoramus), but the riddle is of a nature
that will prevent us from ever knowing, we shall stay forever ignorant (Ignor-
abimus). Du Bois therefore ends his essay with one word, IGNORABIMUS,
emphasized and capitalized, summarizing his epistemological position.
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With regard to the enigma of the physical world the investigator of Nature ha