
CHAPTER TWO 

NIETZSCHE'S CONCEPT OF TRUTH 

I. Nietzsche's Criterion for Truth 

Since the turn of the last century, many writers who have concerned 
themselves with Nietzsche's works have gleefully pointed out what they 
regarded as gross logical blunders in his thinking1. Even commentators 
who are favorably disposed toward Nietzsche have resorted to embar-
rassed and apologetic logical sleights-of-hand, in order to rescue their idol 
from the damning charge of logical inconsistency2. Certainly the best 
known example of this is the alleged mutual exclusiveness existing between 
the notions of the will to power and the eternal recurrence of the same. 
Both notions, of course, loom large on the popular table of Nietzschean 
"doctrines." Unfortunately, such alleged "inconsistencies" or "contradic-
tions" have led some writers to conclude that Nietzsche is simply not to 
be taken seriously as a thinker. Of course, anyone reaching such a con-
clusion is not only being unfair — he has not read Nietzsche closely 
enough3. If one accepts Nietzsche's own criterion for "truth," the prob-
lem of contradiction does not even arise. This is not to say that contra-
dictions do not arise: they do, and Nietzsche fully intends that they should. 
What, then, is Nietzsche's criterion for truth? 

Traditionally, truth has been inextricably bound up with the notion of 
a stable world order. Change and truth have generally been held to exclude 
one another. Plato, for example, held that the material world was con-
stantly changing (i. e. "becoming" what it previously was not)4. This 

1 Cf. R. H. Grützmacher, Nietzsche (Leipzig, 1917) ; Alois Riehl, Friedrich Nietzsche, 
Der Künstler und der Denker (Stuttgart, 1923); Wilhelm Windelband, Lehrbuch der 
Geschichte der Philosophie, ed. by H. Heimsoeth (Tübingen, 1957); Paul Elmer More, 
Nietzsche (Boston, 1912) et al. Cf. also Müller-Lauter, op. cit., pp. 2—4. 

2 Cf. Hans Vaihinger, Nietzsche als Philosoph (Berlin, 1916); Alfred Baeumler, Nietzsche, 
der Philosoph und Politiker (Leipzig, 1931); Georg Simmel, Schopenhauer und Nietzsche 
(Leipzig, 1907). 

3 E. g. Frederick Copleston, S.J., Friedrich Nietzsche: Philosopher of Culture (London, 
1942), p. 209 : "Philosophy was no game for Nietzsche, but an earnest and passionate 
struggle, motivated by the firm resolve to shut his eyes to the truth." 

4 Cf. Plato, Theatetus, Statesman, Phaedo, Philebus. 
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18 Nietzsche's Concept of Truth 

apparently led him to the conclusion that, since the truer an idea is, the 
less subject to change it is, ultimate truth and reality are to be found only 
in the hyperouranian realm of the eternal, immutable, ideal forms5. Further 
examples of thinkers who equated truth, more or less, with immutability 
or permanence (or the adequate correspondence of statements and ideas 
to fixed, eternal verities) would be Parmenides, Aristotle6, Thomas Aqui-
nas7, Augustine8, Descartes9, and the list could be easily lengthened. The 
whole history of Western, Christian metaphysics, if we are to believe 
Martin Heidegger, has regarded being or reality (both of which could be 
said to be "true" : truth is of them) as constant presence or eternal change-
lessness10. Clearly Nietzsche is out of place within this tradition. 

As we saw earlier, for Nietzsche there is no such thing as a stable 
reality or an unchanging world order, of which it would simply be our 
task to gain "knowledge", this knowledge being "true" knowledge inso-
far as it accurately represents such a state of affairs. Nietzsche says again 
and again that there are no such things as "facts." There are only changing 
perspectives on an ever-flowing, ever-changing, chaotic "reality." "Real-
ity" or "being" for Nietzsche consists of nothing less than a vast (though 
finite) number of power-quanta, which differ among themselves only 
quantitatively. By their very "nature" these power-quanta are constantly 
changing : indeed, the only constant which might be predicated of them is 
"constant" change 1 The phenomena which we experience are the result of 
the interplay of these "Machtquanten," the increase in power and growth 
of one particular constellation of power-quanta, the decrease in power and 
decline of another. It scarcely need be said that truth, as traditionally con-
ceived, has no place within such a context11. Where is truth to be found 
within the chaos with which Nietzsche presents us? How are we to judge 
truth if we find it? 

Nietzsche's answer to these questions springs directly from the ontology 
of power-quanta described earlier: 

Das Kriterium der Wahrheit liegt in der Steigerung des Machtgefühls12. 

B Exactly what Plato might have meant by this is the subject of a good deal of scholarly 
debate. See W. Windelband, op. cit., pp. 98—113. 

• Cf. Aristotle, De Anima III, Metaphysics I, IV, V, VII, ΧΠ, ΧΠΙ. 
7 Cf. St. Thomas Aquinas, Truth, trans by R. W. Mulligan, Vol. I (Chicago, 1954). 
8 Cf. St. Augustine, Soliloquies. 
9 Cf. Rene Descartes, Meditations, Principles of Philosophy, Part I. 

10 Cf. Martin Heidegger, Sein und Zeit (Tübingen, 1967). 
11 An extended analysis of Nietzsche's critique of the correspondence theory of truth 

will be given in Chapter III. Cf. Danto, pp. 33, 72, 80—88, 130, 193. 
12 GA XVI, 45. 
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Nietzsche's Criterion for Truth 19 

Truth, like everything else, is a function of power. I call something "true" 
if it increases my will to power, my "Machtgefühl." Conversely, some-
thing is "false" if it decreases my will to power. Let us assume for the 
moment that this principle applies to all cases. It nevertheless remains a 
"subjective" truth criterion because the same thing or proposition might 
be either true or false, depending on the perspective from which this 
judgement is made and the power-play involved. An example is in order. 

An idea or concept, according to the criterion given above, would be 
true if it increased my will to power, false if it decreased it13. Let us take, 
as an appropriate example, the old rubric "Might makes right." Now, if 
by employing this dictum in my behavior I am invigorated, if my personal 
power is in some way increased, if my vital forces are enhanced, if this 
dictum functions in any positive fashion for me, it is true. On the other 
hand, if the same dictum depresses me, makes me somehow less capable 
of coping with or mastering my environment, if I feel that this principle 
is somehow "wrong" and this feeling hampers me, then the principle is 
false. Naturally, two different individuals (or the same individual at differ-
ent times) could respond in such a way that the dictum "Might makes 
right" could be true for one of them, and false for the other. The case in 
point is this: Nietzsche's criterion for truth is not concerned at all with 
the logical content of the proposition. The content, in fact, is largely 
irrelevant. Its truth or falsity lies in the degree of efficacity, in the degree 
of power increase or decrease, with which the proposition functions when 
I employ it in my behavior. 

This criterion is not to be taken as a symptom of that shallow, mind-
less sort of relativism which holds that "anybody's opinion is as good as 
anybody else's." Nothing could be further from Nietzsche's intentions. 
Nietzsche is not attempting to construct a new sort of modal or multi-
valued logic, and he is not trying to proselytize a new method for solving 
logical quibbles. In fact, Nietzsche's criterion for truth is not intended to 
constitute a new logical modus operandi at all, and applying it to logical 
propositions is something like swatting gnats with a pile-driver. Since the 
world, for Nietzsche, is dynamic and active in the most radical sense, his 
notion of truth clearly reflects this. Truth is not a property of statements, 
but a function of activity; more specifically, individual activity. 

Der Intellekt setzt sein freiestes und stärkstes Vermögen und Können als 
Kriterium des Wertvollsten, folglich Wahren . . . 
„Wahr" : von selten des Gefühls aus — : was das Gefühl am stärksten erregt 
(„Ich") ; 

13 Literally, increased or decreased me, since I am will to power. 
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20 Nietzsche's Concept of Truth 

von selten des Denkens aus —: was dem Denken das grösste Gefühl von Kraft 
gibt; 
von selten des Tastens, Sehens, Hörens aus —: wobei am stärksten Wider-
stand zu leisten ist. 
Also die höchsten Grade in der Leistung erwecken für das Objekt den Glau-
ben an dessen „Wahrheit", das heisst Wirklichkeit. Das Gefühl der Kraft, 
des Kampfes, des Widerstandes überredet dazu, dass es etwas gibt, dem hier 
widerstanden wird14. 

We saw earlier that the will to power expresses or discharges itself by 
acting upon or overcoming a resistance, resistance being simply the same 
basic drive directed against the power-quantum in question16. This is the 
case whether the activity in question is "mental" or "physical16." 

An idea, concept, or mode of intellection which stimulates my intellect 
or otherwise increases its power is, ipso facto, a true idea. This does not 
mean that by thinking pleasant, edifying, titillating, or otherwise "stimulat-
ing" (in the usual sense) thoughts, I am thereby increasing my will to 
power. A more accurate interpretation would be, that by thinking difficult, 
problematic, frightening, or paradoxical thoughts, I am straining my intel-
lect, pushing it beyond its previous limits, overcoming resistance and 
thereby growing in (intellectual) power. Certainly we are more likely to 
consider strong emotions "true" than weaker ones, about which we remain 
indifferent, although ordinarily this judgement is reversed, so that we 
appear to be emotionally vehement about "the truth." Anyone who has 
ever undergone the agonies of adolescent love can verify this, as well as 
the subsequent, rueful truth with which this emotional aberration acquaints 
us — that strong, emotional counter-reaction which states that "love is 
blind." 

Physical objects and our relationships with them represent simply an 
extension of this principle. An object is "real" (or a "true" object) because 
it resists me, because it does not conform to my every whim. I know that 
the wall is real because I cannot walk through it: it resists my passage. 
Something which offers no resistance has no objective reality. While I am 
sitting at my typewriter I am conscious of the words which I am typing, 
and little else. Yet, should my typewriter fail to function properly, the 

14 GA XVI, 45. 
16 Nachlass Mai—Juli 1885, 35 [15]; KGW VII 3, 235f. Nachlass Herbst 1885—Herbst 

1886, 2 [76] ; KGW VIH 1, 94f. Nachlass Herbst 1887,9 [151] ; KGW 2, 88. Nachlass 
November 1887—März 1888, 11 [114]; KGW VIH 2, 296. 

16 As might be expected, Nietzsche also abolishes this distinction. For a clarification of 
these terms, see the following: Nachlass Juni—Juli 1885, 36 [35, 36]; KGW VII 3, 
289f. Nachlass November 1887—März 1888, 11 [83]; KGW VIH 2, 282f. GA XVI, 
128f. 
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Revaluation of the Disjunction True-False 21 

keys jam, the ribbon run out, etc., it immediately becomes an object of 
active, conscious thought. It has resisted me, and I must overcome that 
resistance. Of course, once I have dealt with the typewriter's mechanical 
recalcitrance, it fades once more from my objective field of consciousness. 
I must overcome objects which resist me, and my strength, my will to 
power, lies in the fact that I can manipulate many objects and utilize them 
for my own advantage. The more an object resists me, the more I must 
exert myself to gain control of it, and such an object is, at any given 
instant, more real than an object which is conveniently at my disposal, 
and which I scarcely think about. Furthermore, my increased power is 
proportional to the amount of resistance which I have overcome. The 
whole notion of objectivity or "thinghood," in the sense in which Nietz-
sche intends it, is perhaps best expressed by the German word "Gegen-
stand," which literally implies resistance17. 

II. Revaluation of the Disjunction True—False 

At this point it has undoubtedly become obvious that the traditional 
concept of truth and falsity scarcely applies anymore to this context of 
resistance and power differences18. If we regard truth as an objective (in 
the traditional sense), unchanging standard which is applied like a yard-
stick to any given situation, we see that Nietzsche is not interested in 
giving us any such standard. It might be objected that the criterion for 
truth given earlier is precisely such a standard, but this must now be 
shown to be inaccurate. 

The criterion for truth which pervades all of Nietzsche's later writings 
is the one quoted earlier: 

Das Kriterium der Wahrheit liegt in der Steigerung des Machtgefühls19. 

Nietzsche does not say anything to the effect that the increase of the 
feeling of power is true, or that truth increases my will to power, or any 
such thing. What he says is that the criterion for truth, the very basis upon 
which notions such as truth or falsity can even arise, is a function of the 
increase of will to power. The case in point is this: the primary factum, 

17 Of course, a consideration of the Latin roots of the English word "object" would 
lead to the same conclusion: ob-jactum (Med. Lat. objectum). 

18 But cf. Copleston, p. 207 : "Nietzsche tends to make his observations and assertions 
in function of a preconceived ideal which he generally disdains to support by any 
attempt at scientific proof." 

» GA XVI, 45. 
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22 Nietzsche's Concept of Truth 

the sole significant factor within this context is the increase of power. That 
is the important thing — indeed, the only thing with which Nietzsche is 
concerned. The whole notion of truth and falsity is grounded in and 
derivative of this more fundamental state of affairs. When we call some-
thing true, what we are actually saying, according to Nietzsche, is that 
we experience some increase or enhancement of our will to power. This 
is the sole criterion for truth, but as we have seen, terms such as truth 
or falsity, laden as they are with millenia of logical and metaphysical pre-
suppositions, are simply not adequate to the task of expressing that which 
Nietzsche seeks to express. Ultimately, we must say that the will to power 
is simply beyond the conventional categories of truth and falsity. 

III. Karl Jaspers' Criterion of Communicability 

Truth has been traditionally held to be universally valid, i. e. truth, 
in order to deserve that appellation, must be true for everyone and in all 
cases. If this is the case, truth will certainly be communicable, since there 
will be only one general or universal truth about any given case, which 
must then be valid for everyone. One might even raise the question of 
what Nietzsche's purpose in writing might have been if he did not believe 
in "the truth" or the communicability thereof. Karl Jaspers maintains that 
Nietzsche did in fact have a second criterion for truth: 

Lebensverbindende Wahrheit muss mitteilbar sein. Der Satz: „Es gibt viele 
A u g e n . . . und folglich gibt es vielerlei Wahrheiten".. . findet seine Grenze an 
dem, was Gemeinschaft möglich macht. Für diese und damit für den Men-
schen, der in ihr lebt, ist wahr allein, was mitteilbar ist; die allgemeine Mit-
teilbarkeit ist daher unbewußt die Quelle und das Kriterium der durch Ge-
meinschaft lebensfördernder Wahrheit20. 

Jaspers goes on to state that Nietzsche recognized certain limits for his 
thinking, beyond which he would have been unable to communicate his 
thoughts, or have them understood and acknowledged, thus tacitly accept-
ing and employing a canon of communicability within his thinking. This 
begs the much larger question of how Nietzsche viewed the truth or 
falsity of his own untterances. We will deal with this problem in sub-
sequent chapters. For the moment we must ascertain whether or not 
Nietzsche did accept or employ a second criterion for truth other than 

20 Karl Jaspers, Nietzsche: Einführung in das Verständnis seines Philosophierens (Berlin, 
1950), p. 187. The passage Jaspers cites from Nietzsche is to be found at Nachlass 
April—Juni 1885, 34 [230]; KGW VII 3, 218. 
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Karl Jasper's Criterion of Communicability 23 

the one indicated earlier. Upon examination, we find that Jaspers' alleged 
criterion of communicability is untenable for three major reasons: (1) 
Nietzsche's unconscious thoughts or motives are (to this writer at least) 
inaccessible. The introduction by Jaspers of an unconscious criterion on 
the part of Nietzsche is simply unacceptable. (2) Jaspers does not support 
his contention with any relevant passages from Nietzsche. This is not sur-
prising, however, as there are none. (3) There are, however, a number 
of passages which argue persuasively that Nietzsche did not consider 
communicability a criterion for anything (other than perhaps communi-
cability itself)21. In some passages, Nietzsche seems practically to despair 
of ever adequately communicating his thoughts : 

Wie ist es möglich, sich mitzutheilen? Wie kann man gehört werden? Wann 
komme ich aus der Höhle ins Freie? Ich bin der Versteckteste aller Ver-
steckten22. 

Nietzsche is profoundly suspicious of "popular truths," and sometimes 
seems to indicate what amounts to an inverse relationship existing between 
"truth" and "communicability," e. g. 

Die Wahrnehmung, dass ich mit anderen übereinstimme, macht mich leicht 
misstrauisch gegen das, worüber wir übereinstimmen23. 

But Nietzsche's irony goes much further than this, not only in denying 
any relationship between communicability and "truth," but in even ques-
tioning the desirability of communication: 

Fortwährend scheidet jeder Körper aus, er sezerniert das ihm nicht Brauch-
bare an den assimilierten Wesen: das, was der Mensch verachtet, wovor er 
Ekel hat, was er böse nennt, sind die Excremente. Aber seine unwissende 
„Vernunft" bezeichnet ihm oft als böse, was ihm not macht, unbequem ist, 
den Feind, er verwechselt das Unbrauchbare und das Schwer-zuerwerbende, 
Schwer-zu-besiegende, Schwer-einzuverleibende. Wenn er „mittheilt" an 
andere, „uneigennützig" ist — so ist dies vielleicht nur die Ausscheidung sei-
ner unbrauchbaren faeces, die er aus sich wegschaffen muss, um nicht daran 
zu leiden. Er weiss, dass dieser Dünger dem fremden Felde nützt und macht 
sich eine Tugend aus seiner „Freigebigkeit"24. 

Nietzsche was an elitist to the core and, odd as it might appear to those 
of democratic persuasions, apparently took some care to prevent his ideas 

21 Cf. Nachlass Herbst 1887, 9 [106]; KGW Vili 2, 59f. Nachlass Mai—Juni 1888, 
17 [3]; KGW Vili 3, 318ff. GA XVI, 365. GA XII, 334. GA XIII, 253f. 

22 GA XII, 257. 
23 GA XII, 258. 
21 GA XII, 103f. 
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24 Nietzsche's Concept of Truth 

f rom becoming too accessible to hoi polloi. This is made clear in a letter 
to Overbeck from the fall of 1886, in which Nietzsche writes (referring to 
the just published Jenseits von Gut und Böse), "Meine Angst war gross 
geworden gerade in der umgekehrten Richtung, nämlich dass ich diesmal 
etwas zu deutlich gewesen sei und 'mich' schon zu früh verrathen habe."25 

Such passages are by no means unique, and should be sufficient to demon-
strate that communicability is not a criterion of truth for Nietzsche26. 

IV. The Second Sense of Truth for Nietzsche 

Those passages in which Nietzsche is concerned with "truth" fall 
generally into two categories: (1) those in which the whole concept of 
"truth" is shown to be derivative of a much more fundamental process 
of increasing will to power; (2) those in which the existence of "truth" 
at all is denied. We shall now examine this second category. 

A consequence of the first position is that the same thing may be both 
true and false, depending upon whether it occurs in an ascending or 
descending mode of the will to power. "Dasselbe Quantum Energie 

26 This letter is cited by Eckhard Heftrich, Nietzsches Philosophie: Identität von Welt und 
Nichts (Frankfurt a. M., 1962), p. 157. 

26 This does not mean that Nietzsche denies the possibility of communication at all, even 
though he does raise serious questions as to its ultimate value. In all fairness to 
Jaspers, however, we might address the much larger and more difficult question of 
what Nietzsche's purpose in writing might have been if he seriously doubted the 
ability of ordinary language to communicate his ideas. Nietzsche often points to the 
uselessness of a fixed, static medium of communication such as language to express 
the dynamic and paradoxical nature of the world as he envisions it (cf. Nachlass 
November 1887—März 1888, 11 [73]; KGW VIII 2, 278f.), but is forced to do 
this in terms of the very language whose suitability for the task he specifically denies. 
Superficially, this might seem to indicate that Nietzsche, by his own admission, is 
uttering nonsense, but this is not the case. Nietzsche uses his terms and concepts as 
signs, as metaphors, as indicators of a realm of meaning which is inaccessible to 
ordinary language. As he is forced to use ordinary language, however, Nietzsche 
purposely creates such paradoxes and such a high degree of conceptual tension within 
the structure of the language he uses, that the normal limits of communicability and 
intelligibility are ruptured and a breakthrough to a new level of meaning is achieved. 
Nietzsche's scheme of communication is more closely allied to the entire realm of the 
aesthetic and the non-rational, than to the logical, linguistic realm in which 
philosophical discourse normally takes place. This does not mean that Nietzsche's 
thought lacks rigor or precision: on the contrary, Nietzsche's overcoming of the 
normal limits of communicability imparts to his language a profundity and a rigor of 
which ordinary language is incapable (cf. Aristotle, De Interpretatione II. 17a 1—8) 
and which might best be compared to that level of meaning on which a work of art 
such as classical Greek tragedy communicates. Cf. Jaspers, pp. 16—21, 399—409. 
Cf. also Heftrich, p. 74ff. Nietzsche's linguistic paradigm and the enormous difficult-
ies with which it confronts us will be the subject of Chapter V. 
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The Second Sense of Truth for Nietzsche 25 

bedeutet auf den verschiedenen Stufen der Entwicklung Verschiedenes 
. . . ."27 Nietzsche exploits this ambiguity to the utmost in his attempt to 
shatter the conventional notion of absolute, unchanging truth. He wishes 
to do away, once and for all, with the notion that truth is simply "there," 
simply given, waiting to be discovered by us. "Truth," for Nietzsche, is 
a function of activity: it is something we do, not something we discover 
or possess. This leads Nietzsche to make a number of highly provocative 
statements about "truth," to the effect that there is no "truth" at all. 

Es giebt vielerlei Augen. Auch die Sphinx hat Augen: und folglich giebt es 
vielerlei „Wahrheiten", und folglich giebt es keine Wahrheit28. 

Each power-constellation, each organism is its own standard for determin-
ing the "truth," i. e. the growth or increase of its power. In the midst of 
this logician's nightmare, the traditional valid-in-all-cases concept of truth 
is simply dissolved. Truth is a function of individual will to power, and 
on this basis Nietzsche can claim, quite simply, . . es giebt keine 
'Wahrheit'."29 But does this mean that everyone is equally right at all 
times? Or perhaps equally in error? 

„Wahrheit": das bezeichnet innerhalb meiner Denkweise nicht nothwendig 
einen Gegensatz zum Irrthum, sondern in den grundsätzlichsten Fällen nur 
eine Stellung verschiedener Irrthümer zu einander . . .30. 

In the absence of any immutable, eternal standard for truth, it would seem 
to make no difference whether we were "right" all the time or "wrong." 
But perhaps Nietzsche wishes to emphasize the absence of any truth at 
all, in the traditional sense, by referring to "truth" as the interrelationship 
of various errors. By denying the existence of truth, what Nietzsche wishes 
to do is rid us once and for all of the need to employ an inapplicable 
standard in determining the value of our own existence. Since life is will 
to power, it is a dynamic, ever-changing reality. A standard of truth which 
purports to be immutable and eternal is inimical to that reality which is 
life (and will to power). An unchanging, rigid standard such as the tradi-
tional concept of truth constrains life, hampers it from fully expressing 
its ownmost possibilities. Someone who is convinced that he has "the 
truth" feels no need to look any further, thereby arresting his own develop-
ment and failing to realize his own potentialities. By employing Nietzsche's 
own criterion for "truth," i. e. "die Steigerung des Machtgefühls", we 

27 Nachlass Herbst 1887, 10 [138]; KGW VHI 2, 201 f. 
28 Nachlass April—Juni 1885, 34 [230]; KGW VII 3, 218. 
29 Nachlass Herbst 1885—Herbst 1886, 2 [108]; KGW VHI 1, 112. 
80 Nachlass Juni—Juli 1885, 38 [4]; KGW VII 3, 326. 
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26 Nietzsche's Concept of Truth 

might even venture to say that truth, as traditionally conceived, is false 
because it is inimical to the growth of the will to power. 

Was ist Wahrheit? (inertia, die Hypothese, bei der Befriedigung entsteht, 
geringster Verbrauch von geistiger Kraft usw.)31. 

Only a conception of truth grounded in the ever-changing reality of the 
will to power is of any use at all. Of course, such a "truth" is itself a 
function of incessant change and for this reason, no truth at all according 
to traditional standards. But this demonstrates nothing but the total 
inadequacy of static concepts of truth, and I think that Nietzsche's motives 
for discarding the conventional concept of truth have been sufficiently 
made clear. 

V. The Paradoxes of Nietzsche's Notion of Truth 

Now that we have dealt with Nietzsche's notion of truth in some 
detail, a legitimate question, certainly, is this: Is what Nietzsche tells us 
"true"? Does Nietzsche's criterion for truth, which he uses to great effect 
to puncture commonly held, popular "truths," apply equally to his own 
philosophy? If this were not the case, if Nietzsche's thoughts were not 
internally consistent, there would certainly be grounds for maintaining 
that he is merely indulging in extravagant rhetoric and not to be taken 
seriously. Such a view, however, would be gravely mistaken. Nietzsche's 
philosophy — I purposely refrain from calling it a system — is rigorously 
consistent within the guidelines of its own, internally established criteria32. 
The alleged contradictions which we mentioned at the beginning of this 
chapter arise only if one applies an inappropriate standard (viz. the tradi-
tional, static, correspondence theory standard) to Nietzsche's writings, a 
standard which he himself has overcome. 

Nietzsche tells us again and again that there is no truth. But by claim-
ing that there is no truth, is he not in fact offering us another truth? Is he 
not claiming, in effect, that the statement "there is no truth" is a true 
statement? And, if so, is this not a flagrant self-contradiction? It takes 
no great amount of philosophical acumen to point out this superficial 

31 Nachlass Herbst—1885 Herbst 1886, 2 [126]; KGW Vili 1,122f. There are numerous 
passages throughout Nietzsche's works in which he attacks, denies, or otherwise 
impugns the notion of "truth." It is impossible to give more than a few representative 
examples here. For a comprehensive listing of where such passages are to be located, 
see Richard Oehler's index to the "Grossoktavausgabe" (GA XX). This index is also 
reprinted as Vol. XII of the Sämtliche Werke in ^wölf Bänden (Stuttgart, 1965), the 
so-called "Dünndruckausgabe," although in slightly altered form. 

S2 Cf. Heftrich, p. 20. 
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The Paradoxes of Nietzsche's Notion of Truth 27 

paradox, but the "paradox" arises only if one applies the traditional, static 
standard of truth to what Nietzsche tells us, a standard to which he specif-
ically denies any validity. Martin Heidegger points out, and righdy so, that 
to seize upon this so-called paradox and imagine that one has thereby 
discredited Nietzsche is rather too facile: such a procedure is indicative 
of nothing other than a failure to have understood what Nietzsche means 
when he says that there is no truth. To claim that a statement of this sort 
must purport to be a true statement (and thereby contradict itself) is 
ultimately not even an interesting objection33. 

What Nietzsche means when he says " . . . es giebt keine 'Wahrheit' " 
is this : there exists no ultimate, immutable, eternal standard for truth. The 
quanta of the will to power (i. e. "reality") are constantly shifting, realign-
ing themselves, overcoming or being overcome. A never-changing stan-
dard of truth simply does not apply, for it presupposes a totally inadequate 
understanding of being. Reality is constantly changing, constandy in flux, 
and a concept of truth which remains ignorant of this is imply irrelevant. 
Now, Nietzsche denies that there is "truth" such that it is eternal and 
immutable, but as we have seen, he does give us a criterion for "truth" 
viz. "die Steigerung des Machtgefühls." He does not mean by this that an 
increase of power is "true," thereby setting up another inflexible standard, 
the possibility of which he has already denied. What he means is that an 
increase in will to power is the primordial experience, the brute fact, which 
is the condition for the possibility of even forming a concept of truth in 
the first place. When we normally make a statement about truth, this 
"truth" is derivative of a more fundamental increase in power. Therefore, 
Nietzsche's own criterion for "truth" does not claim to be an inflexible, 
universally valid criterion: Nietzsche offers it to us as an "illusion," as a 
"useful fiction" which, if implemented in our own sphere of activity, will 
lead to an increase in will to power. That is to say, if I believe that whatever 
increases my will to power is true, this belief will serve to increase my will to power. 
Similarly^ if this belief somehow weakens me, it is false. Nietzsche fully 
intended that this and other related notions of his should serve as stim-
ulants for a strong, vigorous will to power, and have a destructive effect 
on a weak will to power. Thus we see that in either case, Nietzsche's 
criterion for "truth" is self-verifying (or self-referentially consistent) : it is 
"true" for those capable of implementing it successfully, false for those 
incapable of doing this. In both cases, Nietzsche's principle is rigorously 
consistent. Nietzsche's criterion for truth can, according to its own internal 
sliding scale, be both "true" and "false" at the same time. 

83 Martin Heidegger, Nietzsche I, pp. 501—502 and ff. 
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28 Nietzsche's Concept of Truth 

We are now in a better position to ask the larger question: is what 
Nietzsche is telling us true? Is there "truly" only will to power — and 
nothing else? We are here confronted with a problem similar to the one 
previously discussed. If there is no "truth" in any ultimate, objective 
sense, then Nietzsche's philosophy must be as "false" as any of those 
which he attacks, or so it would seem. If Nietzsche were simply substitut-
ing one static, inflexible world-view for another, certainly his criticisms 
would apply as much to his own philosophy as to any other. But again 
we find that this is not the case. Nietzsche is not saying that his conception 
of the world (i. e., the will to power) is the only possible correct one 
(correct here referring to the traditional correspondence theory of truth). 
What he is saying, given his criterion for truth, is that if I believe that the 
world is will to power — and nothing else — and implement this belief 
in my own behavior, it will serve to enhance my vital powers, my growth, 
and stimulate me to realize (and exceed) my own potentialities, in short, 
to increase my will to power34. The will to power is itself another "illusion" 
or "useful fiction" which is "true" for those who can utilize it to grow 
and increase their power, false for those who cannot. Certainly Nietzsche 
would insist that his own world-view was more authentic and efficacious 
than any other, but by the same token he would have to allow that another 
world-view which promoted the growth and enhancement of power even 
more than his own would be preferable, indeed, "more true." Even if the 
notion of the will to power were to be flatly contradicted by another 
world-view which proved even more conducive to the growth and 
enhancement of power, Nietzsche's basic position would nonetheless be 
upheld: the only applicable standard for anything is the increase or 
decrease of power. Nietzsche's position is once again seen to be self-
verifying. 

The apparent inconsistencies and contradictions to be found in Nietz-
sche's statements about truth arise to a very large degree out of the 
extraordinarily difficult problem of linguistic formulation. Nietzsche wishes 
to deny that there exists any absolute, unchanging standard for truth, but 
the language in which he is forced to express such an idea is already based 
upon the tacit metaphysical assumption that such a standard exists. Lan-
guage, as Martin Heidegger has pointed out, always contains an implicit 
metaphysics36. Obviously, using language to deny something which that 

34 Cf. Carl G. Jung, "The Transcendent Function," Collected Works of C. G. Jung, trans, 
by R. F. C. Hull (Princeton, 1969), Vol. 8, p. 73: "Man needs difficulties; they are 
necessary for health." 

36 See Martin Heidegger, Sein und Zeit, Unterwegs zur Sprache (Pfullingen, 1959), Ein-
führung in die Metaphysik (Tübingen. 1966). 
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The Paradoxes of Nietzsche's Notion of Truth 29 

language one is using already presupposes is a proceeding fraught with 
difficulties, and Nietzsche is very much aware of this: 

Mag nämlich auch die Sprache, hier wie anderwärts, nicht über ihre Plump-
heit hinauskönnen und fortfahren, von Gegensätzen zu reden, wo es nur Gra-
de und mancherlei Feinheiten der Stufen giebt.. .3e 

. . . — die Ausdrucksmittel der Sprache sind unbrauchbar, um das Werden 
auszudrücken, es gehört zu unserem unablöslichen Bedürfniss der Erhaltung, 
beständig die eine gröbere Welt von Bleibend (em), von „Dingen" usw. zu 
setzen37. 

Nietzsche attempts to solve this problem by a skillful juxtaposing of 
concepts which, according to the traditional concept of truth, are mutually 
exclusive. The case in point here is Nietzsche's use of the term "truth" in 
two very different senses : on the one hand, Nietzsche gives us a criterion 
for "truth" which is quite consistent with his ontology of power-quanta, 
but on the other hand he denies that there is any such thing as "truth" 
at all. By skillfully interweaving passages which affirm truth of a sort, and 
then deny truth of any sort, Nietzsche gradually wears away the logical 
septum dividing his two uses of the term "truth38." The result is a gradual 
destruction of the traditionally static concepts of truth and falsity, and a 
breakthrough to a totally new and completely flexible standard for "truth." 
Nietzsche purposely creates a paradoxical situation, purposely strains the 
traditional strictures of linguistic usage past their breaking point, and uses 
the conceptual tension thereby created as the driving force of his argument. 
In this manner, the traditional concept of truth is dissolved. Yet in spite 
of this, there remains an additional, perhaps unavoidable, difficulty: Nietz-
sche is still forced to use terms such as "truth" and "falsity" simply 
because there are no others available to him, and the resulting ambiguity 
demands that Nietzsche's readers be fully aware of the context in which 
he uses a particular term. Nietzsche's generous use of quotation marks and 
other qualifying punctuation is a constant reminder that he is using his 
terms to indicate something quite different from their lexical meanings, 
and this often gives his writings the appearance of a "Philosophie der 
Gänsefüsschen39." 

38 J G B 24; KGW VI 2, 37. 
87 Nachlass November 1887—März 1888, 11 [73]; KGW VIH 2, 278f. 
88 Naturally, the degree of success with which Nietzsche overcomes these linguistic 

obstacles is open to question. See Chapter V. Cf. Muller-Lauter, esp. Chapters I 
andH. 

88 Cf. Heftrich, p. 74. 

Grimm, Rüdiger Hermann. Nietzsche's Theory of Knowledge, De Gruyter, Inc., 1977. ProQuest Ebook Central,
         http://ebookcentral.proquest.com/lib/nottingham/detail.action?docID=3044835.
Created from nottingham on 2019-01-24 05:55:32.

C
op

yr
ig

ht
 ©

 1
97

7.
 D

e 
G

ru
yt

er
, I

nc
.. 

A
ll 

rig
ht

s 
re

se
rv

ed
.



30 Nietzsche's Concept of Truth 

VI. Logical "Truths" as Value Judgements 

Western logic and metaphysics have been traditionally founded upon 
a handful of principles which were regarded as being self-evidently true, 
and therefore neither requiring nor admitting of any further proof40. One 
of these principles we have already dealt with at some length, the notion 
that truth must be unchanging. Rather than further belabor the whole 
question of truth, we shall now turn to Nietzsche's analysis of why it is 
that truth should be regarded as necessarily unchanging in the first place. 

Nietzsche's view of reality (the will to power) is such that all that 
exists is an ever-changing chaos of power-quanta, continually struggling 
with one another for hegemony. Nothing remains the same from one 
instant to the next. Consequently there are no stable objects, no "identical 
cases," no facts, and no order. Whatever order we see in the world, we 
ourselves have projected into it. By itself, the world has no order: there 
is no intrinsically stable "world order," no "nature." Yet metaphysics, 
logic, and language — indeed, our whole conceptual scheme — is grounded 
in the assumption that there is such a stable order. Why? 

. . . die Annahme des seienden ist nöthig, um denken und schliessen zu kön-
nen : die Logik handhabt nur Formeln für Gleichbleibendes 
deshalb wäre diese Annahme noch ohne Beweiskraft für die Realität: „das 
Seiende" gehört zu unserer Optik48. 

This can perhaps be best clarified by anticipating our discussion of Nietz-
sche's perspectivism. 

Even if reality is a chaos of power-quanta, about which any statement 
is already an interpretation and "falsification," we nevertheless must 
assume some sort of order and continuity in order to function at all. But 
the assumption of order and continuity — even if it is a necessary assump-
tion — is certainly not any sort of proof. We ourselves, as will to power, 
gain control over our environment by "interpreting" it, by simplifying 
and adapting it to our requirements. Life itself is an ongoing process of 
interpretation, a process of imposing a superficial order upon a chaotic 
reality. 

40 I use the termini "logic" and "metaphysics" here in a very broad and general sense to 
indicate the general features of Western thought, as well as those specialized disciplines 
which they have become. See Chapter VI. Cf. Martin Heidegger, Sein und Zeit, and 
Vom Wesen der Wahrheit (Frankfurt a. M., 1961). 

41 Nachlass Herbst 1887, 9 [60]; KGW VIII 2, 28 ff. 
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Logical "Truths" as Value Judgements 31 

In Wahrheit ist Interpretation ein Mittel selbst, um Herr über etwas zu werden. 
(Der organische Prozess setzt fortwährendes Interpretieren voraus42. 

Thus we create for ourselves a world in which we can live and function 
and further enhance and increase our will to power. Even our perceptual 
apparatus is not geared to gleaning "truth" from the objects of our 
experience. Rather, it arranges, structures, and interprets these objects so 
that we can gain control over them and utilize them for our own ends. 
The "truth" about things is something we ourselves have projected onto 
them purely for the purpose of furthering our own power. Thus Nietzsche 
can say 

Wahrheit ist die Art von Irrthum, ohne welche eine bestimmte Art von leben-
digen Wesen nicht leben könnte. Der Werth für das Leben entscheidet zu-
letzt48. 

Thus the "truth" about reality is simply a variety of error, a convenient 
fiction which is nevertheless necessary for our maintenance. In the last 
analysis it is not a question of "truth" at all, but rather, a matter of which 
"fiction," which interpretation of reality best enables me to survive and 
increase my power. 

In an absolute sense, the traditional standard of unchanging truth is 
no more true or false than Nietzsche's own. But on the basis of Nietzsche's 
criterion for truth we can make a vital distinction. All statements about 
the truth or falsity of our experiential world are functions of the will to 
power, and in this sense, all equally true (or false). The difference lies in 
the degree to which any particular interpretation increases or decreases our 
power. The notion that truth is unchanging is the interpretation of a 
comparatively weak will to power, which demands that the world be simple, 
reliable, predictable, i. e. "true." Constant change, ambiguity, contradic-
tion, paradox, etc. are much more difficult to cope with, and require a 
comparatively high degree of will to power to be organized (i. e. inter-
preted) into a manageable environment. The ambiguous and contradictory 
— the unknown — is frightening and threatening. Therefore we have con-
structed for ourselves a model of reality which is eminently "knowable," 
and consequently subject to our control. Pain and suffering have tradi-
tionally been held to stem from "ignorance" about the way the world 
"really" is: the more predictable and reliable the world is, the less our 
chances are of suffering through error, of being unpleasandy surprised. 

42 Nachlaß Herbst 1885—Herbst 1886, 2 [148]; K G W Vi l i 1, 137 f. The emphasis and 
missing parenthesis are Nietzsche's. 

43 Nachlaß April—Juni 1885, 34 [253]; K G W VII 3, 226. 
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32 Nietzsche's Concept of Truth 

However, " . . . darin drückt sich eine gedrückte Seele aus, voller Miß-
trauen und schlimmer Erfahrung . . . M . " 

The demand that reality and truth be stable, reliable, predictable, and 
conveniently at our disposal is a symptom of weakness. The glossing over 
of the chaotic, contradictory, changing aspect of reality is the sign of a 
will to power which must reduce the conflict and competition in the world 
to a minimum. Yet resistance and competition are the very factors which 
enable any particular power-constellation to express itself and grow in 
power. As we saw earlier, the will to power can only express itself by 
meeting resistance, and any interpretation of reality which attempts to 
minimize these factors is profoundly anti-life (since life is will to power). 
Furthermore, a person embodying a strong and vigorous will to power 
will "interpret" the "threatening" aspect of the world — the chaos, ambi-
guity, contradiction, danger, etc. — as stimuli, which continually offer him 
a high degree of resistance which he must meet and overcome if he is to 
survive and grow. Rather than negate change and make the world pre-
dictable, a "strong" person would, according to Nietzsche, welcome the 
threat and challenge of a constantly changing world. Referring to those 
who require a world as changeless as possible in order to survive, Nietz-
sche says 

. . . (eine umgekehrte Art Mensch würde diesen Wechsel zum Reiz rechnen) 
Eine mit Kraft überladene und spielende Art Wesen würde gerade die Affekte, 
die Unvernunft und den Wechsel in eudämonistischem Sinne gutheissen, 
sammt ihren Consequenzen, Gefahr, Contrast, Zu-Grunde-gehn usw45. 

A large part of the intellectual energy of the West has been spent in 
trying to discover "facts," "laws of nature," etc., all of which are conceived 
to be "truths" and which, therefore, do not change. For Nietzsche, this 
conceptualization of our experience is tantamount to a "mummification" : 
when an experience is conceptualized, it is wrenched from the ever-
changing stream of becoming which is the world. By turning our expe-
riences into facts, concepts, truths, statistics, etc. we "ki l l" them, rob them 
of their immediacy and vitality and embalm them, thus transforming them 
into the convenient bits of knowledge which furnish our comfortable, 
predictable, smug existences46. 

Der Mensch sucht „die Wahrheit": eine Welt, die nicht sich widerspricht, 
nicht täuscht, nicht wechselt, eine wahre Welt, — eine Welt, in der man nicht 
leidet: Widerspruch, Täuschung, Wechsel — Ursachen des LeidensI47 

44 Nachlass Juli—August 1888, 18 [16]; KGW VIH 3, 336f. 
45 Ibid. Nietzsche's emphasis. 
4β JGB I.; KGW VI 2, 9—33. 
47 Nachlass Herbst 1887, 9 [60]; KGW VIH 2, 28 ff. 
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The "Real" World and the "Apparent" World 33 

For Nietzsche, this whole tendency to negate change which is so intimately 
connected with the presupposition that "truth" always means "unchang-
ing, eternal truth," is a symptom of decadence, a symptom of the weaken-
ing and disruption of the will to power. This outlook says, in effect, "This 
far shall you go, and this much shall you learn, but no more than this . . . ." 

In the absence of any fixed and ultimate standard for truth, of course, 
this outlook is no more true or false than Nietzsche's own. Yet it is not 
a question here of rightness or wrongness, but a question of power. More 
specifically, it is a matter of vital power. "Der Werth für das Leben 
entscheidet zuletzt48." Nietzsche's conclusion is that this static world-
interpretation has a negative, depressing effect on a person's vital energies 
(will to power). It constricts growth, it sets limits and hampers the self-
assertion of the will to power. The strong individual, whom Nietzsche 
so much admires, flourishes only in an environment of change, ambiguity, 
contradiction, and — danger. The chaotic and threatening aspect of the 
world is a stimulus for such individuals, demanding that they constantly 
grow and increase their power, or perish49. It demands that they con-
stantly exceed their previous limits, realize their creative potential and 
surpass it, become more than they were. In the absence of any stability in 
the world, the strong individual who can flourish in such an environment 
is radically free from any constraint, radically free to create. It need scarcely 
be said that this world-interpretation is immeasurably more conducive to 
the growth and enhancement of the will to power than the static world-
view. And the increase of will to power is Nietzsche's only criterion: 

Alles Geschehen, alle Bewegung, alles Werden als ein Feststellen von Grad-
und Kraftverhältnissen, als ein Kampf . . .50 

VII. The "Real" World and the "Apparent" World 

The static view of truth and reality, which Nietzsche sees as totally 
antithetical to his own, is certainly not regarded by its adherents as simply 
one possible interpretation of the world among a host of other possible 
interpretations. Understandably, this traditional outlook claims for itself 
absolute versimilitude within the boundaries of its own presuppositions. 
Historically, the conflict which arises when those who claim that truth 
is by its very nature unchanging, while living in a world where change 

» Nachlass April—Juni 1885, 34 [253]; KGW VU 3, 226. 
49 "Aus der Kriegsschule des Lebens — Was mich nicht umbringt, macht mich 

stärker." GD 1.8; KGW VI 3, 54. 
60 Nachlass Herbst 1887, 9 [91]; KGW VIII 2, 49. 
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34 Nietzsche's Concept of Truth 

is everywhere apparent, has led to the somewhat perverse denial of the 
truth and reality of the physical world. The chief offenders in perpetrating 
this decadent and reprehensible notion are, according to Nietzsche, Plato 
(more properly, Platonism) and Christianity (". . . denn Christenthum ist 
Piatonismus für's Volk' . . ."51). The ontological dualism in question 
here between the "real" world and the world of "mere appearances" 
(i. e. the "unreal" world) might be paraphrased like this : the physical world 
in which we normally think of ourselves as living is a world of constant 
change, a world full of contradictions and paradoxes, of pain and suffering, 
all of these things being undesirable. Reason and revelation, however, 
reveal to us the existence of a stable and unchanging (and therefore 
"true") order transcending the changing, material order of things. All true 
knowledge and true values are to be found in this transcendent, un-
changing, immaterial realm of pure intelligibility or spirituality. Christian-
ity goes one step further and reduces the status of the present, corporeal 
life to a sort of trial period which, if successfully undergone, entides one 
to an existence of undiminished bliss in the transcendental "real" world, 
or heaven. 

Plato and the majority of subsequent adherents of some sort of phil-
osophical idealism were not so much concerned with demonstrations of a 
beatific afterlife, but rather with the problem of true and objective know-
ledge. Plato's approach to the problem was basically this : since knowledge, 
if it is to be valid, objective and universal, must be eternally valid and there-
fore unchanging, it cannot be derived from the material world. The material 
world i. e., the world of becoming, is in a state of continual flux and 
offers nothing constant in which to ground true knowledge. Since we 
obviously do have knowledge, however, we must have gotten it from 
somewhere, and this somewhere must necessarily be somewhere other 
than the fluctuating, transitory realm of corporeal existence. This sub-
sequently led Plato to the development of his theory of ideal forms, of 
which the soul already has prior knowledge before it is born into the body. 
Knowing therefore is simply a process of recollection (anamnesis) of the 
soul's prior knowledge, which we mistakenly think to be derived from the 
flux of material events62. It is not difficult to see how this inductive process 
is capable of being transformed into a proof for the immortality of the 
soul or the existence of an ultramundane realm of pure reality (e. g. the 
notion of heaven and the afterlife)53. After Plato, the notion that truth 

51 JGB Vorrede; KGW VI 2, 4. 
62 See Plato, Phaedo, Pbaedrus, Meno, Theatetus. 
63 Cf. Plato, Phaedo. Cf. also St. Augustine, The City of God. 
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The "Real" World and the "Apparent" World 35 

presupposes stability, reliability, predictability — in short, permanence — 
became firmly entrenched in Western thought. 

Parallel with this identification of truth with permanence was the 
transferrai of all value to the transcendent, non-physical world of permanent 
reality. Just as truth must be unchanging if it is to be valid, it was thought, 
so must value be unchanging if it is to be genuinely valuable. It will be 
remembered that for Plato, the supreme reality was the "Good" which 
had "truth" (as well as beauty) as one of its essential attributes84. The same 
is true for Augustine, who gave this concept a theistic interpretation55. 
This was subsequently converted by the Neoplatonists and early Christian 
church fathers to mean that value (as the basis of morality) as well as truth 
must be unchanging, and be ultimately derived from the unchanging, 
transcendental realm of true being. This outlook had far-reaching results, 
such as the subsequent glorification of the soul or mind (at the expense of 
the body) as that organ or faculty which enables us to grasp eternal truth 
and value, the moral superiority of an ascetic or "otherworldly" life-style, 
the superiority of the church over the state, and so on56. 

An obvious presupposition of this way of thinking is the equation of 
truth and value. If we expand this equation, we find that permanence = 
truth = value. Phrased somewhat differently, this equation would state 
that goodness (i. e. value) and truth are necessarily interconnected, and 
both are eternal and unchanging. Truth, as has been sufficiently pointed 
out, must be eternal. But now the value judgement is made that truth, and 
therefore permanence, is "good". This is the point which Nietzsche seizes 
upon to begin his critique of Western Christian-Platonic dualism, and all 
that it implies. 

To begin with, the shift from truth to permanence to value clearly 
makes the value judgement that whatever is unchanging is "better" than 
something transitory. But why should this be so? We must keep in mind 
that ultimately all judgements are value judgements for Nietzsche. All 
judgements are interpretations, and all interpretations are made solely for 
the purpose of increasing and enhancing our vital powers. Thus all values 
are vital values : our only standard (sic) for judging them is the extent to 
which they increase or decrease our will to power. With this in mind, let 
us follow Nietzsche's inquiry into precisely why that particular value 
judgement was made, viz. that value is a function of permanence or that 
truth, which is timeless, is good. 

64 Plato, Republic VI. 
66 St. Augustine, De Trinitate XIV, XV. 
»· See Windelband, pp. 235—246. 
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36 Nietzsche's Concept of Truth 

. . . „die wahre und die scheinbare Welt" — dieser Gegensatz wird von mir 
zurückgeführt auf Werthverhältnisse 
wir haben unsere Erhaltungs-Bedingungen projicirt als Prädikate des Seins 
überhaupt 
dass wir in unserm Glauben stabil sein müssen, um zu gedeihen, daraus haben 
wir gemacht, dass die „wahre" Welt keine wandelbare und werdende, sondern 
eine seiende ist67. 

Furthermore, all value judgements are symptoms of the relative strength 
or weakness of whomever is making the judgement. 

Alle Werthschätzungen sind Resultate von bestimmten Kraftmengen und 
dem Grad Bewusstsein davon. . .B8 

Thus Nietzsche concludes that the value judgement in question is symptom-
atic of a weak, sick, decadent will to power which negates the changing, 
enigmatic character of the world to the greatest possible degree in order 
to survive at all. A strong, vigorous person will welcome change, 
contradiction, and suffering as stimulants which force him to grow in 
strength. A weaker individual would be crushed by this situation and is 
forced by his inferior degree of power to interpret the world in the manner 
most conductive to his continued existence, i. e., by denying the "reality" 
of change, contradiction, etc. All change and unpredictability, everything 
which cannot be "counted upon," thus becomes "evil." 

Die Verachtung, der Hass gegen Alles, was vergeht, wechselt, wandelt: — wo-
her diese Werthung des Bleibenden? 
Ersichtlich ist hier der Wille zur Wahrheit bloss das Verlangen in eine Welt 
des Bleibenden. 
Die Sinne täuschen, die Vernunft corrigirt die Irrthümer: folglich, schloss 
man, ist die Vernunft der Weg zu dem Bleibenden; die unsinnlichsten Ideen 
müssen der „wahren Welt" am nächsten sein. — Von den Sinnen her kommen 
die meisten Unglücksschläge — sie sind Betrüger, Bethörer, Vernichter . . .69 

This sort of evaluation and interpretation could only be carried out by a 
will which is weakened, decadent, sick in the extreme, which is simply 
incapable of coping with the world as, according to Nietzsche, it is. 

Was für eine Art Menschen reflektirt so? Eine unproduktive leidende Art; 
eine lebensmüde Art. Dächten wir uns die entgegengesetzte Art Mensch, 
so hätte sie den Glauben an das Seiende nicht nöthig : mehr noch, sie würde 
es verachten, als todt, langweilig, indifferent. . .eo 

67 Nachlass Herbst 1887, 9 [38]; KGW VIII 2, 16f. 
68 GA XIII, 256. 
69 Nachlass Herbst 1887, 9 [60]; KGW VIII 2, 28f. 
60 Ibid., p. 29. 
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The "Real" World and the "Apparent" World 37 

The weaklings and decadents who think in this manner, however, have 
apparently constituted an historical majority, because the consequences of 
this manner of reasoning are at the root of our whole cultural tradition : 
the reality and value of the world we live in are denied, in favor of a tran-
scendent and immaterial world of eternal truth and value. Certainly Nietz-
sche regards this conclusion with the liveliest horror, as a monstrous 
perversion of all natural instincts. This is the origin of the historical 
distinction, so prevalent in Western philosophical and religious thought, 
between the "real" world, and the world of becoming, the world of "mere 
appearances." 

This attempt to distinguish between "appearance" and "reality" — 
indeed, this whole conceptual structure — is most unpalatable to Nietzsche, 
who regards the value judgement upon which it is based as irreconcilably 
hostile to the fundamental reality of life, the will to power. The only world 
is the one in which we are living, here and now, with all its change, para-
dox, and impermanence. The "other world" is a fiction, an illusion, which 
has no existence outside the sick imaginations of decadents and intellec-
tual cripples. 

Es ist von kardinaler Wichtigkeit, dass man die wahre Welt abschafft. Sie ist 
die grosse Anzweiflerin und Werthverminderung der Welt, die wir sind: Sie 
war bisher unser gefährlichstes Attentat auf das Leben . . .el. 

The "true" world of this passage is, of course, the "real" (i. e., permanent, 
transcendent, immaterial, etc.) world of the Platonic-Christian tradition. 
Its reality is only the result of denying that of the actual world of lived 
experience, that world which we are. 

Die „wahre Welt", wie immer auch man sie bisher concipirt hat, — sie war 
immer die scheinbare Welt noch einmal42. 
Kritik des Begriffs „wahre und scheinbare Welt" 
von diesen ist die erste eine blosse Fiktion, aus lauter fingirten Dingen ge-
bildet ...«». 

Der Gegensatz der scheinbaren Welt und der wahren Welt reduzirt sich auf 
den Gegensatz „Welt" und „Nichts" — . . ,64 

Nietzsche's intent is, I think, obvious enough. Still, there remain a 
number of difficulties with Nietzsche's own position which must be dealt 
with, beyond the perplexing tangle of the terms "true", "real," "false," 

81 Nachlass Frühjahr 1888, 14 [103]; KGW VIH 3, 73. 
82 Nachlass November 1887—März 1888, 11 [50]; KGW VIH 2, 266. 
63 Nachlass Frühjahr 1888, 14 [93]; KGW Vin 3, 62. 
•4 Nachlass Frühjahr 1888, 14 [184]; KGW ΥΠΙ 3, 163. 
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38 Nietzsche's Concept of Truth 

etc. For one thing, Nietzsche hasn't the least right to call his "world" 
any more "real" than the statically, immaterially perfect world of Platonism 
and Christianity. If Nietzsche were to contend that he is concerned with 
the "real" world, while the weaklings and decadents (i. e., Christians and 
Platonists) are talking only about a "false," imaginary world, this would 
certainly seem to presuppose an objective standard for truth and reality. 
Nietzsche often makes the point himself that to call something either true 
or false, in the absolute sense of the traditional correspondence theory, 
requires knowledge of what is actually and unchangingly true. But there 
is no such thing as truth, no such thing as a fact, no stable world order 
which could function as a basis for immutable and objective truth. 
Nietzsche denies all these things, because ". . . es giebt keine 'Wahrheit'65." 
Thus, one cannot maintain either a) that the metaphysical world is false; 
b) that the changing world of vital activity is true; or c) the converse. 
Nietzsche has denied the very presuppositions necessary for making any 
apodictic statements about truth or falsity. It would appear that Nietzsche 
has painted himself into an epistomological corner. Martin Heidegger 
maintains in his Nietzsche lectures that what Nietzsche has done is simply 
to reverse the metaphysical tradition, to reverse Platonism, and exchange 
one "real" world for another, thereby not overcoming the traditional 
metaphysical presuppositions at all and, by reversing them, entrenching 
them all the more firmly66. This would be a correct observation if Nietzsche 
were thinking in traditional conceptual terms and merely replacing an out-
moded concept of static truth with a new but equally static concept. But 
this is not the case : Nietzsche does not simply negate or reverse traditional 
categories — he attempts to overcome them. 

We must always bear in mind that Nietzsche is not using the terms 
"true" and "false" in their traditional sense. He is aware that such a usage 
implies a static type of knowledge, of which he denies the very possibility. 
If we keep in mind that Nietzsche's sole criterion for what has heretofore 
been called "truth" or "falsity" is ". . . die Steigerung des Machtgefühls", 
the apparent inconsistency is resolved. Truth is a function of the increase 
of power, and this is the only "standard" for judging the "truth" or the 
vital value of anything. Furthermore, Nietzsche's criterion for truth is en-
tirely consistent, because it can be applied to itself, and this is a very great 
advantage over the traditional correspondence theory of truth. 

The world for Nietzsche, as we have seen, is the vital, dynamic, world 
of lived experience with all its change and contradiction. Not only do we 

«5 Nachlass Herbst 1885—Herbst 1886, 2 [108]; KGW VIH 1, 112. 
ββ Martin Heidegger, Nietzsche II. 
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The "Real" World and the "Apparent" World 39 

live "in" this world, we live this world itself*1. We, as active centers of force, 
constitute and structure our world through active interpretation and 
projection of vital values (i. e., provisional "truths" which serve to 
increase will to power, i. e. life). "World" and "being" and life itself are 
all will to power for Nietzsche. Each center of force or power structures 
and projects (i. e. "lives") its own world, and this world might in each 
case be different. 

. . . jedes Kraftcentrum hat für den ganzen Rest seine Perspektive d. h. seine 
ganz bestimmte Werthung, seine Aktions-Art, seine Widerstandsart 
Die „scheinbare Welt" reduzirt sich als <o> auf eine spezifische Art von Aktion 
auf die Welt, ausgehend von einem Centrum 
Nun giebt es gar keine andere Art Aktion: und die „Welt" ist nur ein Wort 
für das Gesammtspiel dieser Aktionen 
Die Realität besteht exakt in dieser Partikulär-Aktion jedes Einzelnen gegen 
das Ganze . . ,68 

Since the concept of an "unreal world" (i. e., a world of change and "mere" 
appearances) presupposes knowledge of the existence of an unchanging 
world of absolutely valid truth and value, and since Nietzsche has 
demonstrated the untenability of such a view, the whole notion of an 
"apparent world" loses its meaning. Appearance can exist only as one 
component of the traditional appearance-reality dichotomy and, since 
Nietzsche has negated the "reality" half of the dichotomy, the "appear-
ance" half also becomes meaningless. 

Es bleibt kein Schatten von Recht mehr übrig, hier von Schein zu reden . . . 
Die spezifische Art zu reagiren ist die einzige Art des Reagirens : wir wissen 
nicht wie viele und was für Arten es Alles giebt. 
Aber es giebt kein „anderes", kein „wahres", kein wesentliches Sein — damit 
würde eine Welt ohne Aktion und Reaktion ausgedrückt sein . . .ββ 

Furthermore, 

. . . die „Scheinbarkeit" gehört selbst zur Realität: sie ist eine Form ihres 
Seins d. h. 
in einer Welt, wo es kein Sein giebt, muss durch den Schein erst eine gewisse 
berechenbare Welt identischer Fälle geschaffen werden . . .70 

Nietzsche thus completely dissolves the traditional religious-philosophical 
scheme. Instead of a changeless world of absolute, static truth and value, 

87 Nachlass Frühjahr 1888, 14 [103]; KGW VIII 3, 73. 
69 Nachlass Frühjahr 1888, 14 [184]; KGW VIH 3, 163. 
ββ Ibid. 
*> Nachlass Frühjahr 1888, 14 [93]; KGW VIII 3, 63. 
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40 Nietzsche's Concept of Truth 

we get a constantly changing world of relative truth and vital value. Each 
individual creates his own world, which is essentially different from that of 
any other individual. The world 

. . . ist essentiell Relations-Welt: sie hat, unter Umständen, von jedem Punkt 
aus ihr verschiedenes Gesicht: ihr Sein ist essentiell an jedem Punkt anders: 
sie drückt auf jeden Punkt, es widersteht ihr jeder Punkt — und diese Sum-
mirungen sind in jedem Falle incongruent. 
Das Mass von Macht bestimmt, welches Wesen das andre Mass von Macht 
hat: unter welcher Form, Gewalt, Nöthigung es wirkt oder widersteht.. .71 

Thus far it might appear that Heidegger's point is well taken, viz. that 
Nietzsche simply reverses Platonism or stands metaphysics on its head. 
But if we apply Nietzsche's sole criterion for anything — the increase or 
decrease of power — to this scheme, we find that such is not so : Nietzsche 
is very literal and very specific when he says 

Das Mass von Macht bestimmt, welches Wesen das andere Mass von Macht 
hat: unter welcher Form, Gewalt, Nöthigung es wirkt oder widersteht . . .'2 

Thus we see a strict consistency between a) the flux ontology of power-
quanta outlined in Chapter I.; b) Nietzsche's criterion for truth; and 
c) the destruction of the dichotomy between the "real" world and the 
"apparent" world on the basis of a) and b). Some further clarification is in 
order. 

We might be tempted to say that Nietzsche is wrong in maintaining 
that the metaphysical world is "false" and that the transitory, material 
world is "true," but this is not really his intention. His critique of what 
has traditionally been regarded as the "real" world is not that it is 
necessarily and demonstrably false in the apodictic sense of traditional 
logic (for the changing, physical, life-world is just as false in this sense), 
but rather, that it is of inferior value according to the scale of vital values 
— the will to power qua life. It is basically a question of values here, ultim-
ately of vital values which, in turn, are power values, and not a question 
of logic or metaphysics. The metaphysical world is just as true or false as 
the world in which we live. Both are creations or products of a particular 
will to power. The difference is that the spiritual, metaphysical world was 
created or projected out of weakness, out of "Lebensmüdigkeit," out of 
what Nietzsche calls a "hangman's metaphysics." People have traditionally 

" Ibid. 
72 Ibid. 
53 GD VL7; KGW VI 3, 89 f. 
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The "Real" World and the "Apparent" World 41 

regarded reason (and perhaps religious faith) as ultimate standards, and it is 
this which Nietzsche calls into question, showing that such a judgement 
includes or is based upon a value judgement of an inferior order. 

Die Moralischen Werthe in der Theorie der Erkenntniss Selbst 
das Vertrauen zur Vernunft — warum nicht Misstrauen? 
die „wahre Welt" soll die gute sein — warum ? die Scheinbarkeit, der Wechsel, 
der Widerspruch, 
der Kampf als unmoralisch abgeschätzt: Verlangen in eine Welt, wo dies 
Alles fehlt74. 

The desire to create a changeless world of timeless truths is itself a sign of 
weakness. „Was Halt macht (bei einer angeblichen causa prima, bei einem 
Unbedingten usw.) ist die Faulheit, die Ermüdung —"7β. Both worlds 
have the same truth value, which is to say, no truth at all in the traditional, 
apodictic sense. They do, however, have vastly different power values. One 
is the product of a weak, sick will to power; the other, the product of a 
vigorous and growing will to power. Nietzsche's paradigm is the strong, 
creative, productive individual who is continuously increasing his power, 
creating and projecting new values, new conditions, thereby enhancing his 
existence and making it stronger, richer, and more sublime. Such an 
individual would be, as one might expect, contemptuous of any static 
truth or value which would restrict his growth and self-expression : 

Insgleichen der Wechsel, die Vergänglichkeit gefürchtet: darin drückt sich eine 
gedrückte Seele aus, voller Misstrauen und schlimmer Erfahrung (Fall Spi-
noza : eine umgekehrte Art Mensch würde diesen Wechsel zum Reiz rechnen) 
Eine mit Kraft überladene und spielende Art Wesen würde gerade die Affekte, 
die Unvernunft und den Wechsel in eudämonistischem Sinne gutheissen, 
sammt ihren (Konsequenzen, Gefahr, Contrast, Zu-Grunde-gehn usw.76. 

The conclusion we must reach is this, that the whole contrast between a 
true world and a false one is simply meaningless. A better (though still 
inadequate) contrast might be between strong and weak world interpreta-
tions, or superior and inferior world interpretations. The point is basically 
this: the metaphysical world which Nietzsche deprecates cannot really be 
called false; neither can the life-world be called true. Such distinctions are 
meaningless. What Nietzsche attempts to demonstrate is that the whole 
metaphysical framework, in which this distinction is couched, rests upon 
inferior vital values and an inferior interpretation of life and world. 

74 Nachlass Herbst 1887, 9 [160); KGW VIH 2, 94. 
78 Nachlass Herbst 1885—Herbst 1886, 2 [132]; KGW VIII 1, 131. 
7« Nachlass Juli—August 1888, 18 [16]; KGW VIII, 337. 
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42 Nietzsche's Concept of Truth 

Naturally, there is a good bit of confusion in Nietzsche's often reckless 
juxtaposing of the terms "true" and "false." Certainly he capitalizes upon 
the irony created by calling the "true world" of the metaphysical tradition 
a "false world," and even reverses this contrast on occasion, calling the 
"false world" of tradition (i. e. the physical world of "mere appearances") 
the "true world77." There is no absolute "truth" or "falsity"; there are only 
superior and inferior degrees of will to power. Thus, any "world" (in the 
absence of a fixed standard for comparison) is an individual creation with 
no claim whatsoever to universal validity. 

Die wahre Welt haben wir abgeschafft: welche Welt blieb übrig? die schein-
bare vielleicht? . . . Aber Neinl mit der wahren Welt haben wir auch die 
scheinbare abgeschafft!78 

" JGB 34—36, KGW VI 2, 48—51; GA XIV, 326; GA XIII, 50f.; Ecce Homo, Vor-
wort 2, KGW VI 3. 255f. 

« GD IV.6; KGW VI, 75. 
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