
CHAPTER NINE 

CONCLUSION 

We have now reached the point where we must reflect upon what has 
been previously said. We must step outside the context of the will to 
power (insofar as that is even possible at this stage) and attempt to reach 
some conclusion with regard to the whole. I have been postponing until 
now a discussion of that final paradox which, throughout this work, has 
come more and more to the forefront, and which poses itself as the final 
question: If, as has been abundantly pointed out, there is no truth, if there 
are no facts, no stable world-order, if our world is nothing less than a 
matrix of perspectival interpretations and useful fictions, is not everything 
which Nietzsche says itself nothing more than an interpretation from his 
perspective? 

A question of this nature naturally implies that there is something 
unsatisfactory about a "mere" interpretation, and can only be asked out-
side the context which has herein been developed, and I think that these 
points have been adequately dealt with in the body of this work. Yet if 
we demand an answer to this begged question, i. e., is what Nietzsche 
says itself not simply another interpretation?, the only possible answer is 
— of course! 

Gesetzt, dass auch dies nur Interpretation ist — und ihr werdet eifrig genug 
sein, dies einzuwenden — nun, um so besser. —1 

Nietzsche attempts nothing less than to construct a radically new cog-
nitive paradigm, a theory of knowledge which is free from the presupposi-
tions, inconsistencies, and inflexibility of the tradition, a theory of knowl-
edge which is flexible and creative in the most radical sense. Nietzsche's 
theory of knowledge is not simply another way of looking at the same old 
world: it represents a cognitive mode in which an entirely new world may 
be constituted, and do this in a manner entirely free from the traditional 
presupposition that there must ultimately be a single reality for everyone, 
which determines and conditions our perceptions. Nietzsche's epistemo-

1 J GB 22; KGW VI 2, 31. 
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192 Conclusion 

logical modus operandi is the notion of perspectival interpretation : the cog-
nitive act is itself regarded as an act of interpretation, which in turn is an 
act of creation. Of far greater importance, however, is this : while regard-
ing all knowing as perspectival interpretation, this very position is itself an 
interpretation. It is an interpretation which is decisively aware of its inter-
pretative nature, and therein lies one of its chief advantages. Thus, Nietz-
sche's epistemological position, as I have been characterizing it, not only 
displays significant advantages over traditional epistemologies, but more 
importantly, constitutes a radically new and immensely fruitful cognitive 
paradigm. Nietzsche's theory of knowledge constitutes a self-grounding 
philosophical position which is subject only to internal verification, which 
presupposes nothing beyond itself, but which is neither empty nor trivial. 
How is this possible? 

By demonstrating the self-referential inconsistency of the correspon-
dence theory of truth, Nietzsche a fortiori demonstrates the untenability 
and inadequacy of traditional, correspondence-oriented epistemologies. But 
more than this, by undermining all correspondence criteria, Nietzsche frees 
himself from the onus of making his views correspond to some static, 
external reality. Nietzsche does indeed supply an ontological model to 
support his epistemology — the flux ontology of the will to power. Yet 
it would be a serious misunderstanding to view this as a claim on Nietz-
sche's part to have pierced the veil of appearances, and to have had a peep 
at the ultimate nature of things. Nietzsche not only rejects such a procedure 
outright — he also rejects that entire cognitive paradigm in which such a 
proceeding is even thinkable. If Nietzsche, after having denied the possi-
bility of any stable, unchanging, correspondence sort of truth, were never-
theless to claim that his description of the world, i. e. the will to power, 
were true in a sense of which he has already denied the possibility, then 
we might justifiably dismiss his views as self-contradictory and incoherent 
scribblings. But I think that the groundwork has already been laid for 
answering such a charge. 

The will to power as an ontological model is to be properly viewed 
from the perspective of Nietzsche's epistemology. If this is done, we 
realize that the will to power is not simply another claim to have dis-
covered once and for all what reality is "really" like, but a model which 
is very useful in supporting the epistemological claim that there is no 
stable, perduring world of which we have knowledge. As a model, a 
construct, an hypothesis, Nietzsche's scheme of power-quanta and power-
constellations is a considerable aid in grasping what the cognitive act must 
be like in the absence of fixed truth, stable entities, laws of nature, etc. 
Naturally, if all knowing is perspectival interpretation, the will to power 
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Conclusion 193 

itself must be such an interpretation, but an interpretation which has great 
utility in bringing more vividly before the mind, in enabling us to better 
grasp, that basic epistemological position, viz., that there are only inter-
pretations. It is fundamentally erroneous (or better, a useless interpreta-
tion) to construe Nietzsche's flux ontology as a snapshot of ultimate real-
ity. Nietzsche presents this model as a philosophical horizon over against 
which the doctrine of creative interpretation can be understood. 

Does this not mean that after having denied the possibility of any 
adequate formulation of what the world is like in itself, Nietzsche never-
theless goes ahead and gives us such a formulation? Again, the question 
is, what status does Nietzsche's characterization of the world as will to 
power have? Certainly not the status of an unassailable, metaphysical 
truth. We must view the characterization of the world as will to power 
as itself a creative interpretation which serves to unify and direct the rest 
of our interpretations, analogous to a working hypothesis in the natural 
sciences. Its justification lies in how well we can employ it in increasing 
and enhancing our vital energies and elevating the human condition, not 
in how "true" or "correct" it is. 

What the world might be like in itself is of no ultimate interest. Not 
only is such a question unanswerable on grounds of that correspondence-
paradigm in which the question is framed, but that very context out of 
which such a question arises is, for Nietzsche, an interpretation which must 
be cast aside as no longer worth entertaining. The only factor even worth 
considering is, what is it for me? for us? And here Nietzsche's point is 
that what the world is, in the only sense in which that statement can be 
meaningful, is entirely our work, our doing, our responsibility. "There 
is no specific form or meaning without which we cannot live . . . . How 
we shall live, and what we shall mean, is up to us to say."2 The world in 
and of itself cannot meaningfully be said to have a univocal character, 
although we (perhaps necessarily) posit one such as the will to power in 
order to unify and direct our interpretations. Thus, if were to ask Nietz-
sche, "Is what you say true?", the answer would be, "Of course not, for 
there is no truth." But insofar as all we have are interpretations which 
can only be measured according to how well they work in enriching, 
strengthening, and inspiring life, Nietzsche would undoubtedly assert with 
equal vigor, that his interpretation was the most useful to date. 

We have elaborated Nietzsche's grounds for denying to other philo-
sophical systems that sort of truth which they have been wont to claim for 
themselves. But Nietzsche does not make an exception for himself, and 

2 Danto, p. 228. 
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194 Conclusion 

attempt to appropriate that truth, of which he denies the possibility, for 
himself while denying it to others. Nietzsche's philosophical stature stands 
revealed to us in all its rigor and honesty when we realize that Nietzsche's 
reduction of all other modes of philosophizing to interpretations and falsi-
fications applies equally to his own thinking. The will to power is an 
interpretation, is a falsification, is a sublime illusion, and we need only add 
that Nietzsche would probably have maintained that it was so far the most 
efficacious interpretation advanced in enhancing and increasing the vital 
powers which we are. And this sovereign admission, far from claiming 
to be a philosophical non plus ultra is an open invitation — or better, a 
challenge •— to yet more vigorous and more sublime fictions to elevate 
and transform the human condition. Even though Nietzsche often seems 
to be asserting his own doctrines with all the dogmatism of those whom 
he condemns, this must be understood on the basis of his own criteria, 
and not condemned out of hand through the application of those very 
standards which Nietzsche himself has overcome. 

There is an obvious circularity present here, as Nietzsche's ontology 
would seem to presuppose his epistemology, which in turn presupposes 
his ontology, and so on. But such a charge of circularity is far from being 
a coup de grace to Nietzsche's position and, in the last analysis, is not even 
an interesting objection. The upshot of such an objection is that, as a 
closed, circular system, Nietzsche's position must be empty and vacuous. 
And this can only mean that Nietzsche's epistemology fails to provide a 
mode of access to the "real world," or fails to provide grounds for a rela-
tionship of adequate correspondence. Such a charge is ultimately too 
superficial to be worthy of refutation, assuming as it does that cognitive 
statements or philosophical positions must be tested by comparing them 
to that world which they purport to represent. And this, as I have repeat-
edly pointed out, is simply a self-referentially inconsistent, self-defeating 
proposition. Nietzsche's position, however, is quite consistent with itself 
or, if one prefers, analytically sound. This is what I mean by the self-
grounding character of Nietzsche's epistemology: it need not seek beyond 
itself for a verifying ground in some noumenal and inaccessible reality; 
neither must it constantly look over its shoulder, so to speak, to ascertain 
how well its statements correspond to fixed and eternal verities. 

There is, however, another attendant difficulty with this self-ground-
ing or analytically circular nature of Nietzsche's position, which might be 
phrased like this : how can a philosophical position which, in a manner of 
speaking, is able only to talk about itself tell us anything worth knowing? 
How can a self-referentially consistent, self-grounding position such as this 
avoid empty formality, vacuousness, and triviality? 

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 06:01:47.

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
.



Conclusion 195 

We must view the proposition that all knowing is perspectival inter-
pretation as a formal structure which, in the sense that it is not grounded 
in or restricted to any specific interpretative content, is empty. Yet as a 
formal cognitive structure, it can constitute any particular interpretation out 
of itself, and do this without having to grant ultimate or absolute validity 
to any specific interpretation. Again, we see that this position has some 
significant advantages over traditional epistemologies. Nietzsche's position 
can embrace without difficulty the most diverse, the most contradictory 
interpretations : it can include interpretations which are mutually exclusive 
on the logical-semantic level without having to affirm one and deny the 
other; it can include interpretations which — again on the logical-semantic 
level — even contradict this position itself. Nietzsche's scheme is capable 
of doing this because it does not restrict itself to one particular inter-
pretation for which exclusive "correctness" is claimed and, since no specific 
interpretation can claim to be ultimately "correct," the traditional cor-
respondence theory criteria of correctness or incorrectness simply eva-
porate3. Individual interpretations are evaluated not according to how 
correct they are with respect to some static reality, but according to their 
pragmatic utility in a given context of relationships. Pragmatic utility (or 
power value, or degree of will to power) is, of course, a perspectival func-
tion. This means only that a specific interpretation may work very well 
indeed within one context, but not in another. And this, in turn, is only 
another indication of Nietzsche's consistency, of his steadfast refusal to 
claim absolute validity, value, or correctness for any specific interpretation 
— including his own I — and his openness to the possibility that any inter-
pretation may have a power-enhancing function within a particular con-
text of relationships. Nietzsche's polemic against that narrow dogmatism 
which insists upon the ultimate validity of a particular interpretation 
merely because it has proven itself efficacious within a specific context or 
from a particular perspective is by this point so familiar as to require no 
further comment. 

On a practical level we could say that Nietzsche's cognitive paradigm 
has the effect of liberating the individual knower from the restrictive belief 
that there must ultimately be one correct view of reality, that there exists 
a stable and self-identical world apart from his perceptions which deter-
mines the nature of those perceptions, and that he is powerless to change 

3 The criteria of the correspondence are interpretations, too, but objectionable because 
of their inherent narrowness and inflexibility. Nietzsche could not consistently claim 
that the correspondence theory was "incorrect," but simply that it represents a "weak" 
or useless interpretation, an interpretation which is ignorant of its own interpretative 
nature. 
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his reality in any substantial manner. If the individual knower embraces 
Nietzsche's position, he must realize that that world which, for him, is the 
case is entirely his own creation, constituted out of that factical, existential, 
immanent context of relationships which that knower is, and subject to 
any reinterpretation or restructuring which that knower is capable of 
carrying out. But rather than throwing up our hands in despair over the 
ultimate instability or meaninglessness of the world, we must embrace 
Nietzsche's position in a positive manner, as a challenge to continually 
create and recreate a more satisfactory reality for ourselves. Exactly how 
many or what type of individuals would be capable of embracing this 
position and using it creatively (rather than passively and uncritically 
accepting a conventional world view) must remain an open question. 
Clearly Nietzsche does not address himself to όι πολλοί. 

Nietzsche's position that the individual knower literally constitutes his 
reality may at first appear extravagant. Yet this view is no longer as novel 
as it once might have been. Robert Ornstein (a psychologist who is not 
alone in this regard) takes the position that an individual's conscious reality 
is constructed by means of a process of selecting, editing, and interpreting 
sensory stimuli, and that an individual's conscious reality is quite literally 
that individual's creation4. Thomas Kuhn, in his analysis of scientific 
revolutions, indicates that a change in the paradigm in terms of which 
we view the world is constitutive of fundamental changes in that reality 
which we experience5. Kuhn declines to draw the epistemological con-
clusions which are inherent to his position, but one may (and with con-
siderable justification) maintain that those paradigm shifts (or reinterpreta-
tions of the world) brought about by such seminal thinkers as Copernicus, 
Galileo, Kant, Freud, Einstein, Heisenberg, inter alia, constituted literal 
restructurings of that world which we experience. To assert that such 
scientific revolutions or paradigm shifts amount only to new ways of 
looking at the same world is simply an undemonstrable and unverifiable 
assertion. If we agree with Nietzsche that reality is always identical with 
our interpretation of reality, and if the mode of interpretation changes, 
we must agree that reality is also substantially altered in such an event. 
I hasten to add that it would be methodologically unsound to regard the 
two positions (or interpretations) which I mention here as somehow con-
stituting evidence for the correctness of Nietzsche's view. Obviously the 
content of specific interpretations can do nothing to verify a general prin-
ciple that all knowing is interpreting. But as fruitful and useful applications 

1 Ornstein, op. cit. 
5 Kuhn, op. cit. 
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of a view parallel to Nietzsche's own (and a great many more examples 
of this sort could be mentioned), I feel that they are highly illuminating 
and demonstrative of the vast utility of such a view. And such utility, 
I think, is all that Nietzsche would ultimately claim for his views. In the 
last analysis we must do more than merely give our theoretical assent to 
the proposition that all knowing is interpreting. Nietzsche's intent, I think, 
is that we must use this principle to create new and better interpretations 
for ourselves, and this would then be both the justification and the veri-
fication of his position. Nietzsche's cognitive paradigm is practical in its 
aims, rather than theoretical. 

The will to power does not represent a body of logical statements, the 
truth of which compels our assent. If nothing else, Nietzsche demonstrates 
the limitations of such an outlook. The will to power represents, rather, 
an existential directive which is "verified" only through implementation. 
To put it more simply, Nietzsche is not asking us to believe something, 
but to do something, and in so doing to overcome what we have hitherto 
regarded as insuperable human limitations. If we were to press this point, 
we should have to say that Nietzsche's principle of creative interpretation 
is not more "true" than other philosophical positions: it works better; 
it is more useful. We might imagine Nietzsche saying, "If you do not care 
for the form I give to things, give things your own. Philosophy is a 
creative business, and the way is always open. Philosophy is a contest of 
will with will. Insofar as you oppose my philosophy, you illustrate and 
confirm it." 6 

We might claim for Nietzsche the dubious distinction of being the most 
misunderstood and exploited philosopher of recent times. A good many 
— indeed, probably most — of these misunderstandings have arisen 
because of Nietzsche's mode of expression. Nietzsche does not attempt to 
give us a logically coherent body of truths to which we can intellectually 
assent. Obviously Nietzsche's writings are full of overt and usually inten-
tional contradictions. He uses the same words, e. g. truth, will, knowledge, 
etc. in so many different and contradictory contexts that one is often not 
sure of how a particular passage is to be understood. But it is ultimately 
not a question of the truth of falsity of the content of any particular state-
ment, because this very content — insofar as it claims to correspond to some 
univocal and unchanging reality — is useless. It is not the logical content 
of Nietzsche's utterances which is ultimately decisive — and it is in full 
awareness of its implications that I make this statement — but rather, the 
direction in which they impel us and the stimulus which they give us. This 

6 Danto, p. 230. 
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is the formal nature of Nietzsche's position that all knowing is perspec-
tival interpretation which I have repeatedly referred to. Nietzsche's state-
ments resist any static conceptualization, and intentionally so. He uses his 
terms not as concepts or logical termini, but as signs ("Zeichen") and 
metaphors, whose very lack of univocal meaning serves as a stimulus for 
us to appropriate them and give them a meaning — and thereby increase 
our will to power. 

Naturally this leaves all doors wide open for unfair appropriation of 
Nietzsche's writings, and one need only consider the rampant exploitation 
of Nietzsche which occurred earlier in this century to be furnished with 
an example of this. Such misuse is perhaps the price Nietzsche must pay 
for his honesty in adhering to his own principle that there are only inter-
pretations. 

The problem of textual interpretation becomes particularly acute in 
a work of this nature, and one must strive to strike a delicate balance 
between wholesale exploitation of Nietzsche's writings, and the stifling of 
Nietzsche's spirit by pedantic adherence to the letter. I have attempted to 
achieve that balance by letting Nietzsche speak for himself as much as 
possible. It is hoped that, after having paid careful attention to the notes, 
Nietzsche's music can still be heard. 
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