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Amongst the many fascinating aspects of Nietzsche's criticism of 
traditional conceptions of truth and his critica! analysis of knowl
edge, his attack upon the Kantian idea of "things-in-themselves ' is 
both interesting and illuminating as an aperture that gives us access 
to his own thought. Although it is often said that the concern with 
epistemology that is found, in incomplete form, in his notebooks or 
Nachlass represents speculations in his " latee' thinking, this is not 
correct. As early as 1866, Nietzsche was very much excited by the 
implications of 19th century science and its significance for t he 
theory of knowledge. He was particularly impressed by the marriage 
of neo-Kantianism and a kind of burgeon ing conventionalism in the 
natural sciences.1 There is li ttle doubt that Nietzsche's earliest 
reflections on t he question of the origin, nature and limits of human 
knowledge were stimulated by F .A. Lange's The History o( Material
ism. It was in his careful study of this work that Nietzsc he first 
encountered critica! analyses of Kant's philosophy and especially of 
the concept of things-in-themselves. The relation between Kant and 
Nietzsche is central, 1 believe, to an understanding of his theory of 
knowledge or his crit ique of knowledge. For, even though Nietzsche 
spills quite a bit of ink lambasting Kant's account of human 
knowledge, his own thinking emerges ou t of the matrix of Kantian 
conceptions and analyses. Nietzsche's attitude towards Kant is 
ambivalen t and charged with an antagonism that attests to the 
seriousness with which he approached Kant's philosophy. 

In order to understand the background of Nietzsche's critical 

1 In a letler lo his friend von Gersdorff ( daled August, 1 66) Nietzsche 
praises F.A. Lange 's Geschichte des Mal erialismus and specifically mentions 
Lange 's comments on "lhe lrue essence o f t.hings," as well as his criticism of "das 
Ding an sich." Werke in Drei Bá'nden, Munich, 1966, III , p. 970. 
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negation of the notion of things in themselves, a statement of the 
problem in Lange's terms would be useful. In a cbapter on "Kant and 
Materialism" Lange emphasizes the Copernican revolution in Kant's 
thought and states his viewpoint in the following way: 

the objects of experience are only our objects . . . the whole objective 
world ís ... not absolute objectivity, but only objectivity for man and 
any similarly organized beings, while behind the phenomenal world, the 
absolute nature of things, the 'things-in-themselves,' is veiled in 
impenetrable darkness. 2 

Lange goes out of his way to argue that Kant's notion of a 
phenomenal world rece1ves confirmation from the '"physiology of 
the sense-organs." He contends that just as our senses condition or 
determine the world for us, so, too, does our "intellectual organiza
tion" condition the "whole system" of phenomena that we can 
know. Tbrougbout bis discussion of Kant, Lange stresses the agnostic 
nature of bis conclusions and specifically refers to tbe Prolegomena 
to Any Future Metaphysics in order to point to the phenomenal 
nature of scientific understanding. The physical sciences, Kant 
claims will never discover the "interna! constitution of things" or , 
any uJtimate ground of explanation that transcends our sensory 
experience. Scientific explanation must be based upon the objects of 
sense tbat "belong to experience" and are understood according to 
"tbe laws of experience. " 3 Whatever is known is shaped and formed 
by sensibility and understanding and any claims to 'trutb' tbat seek 
to go beyond tbese capacities are eitber "regulative principies" of 
reason or speculations tbat cannot be justified as legitimate knowl
edge-claims. Lange quotes with approval the assertion tbat " All 
cognition of tbings based upon pure understanding or pure reason is 
nothing but appearance, and trutb is in experience only. " 4 After 
discussing at length the question of the synthetic a priori nature of 
matbematical propositions, Lange turns his attention to a "dark 
point in tbe Kantian system" that arises beca use of the assumption 
tbat in every act of knowledge a priori elements cooperate in a 
process tbat conditions our experience. Lange assumes that this 
notion generates a dilemma: either tbe a priori elements of our 
tbought are deduced from a valid a priori principie or they are 

2 F.A. Lange, The History of Materialism, trans. E.C. Thomas, London, 
1925, ü, p. 156. 

3 Prolegomena zu jeder künftigen Metaphysik, Riga, 1783, 8, p. 167. Cited 
in Lange, op. cit, ü, pp. 162-163. 

4 /bid.. p. 204. 
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searched out in an empirical manner. The principie from which the a 
priori is deduced is not really produced and an empirical process can 
yield no necessary results. Lange charges that the method employed 
in order to "discover" the a priori or the origin of the a priori had to 
be none other than "the method of induction." 5 The upshot of 
Lange's analysis of Kant's thought is that the " necessity" of a priori 
knowledge is shaped before experience by what is called ''the 
physico-psychological organization of man. " This "phenomenon" is 
assumed in order to avoid transcendental assumptions introduced to 
account for a priori knowledge and law-like experiences. Inventively, 
Lange offers his resolutions of problems in the Kritik in terms of 
physiological determinations of our experiences and psychic interpre
tations of our conceptions. Emphasizing the common, but unknown, 
root of sensibility and understanding, Lange claims that in the most 
rudimentary sensory processes there are " logical" connections that 
correspond to t he activity of "conscious thought,"6 Without 
commenting on the validity or invalidity of Lange's psycho-physical 
co-opting of Kant's account of knowledge, it is quite clear that it is 
precisely this interpretation of Kant that finds its way, thinly 
disguised, into Nietzsche's speculations concerning the "origin" of 
the categories of the understanding. 

Aside from his brief attempt to resolve interna} problems in 
Kant's Kritik, Lange points to severa} questions that haunt t he 
philosophy of Kant. He asks, "What is all the knowledge of 
experience if we only find the laws created by ourselves again in 
these things, which are no longer things at all, but only 'phe
nomena'? " 7 In the course of his philosophical life Nietzsche will 
echo this refrain a number of times and will raise the question 
whether our (Kantian) construction of the world of phenomena js 
" knowledge" at all. At any rate, the probing of the notion of things 
in themselves concludes Lange's critica} in terpretation of Kant. He 
argues that the thing in itself can have no causal efficacy insofar as 
the concept of causality has no applicability to it. 8 How, Lange asks, 
can things in themselves be represented since they are outside space 
and time and, in a strict sen se, inconceivable? Why, in effect, should 
we concern ourselves with so-called things in themselves insofar as 
they are simply inconceivabble? Finally, it is held that the claim that 
things in themselves exist cannot be proved by Kant in accordance 

5 Lange, o p. cit , ii, p. 192. 
6 Jbid. , ü, p. 196. 
7 !bid. , i~ p . 200. • 

8 !bid. , ii, p. 193, n. 25. 
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with his principies because this would be a transcendental, negative, 
'knowledge' of the properties of the 'thing in itself,' a mode of 
knowledge prohibited by his theory.9 .sine~ t~e notion ~f .thin~s in 
themselves is a Grenzbegriff or a negatlve, hm1t-concept, 1t lS ref1ned 
away into a mere Vorstellung or "representation." The. co.ncept~al 
dissolution of the Ding an sich grants to phenomena a gam m real1ty 

h. h 11 ' al "'1 0 Th insofar as "lt embraces everyt mg t at we can ca re . e 
world that is constituted by our cognitive and sensory "organiza
tion" is a realm of phenomenal appearances that is the only reality 
we can be said to know. Lange synthesizes phenomenalism and an 
agnosticism about the ultimate nature of things in a way that deeply 
impressed Nietzsche. For, the followirtg conclusion is paraphrased in 
a letter written in 1866: 

The true essence of things, the last cause of all phenomena, is ... not 
only unknown to us, but even the idea of it is nothing more and 
nothing less that the last outcome of an antithesis determined by our 
organization, and of which we do not know whether, beyond our 
experience, it has any meaning at all.11 

This agnosticism concerning what may ?e imagined as ~anscending 
our phenomenal knowledge is emphas1zed. by L~nge 1n order ~o 
support his phenomenalism and by Kant h1mself m orde~ to avo1d 
materialism. That this is the case is clear when we f1nd Kant 
maintaining that what things in themselves may be is neither known 
nor something that we need to know. For, all 'things' are presented 
to us as phenomena. What the " interna! in matter" is is unknown 
except in terms of the "phenomena" disclosed by the further 
advance of the natural sciences. The thing in itself that "appears" as 
matter is "a mere chimera. " 1 2 By proclaiming that the internal 
dynamics of matter are inaccessible to us, Kant seems to be con
cerned with blocking t he possibility that our sensations and sensory 
experiences (that we "receive" in sensibility) might be said to be 
caused by internal material changes. By holding that the advances 
of the natural sciences (in regard to the "structure" of matter) are 
themselves determined by the constitutive, spontaneous activity 

9 lbid, ii, p . 200-201. 
10 lbid. , ii, pp. 217. 
11Jbid., ii, p. 218. " . • . das wahre ~esen der ,Dinge,. .. ist uns nicht. nur 

unbekannt sondern es ist auch der Begnff desselben mcht mehr und mch t 
weniger al~ die letzte Ausgeburt eines von unsrer Organisation bedin~en Geg~n
satzes, von dem wir nicht wissen, oh er ausserhalb unsrer Erfahrung trgendeme 
Bedeutung hat., Werke in Drei Bá'nden, II, p. 970. · 

12Jbid., ii, p. 218. Lange quotes from the section in the Critique entitled 
A mphibolie der Re{lexionsbegriffe. 
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of the mind (insofar as only "phenomena" determined by sensibility 
and understanding are disclosed), Kant has protected the priority 
of mind or the "transcendental unity of apperception." On the 
other hand, by tracing the origin of sensibility and categorical 
thought to our physiology and our psychic processes Lange embraces 
a form of materio-idealism. However, the important point, for our 
discussion, is that Lange offers a psychologistic account of Kant's 
theory of knowledge that certainly had considerable influence on 
Nietzsche's epistemic reflections. In this regard, it is certainly true 
that Nietzsche himself did want to be a phenomenalist.1 3 In 
addition, it is quite correct that Nietzsche intends to do away wi th 
the distinction between phenomena and things in themselves and 
that, in doing so, he is following "the extreme views of Lange. "1 4 

Armed with the background l've sketched, we are prepared to 
look at the way that Nietzsche deals with the thorny question of 
"things in themselves." Apparently Lange's influence did not 
outweigh that of Schopenhauer when The Birth of Tragedy was 
composed. For, Nietzsche refers there to an Urwille, a " primal will, ' 
that lies behind or beneath the phenomena encountered in the world. 
There is a mysterious " primal unity" that is manifested in the world 
and in our "empirical existence." 15 Nietzsche mentions the need to 
distinguish between phenomena and things in themselves and makes 
numerous claims to have an intuitive grasp of a metaphysical or 
metempirical " reality." The irrational "Dionysian" ground of the 
world cannot be grasped conceptually since it is transfigured by the 
"Apollonian" power of mind and art . There is no doubt that 
Nietzsche does retain a residual Kantianism in The Birth of Tragedy 
that he emphasized the distinction between the phenomenal world 
and things-in-themselves. It is quite correct that : 

in this earliest work he held, as Schopenhauer had, that there was a way 
of going beyond the Kantian agnosticism about the nature of the 
in-itself.. He held that music, art generally, and so me Dionysian states of 
in toxication gave us insight into the ultimatc reaJity which ex presses 
itself in phenomena; and that the ultimate reality was of the nature of 
will.1 6 

However, it is not only Nietzsche's early " romanticism" that 
encourages him to speculate about the primordial " reality" that is 

13 R. J. Hollingdale, Nietzsche, London, 197 3, p. 138. 
14 W.M. Salter, Nietzsche the Thinker, New York , 1917, p. 497 , n. 8. 
15 Die Geburt der Tragodie , 4. 

16 J .T. Wilcox , Truth and Value in Nietzsche, Ann Arbor, 1974, p. 100. 
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. 
manifested to us in the empirical world. For, it is Lan.ge .who. gave 
thinkers such as Nietzche carte blanche to create a poetlc, 1mag1nary 
portrait of the " unknowable." Lang~ .viewed Kant:s the~ry of 
knowledge as confirmed by the agnost~c1s~ of th.e sc1ences In the 
middle of the nineteenth century and ms1sted , w1th Kant and the 
consciously or unconsciously Kantian scientists, t~at knowl~,dge 
must be restricted to phenomena However, he beheved that No 
thought is so calculated to reconcile poesy and science as the thought 
that all our 'reality' . .. is only appearance. "1 7 For, the terra 
incognita of ultimate mystery críes out for poetic creation of a 
"world of val u es." That is, "free poetry ... m ay ... make use of 
myth in arder to lend words to the unutterable .. " 1

.
8 If th~ ' reality' 

we can know is a system of appearances, then It IS not absolute 
reality". In conceptual thought, no matter how imaginative it may be, 
we are only able to create another speculative system of thought 
(such as the la ter thought of Schel,ling) t,hat. see~ to penetrate the 
ineffable and ends by claiming to know thmgs In themselves. No, 
what Lange calls "the standpoint of the ideal" can only be pre~ented 
in poetic, mythical form, an artisti.c ima~ery t~at '!lay. stir ,the 
imagination of men through the creation of consc10us Illus10ns. In 
arder to avoid "spiritual impoverishment," there is a need f?r new 
" aesthetic conceptions" that would bring "the world of exiStence 
into connexion with the world of val u es. " 1 9 E ven in The Birth of 
Tra~edy Nietzsche had already adopted Lange's "standpoint of the 
ideal" insofar as he offers a mythopoetic interpretation of the 
" primal will" that acts through the world. I~ is. ~erhaps. for this 
reason that he does not exclude his own trag1c VlSion of hfe from 
classification as a "conscious illusion." Nietzsche is not inconsistent, 
then when he refers to "the Socratic love of knowledge," "art~s 
sedu~tive veil of beau ty" and the metaphysical assumption that 
" beneath the whirl of phenomena eternal life flows indestructibly" 
as illusions. 2 0 

In both The Birth of Tragedy and his unpublished essay, "On 
Truth and Lying in an Extra-Moral Sense," Nietzsche retains and 
alludes to the distinction between phenomena and things in 
themselves. Although quite aware of Lange's criticisms of the idea of 
things in themselves and the paradoxes this idea generates, Nietzsche 

17 F.A. Lange, op. cit., ii, p. 234. 
18 /bid. , iii, p. 343. 
19 /bid. 
20 Die Geburt der Tragodie, 18. Cf J .T. Wilcox, Truth and Value in 

N ietzsche, p. 109. 
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argues, in the latter essay, that language, by its v~ry. na tu re, cannot 
"picture" things in themselves. Language embod1es 1mages that are 
metaphorical. Words are construed as " metaphors" representing 
images. Concepts are understood as metaphors that are remate from 
our immediate experience and its uniqueness. On t he assumption 
that language rests upon the metaphorical translation of immediate 
experiences into other medi.a, then language is unable .to give us 
access to the way things are m themselves. The metaphoncal nature 
of words and concepts precludes a correspondence between judg
ments and actuality as it is in itself. 21 Nietzsche would ha ve 
disagreed with the Wittgenstein of the Tractatus. th~t " language 
pictures the world. " Neither language nor conceptuahzat10n enable us 
to discover the Wesen der Dinge. The 'truth' that language tries to 
express is comprised of metaphors and ".anthropomorphisms." An 
assumption that runs through "On Truth and Lying in an Extra
Moral Sense" is that there is a true nature of things that is posited 
and that we know that linguistic-conceptual representatio ns of it are 
"false. " Furthermore, there is the suggestio n that immediate experi
ence gives us acquaintance with "truths" that are somehow "fal
sified" by transformation into linguistic-conceptual "signs. " La ter, 
Nietzsche will hold that our sensory modalities simplify, arrange, and 
select out of a chaos of impressions what concerns us, is of interest to 
us or, simply, the phenomena which our senses are capable of 
responding to in experience. Nietzsche seems to follow Lange in t.his 
early essay insofar as he is aware of the paradox of claiming to know 
that there are " things in themselves" and yet, at the same time, sees 
that Kant's thought points to a transphenomenal realm uncondi
tioned by the a priori intuitions of space and time, sensibility and the 
categories of the understanding. 

Ironically, neither Lange nor Nietzsche seem to ha ve known that 
Kant continued to wrestle with his notion of Ding an sich in his Opus 
poslumum, reaching conclusions that, in sorne respects, ant icípate 
Nietzsche's fictionalist interpretation of the idea. In his post
humously published works Kant regards the notion of things in 
themselves as an "ens rationis. '' It is notan objective state of affairs, 
but a subjectively determined 'thought-entity" or an indefinite 
concept. What "corresponds to the Things-in-themselves is not a 
separable counterpart. . .. " of phenomena for us. Furthermore, the 
distinction between objects and the thing in itself is " only a scientific 
(ideal) distinction , for the subject. " 2 2 There is no doubt that Kant 

21 Werhe, ed. by G. Colli and M. Monlinari, Berlin, 1967f., III, 2, p. 373. 
22 R. Reicke, ed., Opus postumum, in Altpreussische Montschrift, 
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virtually characterizes the conception of things in themselves as a 
"fiction," a fictional posit. lf Vaihinger is righ t in maintaining 
that Kant carne to recognize that the Ding an sich was a fiction and 
regarded the separation of phenomenal appearances from things in 
themselves as "fictive, " 2 3 then it would seem that Nietzsche's similar 
views were an ironic duplication of Kant's later reflections on his 
most thorny conception. Or, perhaps, a theory of fictions may be 
said to have been obscurely present in Kant's theory of knowledge as 
originally presented. 

The repudiation of metaphysics in Human, All-Too-Human is 
often seen as a renunciation on Nietzsche's part of romanticism and 
~he misguided attempt to acquire transcendent knowledge of t hings 
m themselves. The implied scepticism about "thin gs in themselves" 
during his so-called positivistic stage of t hought is attributed to the 
fact that Nietzsche has begun "to sober u p. " 2 4 Even though this 
may seem to be the case, we already know that Nietzsche was deeply 
impressed by Lange's agnostic conclusions in his interpretation of the 
philosophical ~mplications of nineteenth century 'philosophy of 
science,' as well as by the "standpoint of the ideal." Human, 
All-Too-Human does not signify a "new" epistemological viewpoint, 
but, rather, Nietzsche's adaptation and revision of the scientific 
pi~ture of the world presented by Lange. Instead of seeking 'Truth,' 
Nietzsche now advises, we should be satisfied with "the little 
unpretentious truths" that have been discovered by scientific 
methods. 2 5 Having studied the sciences of his day he is convinced 
that "strict method" is absolutely important f~r a precise if 
restricted, understanding of the world and ourselves. Having drunk at 
the well of Lange 's neo-Kantian phenomenalism he has cometo see 
that "There are many kinds of eyes. Even the Sphinx has eyes - and 
consequently t here are many kinds of " truths," and consequently 
there is no Truth. " 2 6 This respect for "the severest methods of 
kn owledge" entails a rejection of aesthetically tinged metaphysics or 
metaphysical hypotheses in the name of a hard-headed scientific 

(1 1-1884), XIX, pp. 573 , 578, 567 , 585. Cited in H. Vaihinger The 
Philosophy o{ 'As-/f. ' lrans. C.K. Ogden, London, 1924, pp. 313-31 5. ' 

23 V 'h" . a1 mger, op. czt. , p. 313. Another coincidence in the relation between 
Kant and Nietzsche is pointed out by Vaihinger. He notes that in two of the 
suggested titles for .his last writings Kant uses the name of Zarathustra. He also 
adds t hat these projected works carne to Iight in 1884 at the time that Nietzsche 
was working on Thus Spake Zarathustra. !bid. , n. l . 

24 Wil . O cox, op. clt. p. 11 . 
25 Menschliches, A llzumenschliches, 3. 
26 Werke in Drei Biinden, III, p . 844. 
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attention to detail that puts all attempts to transcend the empirical 
world "on ice." The belief that ou! language en~bles us to.express a 
knowledge of things i~ them~lv~s ~s, as ;~e menti?ne~ p.rev1ously ~ an 
Ulusion. The "enigmatical Thing-In-Itself eludes lmguistlc determma
tion because of the metaphorical nat ure of language. Neither through 
Ianguage, nor concept ualization nor sensory experience do we gain 
access to "original essentials " "the real world," "the essence of 
things." Throughout his writings Nietzsche repeatedly returns to t his 
central conception of things in themselves, attacking it most force-
fully in his notes or Nachlass. 

Nietzsche's antagonism to the assumption of a " noumenal self" 
(a kind of self-in-itself or "transcendental consciousness") and a 
noumenal thing-in-itself is based upon his belief that such not ions 
were introduced in Kant's theory of knowledge as a way of allowing 
for religious faith (belief in that which transcends the limits of 
reason) and morality or free moral agency. Certainly, he must have 
been familiar with Kant's admission that he had attacked reason " in 
order to make room for faith ." And he certainly saw that if Kant 
were not allowed the postulation of a noumenal self, then he could 
not develop a moral philosophy. Nietzsche views Kant's epistemo
logy as an inconsistent phenomenalism that is distorted by his 
incorporation of transphenomenal things in themselves ( both at 
the subjective pole and the objective pole). Furthermore, Nietzsche 
sees the Kantian assumption of a realm of things in t hemselves as a 
reinforcement of the Platonic-Christian belief in a transcendental 
"true world" that implies the denigration of this world as a system of 
appearances. He goes so far as to contend that t he negation of t he 
previously believed idea that there is a realm of t he in itself is a 
contributing factor in the emergen ce of " radical nihilism." This is the 
reaction to the " untenability" of our existen ce when we realize ''that 
we lack the least right to posit a beyond oran in-itself" that might be 
construed as " divine" or as incarnate morality. 2 7 What Nietzsche 
seems to mean in this fragment of what may be called his 
' phenomenology' of European nihilism is t hat Kant perpetuated the 
' false' belief in a transcendental world (thereby undermining t he 
value of this world of t ime and becoming) and fostered a morality 
rooted in the 'fallacious' notion of a noumenal self that is not in the 
world. Once these assumptions are put in question , man begins to 
feel that this world has lost its value or t he foundation of its value. 
Hence, the emergence of nihilism. Again, the hypothesis of things in 

27 The Will to Power, trans. W. Kaufmann and R.J. Hollingdale , New York, 
1967, p. 9. 
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th~ms~lve.s feeds the metaphysician who seeks true reality or the 
th1n~ m 1tself .and denigrat~ this world as merely apparent. The 
o1u~co1 me of hth1s tende~cy 1s that " our apparent world, being so 
P a m Y not t e express1on of this ideal cannot be 'true "'2 s A · 

d · K , b · . ' · gam ?n . agam, ant s asJC conceptions are critieized because of their 
Indrrect effect upon the devaluation of this world. In effect Ka t · 
a~tacked beca use he did not " remain faithful to the earth "' bec n 

15 

hiS ve h r t. . . , ause . ~ P enomena 1s Ic restnct10n of knowledge encouraged th 
b~lzef In transphenomenal "realities." We shall see whether Nietzsche 
~Ims~lf .ca~ en,~i~ely. avoid the haunting, residual presence of : 

reahty-ln-Itself In hts own experimental speculations. 
The m~st general criticism of Kant's analysis of human knowl

e~ge pertatns to the project as a whole. Somewhat unfairly, 
Nt.e~zsche mocks the notion o~ a :'knowledge of knowledge. " The 
or1g¡nal error that. Kant mak~s 1s h1s presupposition of the "fact" of 
~nowledge ~nd hiS assumptlon that he is already acquainted with 
knowledge. If we do not already understand what knowledge is 

how ~an we ~nswer t_h: question whether there is knowledge? 
What IS operatiVe, ab mztio, is that " Kant belieues in the fact of 
~nowledge . " 2 9 

.Even th?ugh this brief criticism has sorne validity, it 
IS not as damagtng as Nietzsche assumes insofar as any philosophical 
argument must begin wit~ unde_monstrated presuppositions and any 
ac_count of knowledge (mclud1ng Nietzsche's version) must start 
with th~ pr?visio_nal belief that there is knowledge. We may 
sy~path1ze With .N1e~zsche's irritation in the sense that Kant does, in 
pomt of fact, .begm h1s e~ploration of the nature and limits of human 
knowledge w1th_ a ques~Ionable optimism. Thus, he remarks that " I 
am conce~ned w1th nothmg except reason itself and its pure thinking; 
an_d to g~n complete knowledge of these, there is no need to go far 
a~1eld , smce I come u pon them in m y own self ,3 o A · 
NI t h ' . t . 11 . gam, 

e zsc e s po~ IS w~ taken especially when we see that Kant 
assu~~s that h1s analys1s of knowledge is not seen as hypothetical or 
prov1s~onal , but as necessary and a priori. After saying that he wants 
to av01d " hypothesis," he contends that 

Any knowledge that professes to hold a prion· makes a claim to be 
regarde~ ~s absolutely necessary. Th is applies a {ortiori to any 
delermmalwn of all pure a priori knowledge, since such determination 
has ~o . serve. as the measure and, therefore, as the example of all 
apodictJc, ph1losophical certain ty.31 

28 !bid. , p. 15. 
29 !bid. , pp. 286-287. 
30 l. Kant , Kritik der reinen Vernunft, Hamburg 1956 9 31 [bid. ' ' p . o 
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This confidence is understood by Nietzsche to be based upon belief 
insofar as judgments are construed as expressions of the "belief" that 
such and such is the case. Quickly rushing to defend his own views, 
Nietzsche says that the belief in judgments ( or the belief in their 
truth) is a psychological quest ion. The presuppositions of logic that 
inform meaningful judgment are not, for Nietzsche, "forms of 
knowledge. " Rather, they are " regulative articles of belief" that are 
derived from psychic fictions or from the selective simplifications 
operative in the physiology of sensory experience. Warming to his 
subject, Nietzsche argues that if judgments are expressions of 
"belief," they also assume "identical cases." But the assumption that 
"identical cases exist" is itself traceable to the putative sameness of 
sensations. The primitive awareness of similar, familiar sensations 
occurs within sensation itself. Therefore, Nietzsche concludes, even 
before judgment occurs "the process of assimilation must already 
have taken place ... there is an intellectual activity that does not 
en ter consciousness. " 3 2 What Nietzsche seems to be saying is that 
the a priori does not have its origin in pure reason, but is rooted in 
sensory experience. This unconscious a priori is t hen preserved in 
language and event ually comes to be seen as a structure of the mind. 
In order for Nietzsche's criticisms of Kant (and , by implication, 
rat ionalism in general) to be effective, he must assume to know a 
great deal about the origin of knowledge. T urning his own cri ticism 
back upon him , we may say that in arder to undermine tradi t ional 
conceptions of knowledge , Nietzsche must assume a positive " knowl
edge" about the essential origin of knowledge. 

As we have seen, Nietzsche attacks the concept of things in 
themselves not as purely analytical exercise, but because he 
believes that such a conception has done damage to our appreciation 
of the world of phenomenal " becoming. " He maintains, with sorne 
justification, that Kant postulated the existence of things of which 
we know nothing precisely because there was an advantage in 
preserving the realm of the unknowable. He attributes to Kant 
" moral-metaphysical " motives. 3 3 There is nothing esoteric in t his 
interpretation of Kant since he makes quite clear that he posits 
things in themselves at least in part in arder to preserve the 
assumption of human freedom. In a long, strained argument Kant 
maintains that even though we cannot kn ow t hings in themselves, we 
can "think" them. lf we could not make this distinction between 
objects as they appear to us and as they are in themselves, then we 

32 The Will to Power, p. 289. 
33 Jbid., p. 307. 
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cou~d not say o~ the "soul" that it is free and, at the same time, 
subject to causahty. Even though we cannot know it, we can "think" 
freedom. lf we could not assume that the "will is free " then th 
ends of morality would be negated because the "soul'~ would b: 
subject to the " mechanism of nature. " 3 4 What is peculiar here 
(amongst other things) is that the "free soul" is construed as a 
"t~i~g': in ~t~el f. But what is this "thing" that is not subject to the a 
prtorz mtu1t1ons of space and time and not constituted as a 
"substance" or a "cause" of ostensibly free action? 

~ide from .his c?mments on the cultural-intellectual effects of 
the Idea of thmgs m themselves, Nietzsche offers a number of 
a:guments against this conception that are quite powerful. In the 
fnst place, t~~re. ca~,not be a " thin~" in itself simply because (a) 
there are no ~hm~s an~ C?) even 1f we assumed a "thing" apart 
~ro m our const1tu t1on of 1t, 1t would be a mysterious something that 
IS not a ."substance" ( though the very concept of a thing incorporates 
the notion of substance), not causally efficacious and exists outside 
spa.ce ~nd ~ime! It .is said that "the psychological derivation of the 
bebef ·~. thmgs forb1ds us to speak of 'things-in-themselves. "'35 T he 
as~umptl?n that we ca~ "think" of a thing in itself is denied. For, 
th1s rel~t1onless someth1~g cannot ?e referred to without employing 
ca~egones of. reason or mcorporatmg spatial or temporal terms. A 
th mg that exiSts in itself is unintelligible or contradictory. lf the idea 
of. a "~hing" is a psyc~istic ~iction , then there are neither things nor 
t hmgs m themselves. Smce Nietzsche labors over this first criticism of 
~a~t, we should discuss his analysis of the origin of the concept of 

thmg." 

Histori cally, the concept of thing became entrenched in philo
sophi~al language in ~he thought of Descar tes. T he mind (as well as 
matenal substances) lS con~ei~ed ~fas a res or a " thing." Berkeley 
took a step towards t he fJCtwnalism of Nietzsche and Vaihinger 
when he. contended that a "thing'' is a synthesis or conglomeration 
?f sense-1de~s. ~an t seems to .have ignored suggestions that a "thing" 
rs an expen:nttal construct msofar as his conception of "objects" 
of our expenence suggests that they are "things" that we know. And 
th? "thing" as it is in itself is presumed to be unknowable but 
thmkable. We search the Kritik in vain for a definition of "thing," 
even though t.he use of the expression "thing in itself" presupposes 
an understandmg of what a thing is. The diachronic development of 

• 

34 Kant , op. cit., pp. 27-78. 
35 The Will to Power, p. 263. 
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the word "thing" is curious when we consider that the "thing
ontology" implanted in Western thought by Descartes (as Heidegger 
claimed in Being and Time) and, in a wa y, perpetuated by Kant is 
quite removed from the original meaning of the word. In Old and 
Middle English , as well as Dutch, ding meant an assembly or the 
name given to a collection of individuals at a meeting. The Icelandic 
word "thing" also had precisely t he same meaning. And the German 
word Ding originally referred to a meeting or an assem bly. 
Presumably, the transference of this word to philosophical discourse 
served to designate a collection or "assembly" of qualities or 
properties. The conception of a "thing" as an objective, enduring 
entity in philosophical language seems to have involved the reifica
tion of a word that did not originally refer to something over and 
above, or independent of, a "collection" or "assembly" of indi
viduals, propert ies or qualities. In this sense, I believe that Nietzsche 
is quite correct in holding that the belief in a "thing" as an isolated, 
independent, substant ial object is a fictional idea or a " regulative 
fiction." 

Nietzsche's argument for the derivation of the idea of "thing' is 
basically the following: the idea of a unitary, identica] thing or 
object is modeled upon an equally fictional notion of a "subject" or 
an "ego" that is an atomic, unitary being. We transpose the idea of a 
subject as a unified "thing" into the externa} world and assume the 
causal effectiveness of such "things." If, Nietzsche argues, we can get 
rid of the fictional belief in the " effective subject," t hen we al so 
remove the conception of things acting upon one another in cause 
and effect relations. Finally, of course, the paradoxical hotion of 
"things in themselves" would be eliminated because we have denied 
the existence of analogous "subjects-in-themselves." If we assume 
that the independent, unitary su bject is a fiction , so, too, is the 
objective thing, as well as the purely fictional "thing" in itself. This, 
in turn, would enable us to negate the deleterious notion of a 
" distinction" between appearances and " things in themselves." Then, 
the implicit denigration of the phenomena we experience and 
conceive of as "appearance" will disappear. We will cometo see that 
the so-called " apparent world" is the " true world. "~ 6 Another way 
of expressing t his is to say, as Merleau-Ponty do es, that le monde 
pour nous, "the world for us", is the only world we can 'know' or 
experience. Again , we shall see whether Nietzsche can consistently 
maintain such a position . 

The next argument that Nietzsche mounts against the Kantian 

36 lb id., p. 29 8. 
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view is an abbr~viated, but insightful, one. Developing an analogy 
between "facts. m thems~lves" and things in themselves, Nietzsche 
avers that, agamst the nmeteenth century positivists, there are no 
pure facts. R~ther, there are only " interpretations" of phenomena 
~r~ady constltuted by the understanding and our selective sensi
bihty. We cannot discover any "fact-in-itself" because we cannot 
refer . to. such . hypothetical facts apart from our " subjective" 
~onstltutwn or _mterpretation of them. 3 7 In this regard, Nietzsche is 
m agreement w1th Karl Popper (in The Logic of Scientific Discouery) 
th~t ~he~e ar~ ~o pure, ~ni~t~rpreted 'facts.' The supposition of a 
~h1~g m Itsef Is JUSt as unjustifled as the notion of a sense or meaning 
In ~tself. There can be no facts in themselves because we must 
pro]ect a sense or meaning into phenomena before we designate 
them as "facts." The imposition of meaning on experienced 
p~enomena takes place from a particular perspective. Before Husserl 
N tetzs~h_e emphasized the meaning-giving activity of the mind in th~ 
recogn1tion of, an~ s~lection of, facts. Now, if there are no given 
fa~ts, ~hen, a fortlOn, there are no "given" ( or hidden) things or 
thmgs m. th~mselves. 3 8 .We m ay, for purposes of simplification and 
commu?Icatwn, speak of a "thing," but this must be understood as 
construtng a phenomenon as something. Describing experienced 
phenomena ~s "things" is a meaning-giving, intentional , interpretive 
process that mvents such a fictional notion solely for the sake of the 
Instr~me?tal . value of doing so. The belief that things have a 
constitu_tiO n m themselves is false. Nietzsche argues that the belief 
that ~hmgs ha ve a constitu tion in themselves apart from " inter
preta~wn and s~bjectivi ty" ~s a?~urd. For, this would " presuppose 
tha t mterpretatwn _and ?ub]ectlvity are not essential~ that a thing 
fr:ed_ f~om ~11 relationsh1ps would still be a thing. " 3 9 In a similar 
ve1n •t. •s c~aimed_ that the " dist inction between the thing-in-itself and 
the thmg-for-us IS bas~d up_on the older, naive form of perception" 
~hat a~sumed energy m thmgs. But, it is now seen that "force" 
IS pr~Jected, into t.hings and they are construed as substances 
th.at affect a subject. Following Hume and going beyond him 
Nietzsche remarks that this projected equation of "thing" and' 
" bt " d su s ance oes not correspond to any essential feature of 
phenomena, but, rather, it is an idea that is preserved in our 
"1 ,4 o G . . anguage. rammar and the sed1mentation of belief gave rise to 

37 /bid., p. 267. 
38 !bid . p. 30 l. 
39 !bid . p. 303. 
40 !bid 
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tbe idea of substance, an idea that was reinforced by our fallacious 
understanding of ourselves as substantial "subjects." The concepts of 
substance and thing are regulative fictions that are retained in 
Ianguage and ultimately derived from an analogy to an equally 
fictional positing of a " subject." E ven though such notions have a 
proper use in our language and are pragmatically valuable, they refer 
to nothing in the world and represent no existing entities. Ironically, 
this conclusion is really only a hyperbolic form of Kantianism. For, 
Kant had said that our 'knowledge' is restricted to phenomena that 
are conditioned or constituted by our particular mode of sensibility, 
the a priori intuitions of space and time, and our categorical un
derstanding. Taking a cue from Lange, Nietzsche more or less accepts 
the view that the world is the "product of our organization," is 
determined by our selective perceptual functions and capacities and 
our psyche. Despite the fact that Nietzsche repeatedly emphasizes 
the predominant role of the senses in experience, the impact of our 
physiology on our experience, and the reality of the body, the 
Kantian and Langean aspects of his thought tend to lead him, 
occasionally, into a form of idealism. If the " world" we know is 
conditioned and constituted by our sensory-cognitive " organiza
tion," if phenomena are interpreted by means of " psychistic 
fictions," then the " world" is our idea or represen tation. If we stop 
Nietzsche at this point, we see that he has denied any access to a 
transphenomenal " reality," has denied , in effect, t hat there is such a 
"reality." The world structured by our sensory-cognitive nature is a 
world for us, the only " reality" we can know, an elaborate 
fabrication built with the bricks of Kantian categories of the 
understanding that are described as " fi ctionsH or " inventions. '' What 
is interesting is that Nietzsche still thinks within t he framework of 
Kantian categories despite the theoretical obliteration of the concept 
of "things in themselves." For, the categories of reason are said to be 
pragmatically useful, useful fictions, that may be necessary for the 
preservation of the species.41 Implicitly agreeing with Lange that 
Kant did not succeed in giving a plausible account of the "origin" of a 
priori categories, Nietzsche offers his own version of their origin. His 
most succinct claim is that " AH our categories of reason are of 
sensual origin: derived from the empirical world. " 4 2 What he means 

41 lbid , pp. 277, 278, 313, 314. Al one point, a priori ' lr ut hs' are 
characlerized as " provisional assu mptions." And, in the manner of Hume, the 
concepl of causaJity is seen as a "habit of belief" that we must accept if we 
would not perish . Of course, Nietzsche adds t hat such pragmaticalJy useful a 
priori notions are not 'true' in any strict sense. !bid. , p. 27 3 . 

42 /bid. . p. 270. 
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by the "empirical world" is our sensory experience and the psychic 
accretions that develop in relation to such experience. 

In his own way, it could be said t hat Nietzsche has given us bis 
own " deduction" of the categories of the understanding, an 
anthropomorphic and pragmatic one. Before Sartre, he averred that 
"the world is human." In addition, he seeks to explain why the 
Kantian categories have emerged as dominant ways of organizing 
our experience of the world. The fictional, fabricated "world he 
refers to so often is the world according to Kant minus "things in 
themselves., For, "the world with which we are con cerned is false, 
i.e., is not a fact but a fable and approximation on t he basis of a 
meager sum of observations. " 4 3 But it is, of course, much more than 
this: it is a " world" comprised of limited, selective "observations" 
and subsumed under the Kantian (" fictional") categories of under
standing. Our " knowledge" of such a world extends only up to the 
point at which it is useful for the preservation and continuation of 
the species, as well as for our "mastery" of it. In a sense, Nietzsche 
accepts the Kantian restriction of our knowledge to phenomena or 
'objects' that are constituted by ourselves, but denies that it is "pure" 
and gives it his own alternative interpretation. Even the inspiration 
for the conception of central categories or principies as "fictions" 
was suggested to Nietzsche by his reading of Kant. For, he once said 
that " when Kant says: ' reason does not derive its laws from nature 
but prescribes them to nature,' this is, in regard to the concept of 
nature, completely true. " 4 4 Furthermore, t he theory of the 
regulative, hypothetical and fict ive nature of all philosophical 
categories was clearly derived from Nietzsche's sceptical interpre
tation of Kant's regulative principies of reason or his inchoate 
philosophy of "as-if." The following passage sums up Nietzsche's 
position quite well and suggests that what he did in his critique of 
"knowledge" was to turn the screw of Kant's thought a few notches 
further. It has·been said that 

The fonns of our thought-process . .. do not reflect in any way the 
reality of things, but only serve to co-orclinate the chaotic elements of 
our experience. Far from reproducing the conditions of reality, they 
tend rather to falsify the content of our experience. The categories of 
the understanding are nothing but the humanisation of our 
experience. . . They. . . are not caused or motivated by psycho
physicaJ shortcomings, by the weakness of our organs of sense, of our 
memory, of our language. Imagination is the real origin of the 
categories. Having thus been produced, they become fiXed by selection 

4 3 /bid., p . 330. 
44 Werke, Leipzig, 1901, 11, p. 36f. 
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and ... become universally valid, and in this s~n~e, in the~ ~elation to 
very individual experience, they become a pnorz. As cond1ttons of the 
~aintenance of life they are also ~onditions of all '.knowledge.' T~e~ 
forro a series of acquired errors, sUitable to the pers1stence of spec1es, 
the world which they postulate is not [reali~]; howe~er, once o~e 
knows the history of the origin of the categones, there 1s .no sense m 
supposing them to possess any validity as expressions of reality.45 

Except for t he slip of the pen that first suggests that the categor.ies 
are not derived from experi~nc;, .and apa!t. from the need t? amp~If~ 
the claim that the " imaginatton ' 1s the ong1n of the categories, t~1s lS 

a fair statement of Nietzsche's assertions. Howeve~, at the same tl~e, 
't highlights a residual problem in Nietzsche's radical transfo~mat1on 
~f Kant's theory of knowledge. That is, the lingering assumptlon ~hat 
runs through Nietzsche's notes in t he N~hla~~ t~a.t t,~ere 1s a 
transphenomenal "reality" that is oste.ns1bly . fal~~~.ed. b?; our 
constitution of the world in accordance wlth Kantlan f1ct1ons such 
as 'unity,' 'cause,' 'substance,' 'acciden t,' ' t hing,' ~nd,'object .: Even 
though Nietzsche holds that "we have no categones by whiCh we 

. . l " f " ld f " 4 6 
can distinguish a "world-m-1tse f rom a wor o appearance, 
there is a sense in which he does precisely this. If we approach 
Nietzsche's fragmentary theory of knowledge from the point of our 
constructive, creative, inventive, imaginative structuring of a " world" 
for us even if we gran t the fictive nature of our basic concepts, we 
cannot, in a strict sense, affirm that this constituted " world" is a 
falsification of a presumed "reality. " If we hold Nietzsche to the 
phenomenalism he seems at times to espouse, then t he ~orld 
interpreted from our perspective, described in terms of categones.of 
reason, shaped by the limited range of our senses, suffused ~1th 
beliefs derived from our own psychology ( or the psychologiCal 
assumptions of previous men), is the " humanized world," the only 

45 Rudolf Eisler, Nietzsches Erkenntnistheorie und Metaphysik , Leipzig, 
1902, p. 21. Cp . Martín Heidegger, Nietzsche, Pfulling~n, 1961~ U! p. 127: 
[Nietzsch e's philosophy is an] "anthropomorphy- the shapmg and vtewmg of ihe 
world in accordance wilh man's image. " 

46 The Will to Power, p. 306. Cp. The very opposite opinion in regard to 
the 'truth' of a priori notions: ' As if the preservation of. man were a. p roof of 
truth." /bid., p. 273 . Since Nietzsche asserts that 'tru t h ' IS an exl?ress10n of ou.~ 
will to power and its "criterion" is the "e.nhancement of t~e feeli.ng of powcr, 
that it is created or willed anci not diScovered. and s~nce hts a~cou nt. ~f 
knowledge ultimately reduces 'truth ' to truth for us (accept~ng somethmg as tf tt 
were ' true ' ), then survival in an "~terpre~;d " world m.tght ve~y well be a 
relevant factor in an argument for the proof of such a behef that ts ~ssum.ed to 
be 'true.' If we follow Nietzsche' s arguments about truth to th err ultunate 
endpoint, we see that there could be no " proof" of a ' truth ' or of the 'truth ' of 
any a priori notion. 
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.. world we can be said to know. If, as Nietzsche seems to say, 
appearance is reality (for us), then he cannot contrast the world 
organized, simplified, schematized and shaped by our sensory
cognitive "organization" with "reality-in-itself" without falling into 
the Kantian trap he so gleefully exposes. Even though there are sorne 
isolated passages in which Nietzsche seems to accept the phenom
enalistic restriction of knowledge and even suggests that a world that 
is true for us is, in a sense, a 'true' world, these are not typical. Thus, 
as a case in point, it is contended that "appearance" belongs to 
reality, is, in fact, a form of its being. A "calculable world of identical 
cases" is created through appearance. "Appearance," then, "is an 
arranged and simplified world, at which our practica} instincts have 
been at work; it is perfectly true for us; that is to say, we live, we are 
able to live in it ; proof of its truth for us- . "4 6 

Typically, it is asserted that knowledge, especially of the Kantian 
variety, entails " falsification." Our intellect functions with conscious 
symbols, metaphors, images and rhetorical figures. Our abstract ideas 
are simplifications that are "coarse metaphors. " 4 7 He never really 
retreats from variations on this theme and notes that "Partial 
permanency, relative bodies, identical events, similar events - with 
these we falsify the true state of affairs, but it would be impossible 
to have knowledge of anything without having falsified it in this 
way. "4 8 Against Parmenides' view that we cannot think what is not, 
Nietzsche opposes his "extreme" belief that "what can be thought of 
must certainly be a fiction. "<1

9 If we hold Nietzsche to such 
assertions, t he outcome is that our senses, our conceptual schema, 
our very way of experiencing occurrences are such that we simplify, 
organize, schematize and classify events experienced. The " world" 
we experience and conceive of is, then, an apparent world for us and 
not an absolute, independent '' reality." Again, if Nietzsche stuck 
with this radical phenomenalism, he would be quite consistent. But 
he very often claims that aside from this elaborate system of 
falsification or fabrication, there is a 'true' state of affairs that 
presumably transcends the text of our sensibility and understanding. 
Unfortunately, this assumption only reproduces a slight variation on 
Kant's notion of things in themselves. For, Nietzsche, like Kant, 
presupposes that we have sorne cognitive access to a realm that is 
beyond our experience. True, he avoids a duplication of Kant's 
position by denying that there is a "world" in itself, a thing in itself 
or things in themselves. This technical point, however, does not 

47 Werhe, Leipzig, 1901, 1, p. 171. 
48 !bid., X II, p . 24. 
49 The Will to Power, p. 291. 
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really help his case, For, he has effectively prohibited any claim 
to know what a transphenomenal realm of existence would be like . 
He would have been consistent with his own analyses o~ the nat~re 

f knowledge if he had assumed that the world for us IS a creat1ve 
~vention that, precisely beca use it is "constituted" by our complex 

rganization cannot be 'real' or 'true' in any absolute sense. What he 
~ould ha ve' done then, was to stop here. He should ha ve reta~ned 
an agnosticism about this presumed transphenomenal realm. Smce 
we can never have a cognitive grasp of it, Nietzsche should have 
taken a Wittgensteinian stance and held that "whereof one cannot 
speak, one m ust be sil en t." U nf ortunately? he do es not do_ so. 

Although in Hr,:,man, All-Too-Human 1t had been admltted that a 
"metaphysical world" is logically possible, but that ''nothing could 
be said of it, " 50 Nietzsche la ter waged linguistic warfare against the 
idea of "another" world "beyond" this one. In another sense, 
though, he does not avoid the Kantian problem o~ assuming a "state 
of affairs" that is not directly accessible to us. It ts not the case that 
Nietzsche is concerned only with rejecting knowledge or truth about 
the Kantian thing in itself or about any transcendent realm. 51 The 
claim that he wants to preserve " empirical knowledge" is correct, in 
a sense, but misleading. For, the empirical world disclosed in 
scientific inquiry is equally a simplification, a constitutive ''world," a 
"falsification" of actuality. Having attacked the Kantian version of 
"knowledge" by using tools left lying about by Kant himself, 
Nietzsche applies the same kind of analysis to scient ific conceptions 
as he did to the categories elucidated by Kant. For, the notion of 
"laws of nature" is a remnant of mythological thinking: ''lt is our 
laws and our conformity to laws that we read into the world of 
phenomena." The presuppositions of mechanics are ideal inventions, 
are "fictions" that serve to make the natural order intelligible to 
us. 52 "Our assumption that there are bodies, surfaces, lines, is simply 
a consequence of our assumption that there are substances and things 
and permanency. Just as certainly as our concepts are inventions, so 
certainly are the constructs of mathematics inventions. "53 The 
sciences operate with " regulative hypotheses," " regulative principies 
of method," phenomenalistic entities and provisional assumptio?s. 
The " ideal, regula ti ve method" is as much based u pon " regulatlve 
fictions" as is our philosophical (i.e., Kantian) organization of 

50 Menschliches, Allzumenschliches, 9. 
51 Wilcox , op. cit. , p. 124. 
52 Werhe, XII, pp. 30, 42. 
53 !bid. , XII, p . 30. 
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th~ "world." Anthropomorphism haunts the sciences as much 
as It p~rvades our philosophical principies and conceptions. Science 
too, g1ve~ us an "ap~are~t world." We find nothing in the externai 
world, Nietzsche ma~ntams, except what we have projected there· 
an~ we call this imagined, conceptualized 'knowledge' science.' 
It JS not the case, then, that scientific principies or concepts yield 
access. to .t~e " true" world. To be sure, Nietzsche is sympathetic to 
t~e scientific study of the world and certainly ranks it as a superior 
~md of ~nowledge .than ,metap?ysical . speculation or Kant's 
m~taphysiCs ~f ex penen ce. Bu t, In the final analysis, he sees the 

b.asic assumptio~,s of the sciences as contributing to a "humaniza
tion .of n~ture. that. is analogous to the "humanization" of 
expenence m philosophiCal concept-formation. 

Having. anti?ipated V aihinger's theory of conceptual fictions as 
well as ~omcare's conventionalist interpretation of scientific kno'wl
edge, N~etzsche cou.ld have remained sheltered in a radical phe
nomenahsm. Bu t he 1s tempted t_o refe~ to "reality" and specifically 
as a temp~ral.process of becom1ng. H1s commitment to the belief 
~hat ac~~al~ty ,~s a perpetua! flux, an e?dless becoming in which there 
Is no . b~mg w~atsoever began flrst with his sympathy with 
Herachtus concept10n of process and was later reinforced by F.A 
Lan~~ and a cen~al aspect of Buddhist thought (i.e. , the doctrine of 
~,~e wheel of ~Irth .and death" that forever turns and the radical 

Impermanence ( amcca) of actuality ). Inspired by Lange's assertion 
that we encounter no "fixed and independent" reality but onl 
t f " l · " ' ya s ~eam o re at10ns, he assumed a becoming which we seek to grasp 

w1th t he nets of our senses and thought. But, the "synthetic creative 
factor of our knowledge" that pervades even our "sense-imp;essions" 
p~ecludes an u~derstanding of becoming as becoming. 5 4 Throughout 
~1s Nac~lass Nietzsche repeatedly assumes a kind of knowledge of 
bec~m1ng," .an awareness of a " reality}' that surpasses our under

?tandmg. It IS o~r "w,~ll ~o ,~ower" in our knowing activity that 
Imposes a (fallactous) bemg on becoming. Assuming a "world of 
?ecoming". as actuality, "knowledge in itself" is impossible. 5 5 Our 
Inte.rpretatiO~. ~f the ~orld is a projection of " meaning" into a 
reahty t~at . 1s m flux , mcomprehensible, elusive. " 5 6 The " reality" 
we descnbe m terms of categorical schema, in terms of our Jimited 
sensory experience, is a " simplification for practica] ends." It is not 
t~e " wor~d . of becoming." In one of his strongest statements 
Nietzsche ms1sts that : 

54 F .A. La nge, o p. cit., ii i, p . 336. 
55 The Will to Power, p. 330. 
56 /bid 1 p . 327. 
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The character of the world is in a state of becoming as incapable of 
formulation. . . . Knowledge and becoming exclude one another. 
Consequently, "knowledge" must be something else: there must first 
of all be a will to make knowable.57 

Knowing is this structuring, constituting creative synthesis (that 
begins primitively in our senses) that imposes " being" on a presumed 
fluctuating reality. However, Nietzsche is making knowledge claims 
about "becoming" and its independent reality. In terms of bis own 
critique of knowledge or his critica! reformation of knowledge, he 
cannot do so. In the first place, he i~ assuming a transphenomenal 
temporal sequence of occurrences that is presumably unaffected by 
our senses, our psyche, our conceptual fictions. Furthermore, it is 
held that the world of becoming is a "world ·of relationships." In 
addition, dynamic " motion" is attributed to the flux of becoming. 
However, Nietzsche insists that "A world in a state of becoming 
could not, in a strict sense, be 'comprehended ' or 'known. "'58 But 
surely he is claiming to know that there is a world of becoming, that 
it is temporal, characterized by motion and a dynamic system of 
relations. What he seems to be reaching for is a process theory of 
reality that would characterize " entities" as " processes. " 59 This is all 
well and good except for the fact his own critique of knowledge, as 
well as his conception of 'knowledge, ' prohibits him from referring 
to, or describing, such an independent " reality." In accordance with 
Nietzsche's restrictions, we not only cannot conceive of a " world of 
becoming," but we cannot speak about it either. For, " Linguistic 
means of expression are useless for expressing " becoming;" it accords 
with our inevitable need to preserve ourselves to posit a crude world 
of stability. " 6 0 If neither conceptual knowledge nor language enable 
us to grasp becoming, then how can Nietzsche 'know' that t here is a 
world of becoming and how can he a!so claim to know sorne of its 
features? Even though Nietzsche has exposed what he believes t o be 
the fictional nature of Kantian categories such as ' unity ,' 'substance' 
and 'causality,' he seems to employ, in an illicit manner, Kant's 
category of "communityn or the reciprocity between active and 
passive entities or processes. But, according to his own anal yses, this 
must be a " falsification" of t he real, a synthetic notion that is 
projected upon the world or our experience of it. Even if we grant to 
Nietzsche that he conceives of the relations between processes ( or 

57 /bid , p. 280. 
58 Jbid, p. 281. 
59 /bid 1 p . 346. 
60 !bid. , p. 330. 
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complexes of "forces") as dialectical rather than causal, he is still 
using a form of the category of "reciprocity" that must be subjected 
to the same kind of criticisms that he brought to bear on the other 
Kantian categories. 

The Kantian distinction between a world ordered by our 
sensibility and understanding and a transphenomenal realm that is 
the world in itself apart from our interpretation or a "reality-in-itself" 
that is manifested to us as a system of appearances returns to haunt 
Nietzsche. Given the obvious truth-claims he makes about the world 
of becoming, he, too, postulates a 'reality' that is paradoxically 
unknowable and, in sorne sense, "known." What might be called 
"becoming in itself" in Nietzsche's thought corresponds to Kant's 
conception of "things in themselves" and generates the same kind of 
paradoxes. Of course, the postulation of a metaphysical principie of 
explanation -"the will to power"- is, a fortiori, subject to the same 
tyoe of criticism. Why Nietzsche adopts the "hypothesisp of the 
Wille zur Macht and how he conceives of it is an even more complex 
question that must be put asirle in this discussion. What can be said 
here is that it is obvious that the theory of the will to power violates 
Nietzsche's restrictions on human knowledge and especially runs 
counter to his insistence that the assumption of an "unconditioned" 
reality as the 'cause' of the conditioned world is absurd. Whether the 
will to power is understood as an "hypothesis" modeled, as 
Nietzsche says it is, on human action and on our 'willing,' or as a 
metaphysical truth, it is clearly a claim to have "transcendental 
knowledge" and, to that extent, subject to his own interna} 
criticisms. In terms of his own critical analysis of 'knowledge,' 
Nietzsche is not, in a strict sense, justified in assuming a "world of 
becoming" or a cosmic pervasive force (will to power). Nor is he 
justified in his apparent truth-claims abottt the dynamic structure of 
'reality. ' 

1 think we have seen that it was Kant's theory of knowledge in 
conjunction with Lange's psycbologistic interpretation of it and 
application of it to science that gave rise to Nietzsche's scepticism 
and his theory of " regulative fictions." Despite his vitriolic criticisms 
of Kant and his condemnation of bis "motives," Nietzsche's 
epistemological speculations are presented in the Kantian vernacular. 
In one of his earlier essays (Schopenhauer as Educator) Nietzsche 
remarks that if Kant's thought has any popular influence, it willlead 
to "skepticism and relativism"; only strong individuals will be able to 
tolera te a "despair of all truth." He was very sympathetic with the 
reactions of Kleist to the implications of Kantian thought and 
quotes them. Kleist believed that the Kantian philosophy led to the 
view that "we cannot decide whether what we call truth is really 
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truth, or whether it merely appears as sucb to us." Accepting this, 
Kleist laments that his highest goal has evaporated and he has none to 

P
lace it. 61 It is clear from his wrestling with the problems of truth 

re d · · ·¡ nd the "thing in itself" that Nietzsche was affecte 1n a _s1~1 ar way 
~hen he began to see the ra~ifications of Ka?t's. a~nostlc1sm. If we 
dd to this Lange's scepticiSm about the sc1entif1c search for the 

:eality of the natural world, we can see how. Nietzsche tried to 
ccommodate these theories and, at the same tlme, sought to over
~ome them. It has been the burden of my discussion to show that 
Nietzsche, once he started criticizing Kant with his own weapons, 
was not entirely able to free himself frqm the puzzle of a world apart 
from our sensibility and understanding, a " reality in itself." . 

There is one residual issue that is relevant to the preceed1ng 
discussion. That is, whether we can be said to have access to the 
nature of things in themselves such tha~ sorne _of . Niet~sch.e's 
objections to Kant could be overcome. In hiS otherw1se illummatmg 
analysis of Kant's Critique of Pure Reason P.F. Strawson offers a 
critica! interpretation of the idea of the thing in itself that is not as 
penetrating as that of Nietzsche. Strawson is willing to gra~t to Kant 
that to a being that is a member of "the world of sc1ence and 
everyday observation the spatio-temporal objects of that ~or~d can 
sensibly appear only by affecting in sorne way ~he const1tut10n of 
that being." Furthermore, the way that obJects appear, the 
characteristics they appear to have, certainly depend " in part upon 
the constitution of the being to which they appear. "6 2 But Strawson 
avers that we do know, in a sense, what things are in themselves 
insofar as these are objects that have the properties ascribed to them 
"in physical theories. " 6 3 Again, in the manner of Lange and 
Nietzsche, it is held that the phenomena that appear to us are, in 
Part dependent upon "our physiological make-up." However, 

' h " h Strawson again claims that objects as they really are ave t e 
properties ascribed to them in the physical a~d physi~logi.c~ 
theories."6 4 It is curious to see Strawson argumg for sc1entlf1c 
knowledge as an exception to the Kantian analysis of knowledge that 
he is at least somewhat sympathetic to in his study. Lange and 
Nietzsche, of course, would, as we have seen, beg to differ. What is 
true, if it is true, of knowledge in general must also be true of 
scientific knowledge of the natural world. Kant, by seeking to 

61 Schopenhauer als Erzieher, liT. 
62 P. F. Strawson, The Bounds o{ Sense, London, 1966, p. 39. 
63 !bid. , p. 40. • 

64Jbid., pp. 251-252. 
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provide an epistemological justification for the eighteenth century 
scientific picture of the world, surreptitiously introduced an 
agnosticism into science itself (as Lange and Nietzsche saw so 
clearly). Nietzsche's analysis of the problem of things in themselves is 
more thoroughgoing than that of Strawson. He believed that the 
same constitutive, constructive, inventive activity of the mind that 
shaped the world in terms of a priori intuitions of space and time, 
sensory experience and conceptualization shaped the scientific 
interpretation o( the world. What Nietzsche saw and pursued 
relentlessly was the metastasization of Kant's agnosticism, its 
tendency, when viewed from a sceptical perspective, to pervade all 
claims to knowledge. In this tentative and brief juxtaposition of 
Strawson's and Nietzsche's analysis of the problem of things in 
themselves we may turn to the physical scientist to see whether 
Strawson's optimism about the scientific penetration of things in 
themselves is justified. From his oft-cited comments on the import
ance of the constitution of the observer in science and his 
subjectivistic interpretation of the scientific enterprise, we know that 
Werner Heisenberg, for example, would not support Strawson's 
viewpoint. Neither would any of the contemporary physicists who 
consciously adopt a phenomenalistic interpretation of scientific 
concepts and principies. 

Recently, an American physicist has explored tapies related to the 
question under consideration. It has been held that science cannot 
function without basic "constructs" that are " invented" construc
tions that we form in the world of our experiences. A construct is 
said to be partially " determined by the human being, as part of the 
natural world." Scientific constructs are seen as a "kind of 
organization" of phenon1ena. The concept of an electron, for 
example, is, because of the state of our knowledge of elementary 
particles, not known to correspond to "the basic structure and 
processes of matter." Sensory experience and "ideas" are the 
primary origin of "constructs" that are then applied to phenomena 
encountered in the natural world. In addition, it is said that "the 
construct must carry the concept into the world of nature or ... fit 
nature into a world of concepts." Properly formed scientific 
concepts are, of course, expressed in language and, in a strict sense, 
are not "comparable with the natural world of things." The 
constructive activity of the mind is said, practically in Nietzschean 
terms, to establish "an arrangement of the world of things." All 
knowledge of nature is necessarily affected by "constructs" used in 
specific theories and the entities and processes in the natural world 
are cpnditioned by our sensory experiences and refined conceptual 
notions. The provisional nature of a system of descriptive constructs 
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· a result of the inevitable "incompleteness" of science as such and 
~~e simplification necessary .to sci,~~tific inq~ii?': Necessa~~ly, science 
forms abstractions and constders tdeal or hm1tlng cases. 1t c~nnot 
"describe the complexities of nature that are presented. t? us m o~r 
d" t experience. " 6 5 Since these are by no means Idiosyncratic 
d:;~tions of the nature of scientific thinking, it would s~em t~at 
contemporary physicists do not seem to. share Strawson s behef 
concerning their power to penetrate the vml of P.henomena that are, 
at least in part, constituted by what Lange and Nietzsche loosely call 
''our organization." . . . . 

Once we have adopted a Kantlan account of the· const1tut1ng 
nature of knowing, it is perhaps inelu:,tabl?, tha~ th~ s~ado~ o! the 
"thing in itself," "the world in itself, or reah~ 1~ Itself ,wlll. be 
cast u pon our thought. Certainly, this is the case 1.n N1etz~che ~ bnef, 
but illuminating, analysis of our knowledge and 1ts ~elati,?nship ( or, 
more accurately, disrelationship! ) to the. elus1v~ world . of 
becoming." Despite his heroic attempt to bamsh Kant s paradoxiCal 
conception, Nietzsche was not as successful ~s he thought he .was ~nd 
certainly not as successful as sorne recent mterpreters of h1s philo-
sophy seem to think he was. 

State University of New York at Brockport 

65 Richard Schlegel. Completeness in Science, New York, 1967, pp. 12-26 
Cf. Henry Margenau, The Nature o{ Physical Reality, New York, 1950, Chapters 
4 and 5. Virtually paraphrasing points that had been stressed. by Lange and 
Nietzsche, Schlegel notes that " our knowledge of nature must mvo~ve ~ :Vhole 
spectrum of responses to experience, sorne of which ar~ .... mo~e mt ulttve or 
subconscious than conceptual or logical. In creative new ms1ghts mto nature ... 
the scientisl. . • draws upon his total store of perception[s] ... rather than only 
his explicit scienlific knowledge. " !bid., p. 30. 
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