LECTURES I and II:

NIETZSCHE – INTRODUCTION TO PHILOSOPHICAL THEMES

This is an introduction to Nietzsche’s basic philosophical teachings – which should inform our reading of Thus Spoke Zarathustra
NIETZSCHE’S RELEVANCE

N as one of the most influential thinkers in relation to the cultural and philosophical movements of the 20th century:

· Aesthetic movements (e.g., primitivism, cubism in the visual arts; modernism and postmodernism in literature)

· Psychoanalysis (e.g., Freud, Jung)

· Existentialism (e.g., Heidegger, Sartre, Camus)

· Structuralism in social sciences (e.g., Lévi-Strauss, Barthes, J-P Vernant) 

· Post-structuralism (e.g., Derrida, Foucault, Deleuze)

N asks questions for which we still have no answers : 

· how can we determine what is right or wrong, true or false, if we have lost our transcendental foundations for moral and epistemological judgements – in a world post-God?, in a world where metaphysical or “Platonic” ideals no longer hold?

REVERSING PLATONISM 

· “On Truth and Lie in an Extra-Moral Sense” (1873)

Overall, we can think of N’s philosophy as a “reversal of Platonism”: 

· a destruction of “idols” or ideals (cf. Twilight of the Idols)

· a destruction of all transcendental or external justifications of existence and grounds of knowledge and values

· if Platonism is a privileging of the IDEAL over the PARTICULAR, 

· then N’s philosophy is a privileging of the particular or PERSPECTIVE over the IDEAL

	Platonism:


Ideal



Particular


	Nietzsche:

Perspective



Ideal


Platonic Ideal or Form (eidos):

· acts as the ESSENCE of the variety of “particular” appearances we encounter. There are many particular chairs or appearances of chairs, each with “accidental” attributes – three legs, four legs, colour, back or no-back etc. The eidos denotes the essence of “chairness” – that which makes a chair a chair beyond any of these particular, physical manifestations

· acts as the ORIGIN of the various appearances. The things of nature are created by a divine creator; the creator creates a particular human, for ex., with an eye to the idea of “humanitiy” in general. So too, a craftsman makes a particular chair with an eye to “chairness”. This leads to the Platonic critique of art: it lies at a third remove from the origin or truth. The artist creates an image (of a chair, for instance), either in words or images, by copying the existing chair (created by the craftsman), itself a copy of the idea of chairness. So, the artistic chair is a copy of a copy (cf. Republic, Book X). For a different possibility for art within this Platonic tradition – wherein art is “eikastic” and brings forth new dimensions of the idea directly – see Sir Philip Sidney’s Defence of Poesy
Nietzsche’s Perspectivism:

· Replaces the essence or being of a thing with BECOMING. There is no essential identity of a thing adhering from moment to moment (or adhering at the level of the concept to different things of the same genus), only a will to impose simplicity on the part of one way of looking at the world (perspective) over others

· NOTE: N’s reversal of the Platonic concept/individual hierarchy through a deconstruction of “truth” as metaphors we’ve forgotten as metaphors (Portable Nietzsche, p 46-47) – contemporary eg., “contragate”

· In “On Truth and Lie”, Nietzsche rejects the idea of universal constants, and claims that what we call “truth” is only “a mobile army of metaphors, metonyms, and anthropomorphisms.”
· Finds DIFFERENCE at the origin – there is no pure origin of a concept or thing, only a function of forces or perspectives. This calls for a “genealogical” analysis: N finds not a solitary origin of the value “good”, but a differential relation of other cultural and linguistic forces.

This as a reversal of “Platonism”, not Plato: 

· N, like others, makes a distinction between what Plato may have actually intended and what has marked the traditional understanding of the meaning of his texts

· The Platonic texts do not necessarily posit such a rigid, ontological distinction between the ideal (forms) and particulars – or, origin and copy. 

· The nature of the Platonic dialogues is such that any claim is ultimately called into question – cf. Parmenides on ultimate nature of existence as One or Many 

· The ontological dualism that marks “Platonism” is, in some respects, a product of later interpretations: via the Neoplatonism of Plotinus and the Christian interpretation of Plato (Augustine and Ficino, for e.g.) – wherein a more strict distinction between the physical and the spiritual arises

Whether in Plato, or merely the tradition of Platonism, for N the dualism that has marked the metaphysical tradition spawns from a certain way of responding to the need to justify our existence and its suffering. 

· Our physical existence and its suffering are justified through an “other world” – this physical existence is not as real and not as important as our spiritual existence

· N sees in the pre-Platonic philosophers and tragic poets of early Greece a different way of justifying the suffering of this world: by affirming it and thereby transforming it to joy – this is N’s definition of the Tragic.

THE TRAGIC

N’s “Early Writings” (1870-73): 

· “Homer’s Contest” (1871)

· “The Greek Polis” (1871)

· The Birth of Tragedy (1872)
· Philosophy in the Tragic Age of the Greeks (1873)
It was originally thought that the Greeks were aesthetically positive and superficial – i.e., that their’s was a culture which viewed existence as harmonious and beneficient. N says that this artistic stance arises out of the fact that they knew much horror and ugliness: 

· “The Greeks were superficial – out of profundity” (Gay Science, “Preface”, 4)

· In “Homer’s Contest”, N describes the essential role of conflict-strife (Eris) in Greek thought and culture – i.e., the serenity and rational calm of Greek art and culture arises as a result of the channeling of the energy of this essential strife:

· “But what do we behold when, no longer led and protected by the hand of Homer, we stride back into the pre-Homeric world? Only night and terror and an imagination accustomed to the horrible. What kind of earthly existence do these revolting, terrible theogonic myths reflect? A life ruled only by the children of the Night: strife, lust, deceit, old age, and death.” 
· This insight into the role of strife in Greek culture has been further elaborated by the structural anthropologist, Jacques Vernant (cf. Myth and Society in Ancient Greece).

· The Birth of Tragedy, N asserts that the Greeks needed an Apollonian veil of stability and being in order to be able to endure the Dionysian horror of existence as becoming

	Apollonian represents:

· Civilization

· Medicine, arts (techne)

· Sculpture

· Restraint

· Individualization

· Beauty

· Being
	Dionysian represents:

· Nature

· Natural fertility (physis)

· Music

· Excess/intoxication

· Unity (loss of self)

· Horror

· Becoming


In different phases of Greek history, one or the other of these forces has held sway – in the tragic age of the Greeks, they were mixed in equal measure, allowing for the birth of Tragedy as an aesthetic form and of Greek tragic culture more generally:

· Pre-Homeric age (pre-literate, pre-1000 bce): Dionysian

· Homeric age (ca 1000 – 700 bce): Apollonian

· Tragic age (ca 700 – 400 bce): Apollonian/Dionysian

· Socratic age (400 bce – present): Apollonian

In tragic experience: 

· Beauty (the Apollonian) justifies the Horror (the Dionysian) of existence

· The more chaos/horror one experiences, the more order/beauty is needed

For N, all other philosophic-religious justifications of existence are “other-worldly”, or transcendental – they reject the present life in favour of the other; suffering and insufficiencies of this world are justified in another:

· Platonism:
particulars ( forms

· Kantianism:
phenomena ( noumena (thing-in-itself)

· Buddhism:
Dukkha (1st noble truth: existence is suffering) ( Nirvana

Samsara (cycle of rebirth)

· Christianity:
Physical/temporal ( Heaven

N sees in the tragic culture of the Greeks a model for saying Yes and Amen to our life as it is with no additions or subtractions:

· Rather than a TRANSCENDENT goal, N’s is IMMANENT

This tragic affirmation of life and its suffering is a preview of the concept of the Eternal Return, expounded later in The Gay Science and Thus Spoke Zarathustra
This assertion that there are no external foundations for knowledge or values also provides a bridge between N’s early works and those of his middle period, which can be described as a prolonged Critique of Reason and its supposed transcendental grounds

CRITIQUE OF REASON

N’s Middle Period (1873-81):

· Untimely Meditations (1873-76)

· Human, all too Human (1878-80)

· Daybreak (1881)

N critiques the notion that we can have “knowledge for its own sake” 

· we fool ourselves into thinking we can have disinterested knowledge (wherein the disinterested stance provides the distance necessary for an “objective” understanding)

· or, according to certain interpretations of N, there is a “truth”, but we need to take a perspective on it (know it) in such a way that bends it to purposes of life – N submits that it may be technically “true” that what we experience as love, for instance, is nothing but a biochemical process of signal and response between two beings, but such knowledge could be destructive for the species  (other eg.s: truth of materialism, truth of nihilism … but a new evaluation is required here)

· so, knowledge is always from a perspective – that knowledge or perspective can be either life-enhancing or life-denying (a critique of science here, too)

In “The Uses and Disadvantages of History for Life” – one of the four essays in Untimely Meditations – N undertakes this critique of “knowledge in itself” in relation to our study of the past

· we try to be objective in relation to the past, to accumulate information, facts

· but the point is to assimilate the past – bend it to our purposes – for the advancement of our culture or life

· This bending of the past to our purposes means we must select that which of the past we will preserve and value, as well as that which we will discard and forget.

· This capacity for forgetting is essential, says N. It is the limit that draws a ring around what will be known and thus gives an individual or a culture its perspective and capacity to create: “This is the specific principle which the reader is invited to consider: that for the health of a single individual, a people, and a culture the unhistorical and the historical are equally essential.” (sect 1).
· Must take a perspective on the past: where certain details fade into the distance of insignificance and others come to the forefront. To the political historian of Canada, for instance, documents pertaining to the 1982 patriation of the Constitution are more important than Trudeau’s laundry lists from the same period

· NOTE: Contemporary schools of historical and literary analysis tend to pick up N’s perspectivism (no objective, historical fact, in itself), but then drop this notion that perspectivism means a prioritizing of certain texts (perspectives) over others – mainly because this prioritization is too hierarchical for their egalitarian, political ends. New Historians, Discourse Analysts, students of Culture Studies, and some Deconstructionists posit, rather, a kind of democracy of perspectives: i.e., a sixteenth-century, London pamphlet on excrement is on equal footing with a royal decree as bases for understanding the reign of Elizabeth I. So too, the same pamphlet would be on equal footing with a Shakespearean play with regard to their respective literary merits

Properly “Historical” culture requires 3 modes of “being-historical”:

· Antiquarian (preserving of past texts, and thus values and knowledge)

· Critical (a destruction of certain of the values and knowledge of the past)

· Monumental (a valuation and deeming of certain past moments as grand and as worthy examples for future projects)

In other works of this period we find a critique of the notion of “morality for its own sake”:

· Morals, like knowledge, are always posited from a perspective; they serve an interest

· A virtous person, for eg., is praised by others for virtues (eg., obedience, chastity, generosity, etc.) which actually harm the possessor of the virtue and aid others

So, generally, these early and middle works begin N’s critiqe of consciousness, reason and intellect as they manifest themselves in religion, morality, science and philosophy:

· Reason thinks it grasps truths but is unaware of the deeper, darker forces which it serves (cf. Thus Spoke Zarathustra, I.4 “The Despisers of the Body”: “Behind thy thoughts and feelings, my brother, there is a mighty lord, an unknown sage – it is called Self, it dwelleth in thy body, it is thy body”).

· This “hermeneutics of suspicion” links N with the other two most influential figures for cultural movements in the 20th century – the “cultural triumvirate”:

	Nietzsche (1844-1900):

Reason


Body/WtP

· human existence in general

· hidden forces of the body, language, political-social power structures and our culture determine structures of reason, knowledge, values
	Marx (1818-1883):

Superstructure


Base

· political economy

· socio-economic relations determine political-ideological structures

· eg., feudal, hierarchical socio-economic relations produced the medieval world-view which saw cosmos as hierarchical  
	Freud (1856-1939):

Consciousness


Unconscious

· psychology

· certain unconscious drives reach conscious form, others are repressed – but can be expressed in conscious form via displacement

· repressed drive for sex reaches conscious thought through a dream of a train going through a tunnel 




For N, the realization that there are no external grounds for knowledge or values comes at that moment in Western history in which God is Dead.

GOD IS DEAD

· The Gay Science (1882)

N says that this is an “abysmal thought”: awful and exhilerating at once – note: N says this too of the Eternal Return, both thoughts assert the absence of an external ground of life – note, too: Heidegger’s “janus-face” of technology:

· Awful: because we are without our foundation and protector; we’re abandoned to nothingness (note: Heidegger’s abandonment of Being)

· Exhilerating: because the world is opened to infinite possibilities; everything is permitted (note: Heidegger’s “saving power” of art)

Two senses of “God is Dead”:

· Waning of belief in Christian God (cf. The Gay Science 343, PN p 447)

· More generally, the destruction of philosophical ideals, absolute truths (Nihilism)

NIHILISM

Nihilism as a failure of grounds of agency. 

· In order to be able to act, to make decisions and commitments, we need to be “moral agents” – nihilism as the denial that there are, in truth, moral actions, i.e., differences between right and wrong. Also, a denial that we have the capacity to make these choices in the first place – we are just products of environment, of genes, of social conditioning. 

· Nihilism and materialism may be true, says N, it may be true that we are just material configurations of forces; it may be true that there is no value to existence or to our actions, there is no good or bad. However, we need to have the illusion of the contrary.

· Nihilism arises in modernity with the hegemony of Western science and its limitless pursuit of knowledge – again, not all knowledge should be attained; the drive for knowledge must be limited for the purposes of “life”: i.e., our daily dealings and capacity to act as moral agents

· In a healthy culture, philosophy and art serve to limit the drive for knowledge.

N announces the death of God in The Gay Science, 125:

The madman.— Have you not heard of that madman who lit a lantern in the bright morning hours, ran to the market place and cried incessantly: "I seek God! I seek God!"— As many of those who did not believe in God were standing around just then, he provoked much laughter. Has he got lost? asked one. Did he lose his way like a child? asked another. Or is he hiding? Is he afraid of us? Has he gone on a voyage? emigrated?— Thus they yelled and laughed. The madman jumped into their midst and pierced them with his eyes. "Whither is God?" he cried. "I will tell you. We have killed him—you and I! All of us are his murderers! But how did we do this? How could we drink up the sea? Who gave us the sponge to wipe away the entire horizon? What were we doing when we unchained this earth from its sun? Whither is it moving now? Whither are we moving? Away from all suns? Are we not plunging continually? And backward, sideward, forward, in all directions? Is there still any up or down? Are we not straying as through an infinite nothing? Do we not feel the breath of empty space? Has it not become colder? Is not night continually closing in on us? Do we not need to light lanterns in the morning? Do we not hear nothing as yet of the noise of the gravediggers who are burying God? Do we smell nothing as yet of the divine decomposition?—Gods, too, decompose! God is dead! God remains dead! And we have killed him! How shall we comfort ourselves, the murderers of all murderers? What was holiest and mightiest of all that the world has yet owned has bled to death under our knives,—who will wipe this blood off us? What water is there for us to clean ourselves? What festivals of atonement, what sacred games shall we have to invent? Is not the greatness of this deed too great for us? Must we ourselves not become gods simply to appear worthy of it? There has never been a greater deed,—and whoever is born after us, for the sake of this deed he will belong to a higher history than all history hitherto!"— Here the madman fell silent and looked again at his listeners: they, too, were silent and stared at him in astonishment. At last he threw his lantern to the ground, and it broke into pieces and went out. "I have come too early," he said then; "my time is not yet. This tremendous event is still on its way, still wandering—it has not yet reached the ears of men. Lightning and thunder require time; the light of the stars requires time; deeds, though done, still require time to be seen and heard. This deed is still more distant from them than the most distant stars—and yet they have done it themselves!"— It has been related further that on the same day the madman forced his way into several churches and there struck up his requiem aeternam deo. Led out and called to account, he is said always to have replied nothing but: "What after all are these churches now if they are not the tombs and sepulchers of God?" —
Aspects of Life after God, aspects of nihilism – (nb., this as the period of “European Nihilism” vs “original nihilism”):

· We have no direction: no ultimate meanings-values – eg., with Biotechnology, we’re left with no guide or standard, why not change our DNA for the better, clone humans etc. ? 

· In the words of the madman: “What were we doing when we unchained this earth from its sun? Whither is it moving now? Whither are we moving? Away from all suns? Are we not plunging continually? And backward, sideward, forward, in all directions? Is there still any up or down? Are we not straying as through an infinite nothing? Do we not feel the breath of empty space?”.
· We are not ready to hear these words, the Madman comes too early: we are not ready or capable of grasping this absence of all foundations – eg., we still grasp on to truisms, unfounded morals, scientific “truths”, happiness, convenience etc.

This is why N’s subtitle for Thus Spoke Zarathustra (TZ) is “A Book for All and None”: it consists of teachings which apply to ALL in this nihilistic age, but NONE are ready to heed these teachings. The journey of Zarathustra, and the book itself, act as ways of creating an audience for these teachings.

WHO IS ZARATHUSTRA?

· Thus Spoke Zarathustra (1883-85)

Zarathustra (or, Zoroaster) (ca. 628-551 bce) was a prophet and founder of Zendavesta – the religion of Persia before Islam

· Posited Good and Evil as two warring principles, that good will win in the end, and that the dead will be resurrected and have a paradise on earth

· N creates a new Zarathustra to correct these metaphysical errors and expose morality as a fraud – morality not an end in itself

N’s Zarathustra teaches/praises the earth and body – not metaphysics. More particularly, Zarathustra teaches:

· Overman

· Eternal Return

But, TZ is not a treatise which pretends to set forth transparently a philosophical system or set of principles (ie., those of the overman and the eternal return):

· Dramatic – with characters and narrative developments. Note: parallel here to Platonic dialogues and to More’s Utopia. All of these texts are often read as simple statements of philosophical or political doctrines, ignoring their dramatic-dialogic form. (as another eg., we wouldn’t take Shakespeare’s Othello to be a straightforward thesis on marital jealousy. The speeches of Iago on the topic, for instance, must be distinguished from those of other characters. So too, the speeches/actions of Othello at the beginning must be distinguished from his speeches/actions at other points in his development)
· Zarathustra as a character also develops throughout the drama presented in TZ – develops from one who attempts to teach the Overman to All (to the marketplace) to one who is prepared to teach the Eternal Return, but speaking to none (alone in his mountain solitude)
· TZ, also, as metaphoric
· Form and content as one here: a deconstruction of the scientific privileging of the truth or meaning of discourse over its media (art) of communication
OVERMAN
So, Zarathustra speaks first to the “All”, the marketplace

· This could be seen as humanity in its fallen aspects: as the crowd, as the “we”, as merely a function of public opinion and social conditions. 

· This fallen aspect of humanity is an essential aspect of our condition, but that which we must move beyond in order to be able to create, in order to become individuals

· To this “All”, he teaches: 

· the Overman as that which overcomes humanity in its fallen aspects in order to create new possibilities

· as opposed to the Lastman: the product of Enlightenment rationality and liberal democracy, everyone as the same, as wanting only convenience, not greatness or distinction

· But this teaching to the marketplace of the Overman occurs early in Z’s development, in the Prologue.  After he is ridiculed by those in the market, he realizes he must teach to the few, he must find disciples. Books I and II consist of Z selecting and teaching to these disciples.

· He apparently also realizes that his teaching of the Overman was not appropriate since he does not expound it any further in the book beyond the Prologue (nor does N discuss it any further in his other writings).

ETERNAL RETURN

· Finally, in Book III, Zarathustra speaks to “None”, he is alone. And he speaks of the Eternal Return:

· as opposed to the Overman –  which can imply a linear progression of humanity to some sort of end goal – the ER asserts no final end point to time or human development

· Akin to N’s discussion of the “Tragic”, the ER is a disavowal of “otherworldly” justifications of existence: affirming existence and its ER means saying “yes and amen” to our life with no additions or subtractions.

· The traditional determination of the “narrative” of our existence:

Alpha









Omega

(a.origin, b.God-author-speaker)



(a.end, b.heaven-intention)

(a.middle, b.existence-text-word)

· This determination manifests itself theologically-philosophically in the “transcendental” justifications of existence mentioned in our discussion of the “tragic”.

· In our daily thinking, we think this way as well:

· “everything will be all right when I graduate …”

· “everything will be all right when my student loans are paid off …”

· all these take the form of: “everything will be all right when I reach an end, when this middle-period of suffering is over”

· N’s joyful news: “everything is all right right now; there is only now, and what you make of it”.

· This applies not only to our conception of the mediation (or middle) of temporal existence, but also of our conception of truth and its mediation:

· The truth of God’s creations is mediated to us by the senses; we search to get to the truth behind these mediations

· So too we seek to get behind the mediation of the text to get to the truth of an author’s or speaker’s texts-words

· So, with ER, N is saying there’s no transcendental ground to existence to give it meaning:

· There’s nothing outside of existence, so to speak

· So too, with Derrida, in his Nietzschean theory of language

· “there’s no outside the text” (Of Grammatology) – no authorial intention or referent to ground interpretation

To this traditional determination of the “narrative” of existence –  with its alpha, fallen middle and omega – N opposes the circle of the ER:

Now






Past



Future



· With time as a circle, it is not an external end which redeems the suffering of past-present, but the creation of meaning in the present and for the future.

· Affirming, giving meaning to our today is the only meaning of life, for N. 

· The ER is first announced in The Gay Science 341:

The greatest weight.— What, if some day or night a demon were to steal after you in your loneliest loneliness and say to you: "This life as you now live it and have lived it, you will have to live once more and innumerable times more; and there will be nothing new in it, but every pain and every joy and every thought and sigh and everything unutterably small or great in your life will have to return to you, all in the same succession and sequence—even this spider and this moonlight between the trees, and even this moment and I myself. The eternal hourglass of existence is turned upside down again and again—and you with it, speck of dust!"— Would you not throw yourself down and gnash your teeth and curse the demon who spoke thus? Or have you once experienced a tremendous moment when you would have answered him: "You are a god and never have I heard anything more divine!" If this thought gained possession of you, it would change you as you are or perhaps crush you; the question in each and every thing, "Do you desire this once more, and innumerable times more?" would lie upon your actions as the greatest weight! Or how well disposed would you have to become to yourself and to life to crave nothing more fervently than this ultimate eternal confirmation and seal? —
 Here, the thought of the ER as a “selective thought”, abysmal like the thought of “God is Dead”: 

· For those with the capacity, an unleashing of power to affirm/create

· For those without the capacity, a destructive thought

The next section of The Gay Science, section 342, is the last section of the original 1882 edition of the book; it is also the same as the first section of Thus Spoke Zarathustra, except for the addition of the tag: incipit tragedia (the tragedy begins).

· When reading Zarathustra, then, keep in mind the essential relation of this teaching of the ER and the notion of the “tragic” nature of existence.

WILL TO POWER

Nietzsche’s Late Writings:

· Beyond Good and Evil (1886)

· On the Genealogy of Morals (1887)

· The Case of Wagner (1888)

· Twilight of the Idols (1888)

· The Antichrist (1888)

· Nietzsche Contra Wagner (1888)

· Ecce Homo (1888)

· The Will to Power (N’s notes from 1880’s)

WTP is essentially connected to N’s perspectivism: there are no facts or things in themselves, only perspectives or interpretations:

Against positivism, which halts at phenomena--"There are only facts"--I would say: No, facts is precisely what there is not, only interpretations. We cannot establish any fact "in itself": perhaps it is folly to want to do such a thing.

"Everything is subjective," you say; but even this is interpretation. The "subject" is not something given, it is something added and invented and projected behind what there is.--Finally, is it necessary to posit an interpreter behind the interpretation? Even this is invention, hypothesis.

In so far as the word "knowledge" has any meaning, the world is knowable; but it is interpretable otherwise, it has no meaning behind it, but countless meanings.--"Perspectivism."

It is our needs that interpret the world; our drives and their For and Against. Every drive is a kind of lust to rule; each one has its perspective that it would like to compel all the other drives to accept as a norm. (Will to Power, 481)

Here, even the “subject” is a function of forces, perspectives or interpretations. This is what distinguishes N’s perspectivism from the simplistic statement, “everything is subjective”. “Subjectivism” implies a stable (true) “subject” which interprets “objects” (things in themselves).

· There are only actions-forces-appearances; we project a stable subject or substance behind these actions; we project a doer behind the deed.

· One reason for this projection of a stable subject is that our thinking is structured by language and its subject-predicate structure: for e.g., “I (subject) went to the store (predicate)”: “’There is thinking: therefore there is something that thinks’: this is the upshot of all Descartes’ argumentation. But that means positing as ‘true à priori’ our belief in the concept of substance-- that when there is thought there has to be something ‘that thinks’ is simply a formulation of our grammatical custom that adds a doer to every deed” (WTP 484)

WTP signifies that existence is a multiplicity of forces-perspectives; WTP is the internal principle of these forces such that they self-emerge and tend towards order.

· As the principle of the synthesis of forces, such that they tend towards order and consolidation, WTP could be compared to “complexity theory”: in complex systems there will be the self-emergence of order.

· This internal principle of order in WTP is, again, opposed to an external imposition or schema.

Two poles of the WTP:

· Life-enhancing, will to create, grow, appropriate what is new

· Life-denying, will to truth, preservation of existing system

The history of metaphysics, of Western thinking and culture from Plato to the present, is the history of the unfolding and culmination of nihilism:

· History of the ossifying will to truth, which denies capacity for creation

· There is a need, out of this night of nihilism, to create a new possibility for humanity, to harness life-enhancing capacities of WTP: “I tell you: one must still have chaos in one, to give birth to a dancing star. I tell you: ye have still chaos in you” (Zara, Prol. 5)
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